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[bookmark: _GoBack]2.1	Introduction
No new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the 2013 Cotati General Plan Update, were raised during the comment period. Responses to comments received during the comment period do not involve any new significant impacts or “significant new information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 states that: New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.  
Chapters 2.0 and 3.0 of this Final EIR include information that has been added to the EIR since the close of the public review period in the form of responses to comments and errata.      
2.2	List of Commenters
Table 2-1 lists the comments on the Draft EIR that were submitted to the City during the 45-day public review period. The assigned comment letter number, letter date, letter author, and affiliation, if presented in the comment letter or if representing a public agency, are also listed. 

	Table 2-1:  List of Commenters

	Response
Letter
	Individual or Signatory
	Affiliation
	Date

	A
	Erik Alm, AICP
	Caltrans
	10/24/14

	B
	Beth Dadko
	Sonoma County
	10/24/14

	C
	Jenny Blaker
	Resident
	10/24/14

	D
	Bryant R. Moynihan
	Nexus Realty Group
	9/9/14

	E
	Robin Miller
	Cotati Vintners Collective
	10/23/14

	F
	Robin Miller
	Highway 116 Associated Investors
	10/23/14

	G
	Robin Miller
	Townsend Capital Partners
	10/23/14

	H
	Linell Hardy
	Resident
	10/24/14



2.3	Comments and Responses
Requirements for Responding to Comments on a Draft EIR
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate and respond to all comments on the Draft EIR that regard an environmental issue.  The written response must address the significant environmental issue raised and be detailed, especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted.  In addition, the written response must be a good faith and reasoned analysis.  However, lead agencies only need to respond to significant environmental issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all of the information requested by the commenter, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a)).
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible environmental impacts of the project and ways to avoid or mitigate the significant effects of the project, and that commenters provide evidence supporting their comments.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that revisions to the Draft EIR be noted as a revision in the Draft EIR or as a separate section of the Final EIR.  Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR identifies all revisions to the 2013 Cotati General Plan Update Draft EIR.
Responses to Comment Letters
Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding system is used:
Each comment letter is lettered (i.e., Letter A), each comment within each letter is numbered (i.e., Comment A-1, Comment A-2, etc.), and each response is numbered correspondingly (i.e., Response A-1, Response A-2, etc.).
Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from the response to comments, those changes are included in the response and identified with revisions marks (underline for new text, strike out for deleted text).
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Response to Letter A  	Erik Alm, AICP, Caltrans

Response A-1:	The commenter correctly notes that traffic volumes at intersections 4 and 5 are higher under the General Plan Buildout to SOI/UGB alternative than they are for the General Plan Buildout to City Limits alternative, and asks why the intersection levels of service are not correspondingly worse.  The reason is that the General Plan includes additional roadway improvements under the Buildout to SOI/UGB alternative beyond those assumed in the City Limits alternative.  These additional improvements are identified on pages 3.12-21 through 3.12-23 of the DEIR and include a second right-turn pocket on the southbound off-ramp, as well as improvements at upstream and downstream intersections that allow the Gravenstein Highway corridor and interchange-area intersections to operate more efficiently (and at better LOS).
Response A-2:	The commenter notes a typo regarding traffic volumes on Intersection 12 on Figure 3.12-9.  The commenter is correct.  The figure incorrectly showed 216 southbound AM approach trips, rather than correctly showing 21 trips.  This typo has been corrected.  The revised and corrected figure is included in Section 3.0 of this Final EIR.  The analysis in the Draft EIR used the correct trip numbers.  The error was simply a typo on the figure.  As such, the analysis and conclusions in the Draft EIR were not affected by this minor figure error.  
Response A-3: 	The commenter states that proposed roadway and signal improvements on State Route 116 should meet necessary warrants and should be coordinated with Caltrans.  This comment is noted.  The City will coordinate with Caltrans, as applicable and appropriate, on future roadway improvements on State facilities.  
Response A-4: 	The commenter states that traffic controls within the State Right of Way must meet required warrants and provides a web link to guidance documents on Caltrans standards.  This comment is noted.  The City will coordinate with Caltrans, as applicable and appropriate, on future roadway improvements within the State Right of Way.  
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Response to Letter B  	Beth Dadko, Sonoma County

Response B-1:	The commenter provides a range of suggested language related to community health and wellness policies in the Draft General Plan.  The City appreciates this input, and these comments and suggestions have been forwarded to the City Council for their review and consideration.  Given that these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and would have no bearing on the environmental analysis, no changes to the EIR are warranted.   
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Response to Letter C  	Jenny Blaker
Response C-1:	The commenter notes that the California tiger salamander (CTS) population in Sonoma County is actually listed as Federally Endangered, not Threatened. The commenter also indicates that she believes that this is significant because of the different level of protection afforded to species listed as endangered as opposed to threatened.
The commenter is correct; the Sonoma County population of CTS is federal Endangered. This comment warrants revisions on Page 3.3-10 as follows:
	Table 3.3-3: Special Status Animals Present or Potentially Present in Cotati

	Species 
	Status 
	Habitat 

	Amphibians
	
	

	Ambystoma californiense California tiger salamander
	FE (Sonoma County DPS)/CT
FT/CT
	Need underground refuges, especially ground squirrel burrows and vernal pools or other seasonal water sources for breeding. 



The error originated because the CNDDB database (May 2011 and November 2014 queries) provide a “Federal Status” of Threatened when a query is run for special status species in Sonoma County. The CNDDB notes under “General Habitat” indicate that the Sonoma County Distinct Population Segment (DPS) is federally listed as endangered, even though this is not noted under “Federal Status.” Regardless, the correct federal status is “Endangered” for all CTS in Sonoma County’s DPS, including those in and around the City of Cotati. The California status is “Threatened.”
The commenter is correct that an Endangered listing receives a different level of protection under the federal Endangered Species Act; however, it should be noted that under CEQA they are treated equally as special status species. All of the protections of the federal Endangered Species Act are provided to Endangered species. Many, but not all, of the protections of the federal Endangered Species Act are available to Threatened species. Under CEQA, however, both Endangered and Threatened listings warrant a species to fall under the category of “Special Status Species,” which is defined on page 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 of the Draft EIR. More specifically, the term “Special Status Species” encompasses those species that are “Federally listed or proposed for listing under the Federal Endangered Species Act (50 CFR 17.11-17.12).” This broad definition provides an equal treatment for federally Endangered, Threatened, and even those species that are a Candidate for listing when they are not currently listed. As such, the City of Cotati has developed policies that broadly discuss “Special Status Species” regardless of whether their protective status is federally “Endangered” or “Threatened.”
The commenter has also noted that in the last couple of years information about a newly discovered CTS breeding site was submitted by local experts to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and listed in the CNDDB. The commenter noted that the most recent updates to the CNDDB added this information and that the information should be taken into account. 
This comment warranted a new CNDDB database query (November 2014). The new CNDDB query shows an additional CTS occurrence record located at the corner of McGinnis Circle and Ross Street. The occurrence record indicates that the occurrence is from a constructed mitigation vernal pool on an approximately two-acre neighborhood lot. There are roads on two sides and foot paths through the lot. The site is a narrow habitat corridor that links to the upper Laguna Channel. The upland habitat is dense non-native grasses. The pool habitat had emergent vegetation and is up to ten inches deep. 
The updated CNDDB query does not warrant text changes to the Draft EIR; however, Figure 3.3-2 and 3.3-3 on Pages 3.3-47 and 3.3-49 were updated to reflect a November 2014 query.  These revised figures are included in Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR.  
Response C-2:	The commenter provides a range of suggested language related to conservation policies in the Draft General Plan.  The City appreciates this input, and these comments and suggestions have been forwarded to the City Council for their review and consideration.  Given that these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and would have no bearing on the environmental analysis, no changes to the EIR are warranted.   
Response C-3: 	The commenter provides a range of suggested language related to community health and wellness policies in the Draft General Plan.  The City appreciates this input, and these comments and suggestions have been forwarded to the City Council for their review and consideration.  Given that these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and would have no bearing on the environmental analysis, no changes to the EIR are warranted.   
Response C-4: 	The commenter provides a range of suggested language related to community services and facilities policies in the Draft General Plan.  The City appreciates this input, and these comments and suggestions have been forwarded to the City Council for their review and consideration.  Given that these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and would have no bearing on the environmental analysis, no changes to the EIR are warranted.   
Response C-5:	The commenter provides a range of suggested language related to noise policies in the Draft General Plan.  The City appreciates this input, and these comments and suggestions have been forwarded to the City Council for their review and consideration.  Given that these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and would have no bearing on the environmental analysis, no changes to the EIR are warranted.   
Response C-6: 	The commenter states that Thomas Page School is no longer an elementary school, but an academy for grades K-8.  The commenter is correct.  Revisions to the General Plan have been made in order to reflect the minor name change of this school and the inclusion of grades 7 and 8 to this school.  This minor correction has no bearing on the analysis or conclusions contained in the Draft EIR.  
Response C-7: 	The commenter states that many of the maps in the General Plan are too small, but notes that they are provided in full size in the EIR.  The commenter is also directed to the General Plan Existing Conditions Report, which serves as a companion document to the General Plan Policy Document.  The small figures contained in the Policy Document are provided as full sized figures in both the Draft EIR and the Existing Conditions Report.  
Response C-8: 	The commenter notes discrepancies in labeling for Open Space and Parks.  The General Plan has been updated to resolve these discrepancies.  
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Response to Letter D 	Bryant R. Moynihan, Nexus Realty Group

Response D-1:	The commenter provides a list of questions related to public outreach and engagement during the General Plan Update, and inquires about elimination of Specific Plan areas and zoning of properties along the Old Redwood Highway.  The commenter is referred to the General Plan Update website (cotati.generalplan.org) which contains extensive information about past meetings, public hearings, community outreach, and other relevant data regarding the General Plan Update.  The General Plan Update process is also summarized on pages 2.0-1 through 2.0-3 of the Draft EIR.  With respect to Specific Plan areas and zoning, the commenter is directed to the Land Use Map and the General Plan Land Use Element.  As shown in the General Plan, the existing Specific Plans in Cotati have not been eliminated.  The General Plan does not change the zoning of any specific parcels within the Planning Area.  Changes to General Plan land use designations are shown on the General Plan Land Use Map.  No changes to the Draft EIR are warranted.  
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Response to Letter E  	Robin Miller, Cotati Vintners Collective

Response E-1:	The commenter states that the Cotati Vintner’s Collective is working to annex property into the City of Cotati.  This comment is noted.  
Response E-2:	The commenter provides a brief summary of past communications with the City regarding the subject property and indicates an intention to submit an application for annexation in the near future.  This comment is noted.  
Response E-3: 	The commenter expresses a desire to be involved in future amendments to the Land Use Code that may affect uses on the subject property.  This comment is noted.  No changes to the Draft EIR are warranted.  
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Response to Letter F  	Robin Miller, Highway 116 Associated Investors

Response F-1:	The commenter states that Highway 116 Associated Investors, LLC is working to develop a 205-unit residential multifamily development near the corner of Highway 116 and Alder Avenue.  This comment is noted.  
Response F-2:	The commenter provides a brief summary of past communications with the City regarding the subject property and indicates an intention to submit an application for development in the near future.  This comment is noted.  
Response F-3: 	The commenter provides suggested changes to the General Plan to help accommodate the project contemplated by the commenter.  This input has been forwarded to the City Council for their consideration.  The commenter has not addressed the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no changes to the EIR are warranted.  
Response F-4:	The commenter expresses a willingness to work with the City to accommodate planned circulation improvements in the vicinity of the subject property.  This comment is noted, and no changes to the Draft EIR are warranted.  
Response F-5: 	The commenter states that if the City chooses to accommodate the commenter’s request for modifications to the General Plan to accommodate the subject project, the Draft EIR would need to be revised accordingly.  This comment is noted.  If and/or when the commenter or other party submits a formal application for development or re-designation of the subject property, the City will conduct a review of the application consistent with the requirements of CEQA and City planning procedures.  At this time, the City is proceeding with approval of the General Plan as written, and as such, no changes to the Draft EIR are warranted.  The potential environmental effects of a future application would be addressed under CEQA at the project-level, if and when an application is received and processed by the City.  
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Response to Letter G  	Robin Miller, Townsend Capital Partners

Response G-1:	The commenter states that Townsend Capital Partners, LLC is working to develop a 110-unit assisted living and memory care facility near the corner of Highway 116 and Alder Avenue.  This comment is noted.  
Response G-2:	The commenter provides a brief summary of past communications with the City regarding the subject property and indicates an intention to submit an application for development in the near future.  This comment is noted.  
Response G-3: 	The commenter provides suggested changes to the General Plan to help accommodate the project contemplated by the commenter.  This input has been forwarded to the City Council for their consideration.  The commenter has not addressed the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and no changes to the EIR are warranted.  
Response G-4:	The commenter expresses a willingness to work with the City to accommodate planned circulation improvements in the vicinity of the subject property.  This comment is noted, and no changes to the Draft EIR are warranted.  
Response G-5: 	The commenter states that if the City chooses to accommodate the commenter’s request for modifications to the General Plan to accommodate the subject project, the Draft EIR would need to be revised accordingly.  This comment is noted.  If and/or when the commenter or other party submits a formal application for development or re-designation of the subject property, the City will conduct a review of the application consistent with the requirements of CEQA and City planning procedures.  At this time, the City is proceeding with approval of the General Plan as written, and as such, no changes to the Draft EIR are warranted.  The potential environmental effects of a future application would be addressed under CEQA at the project-level, if and when an application is received and processed by the City.  
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Response to Letter H  	Linell Hardy

Response H-1:	The commenter provides a range of suggested language related to land use policies in the Draft General Plan.  The City appreciates this input, and these comments and suggestions have been forwarded to the City Council for their review and consideration.  Given that these comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR and would have no bearing on the environmental analysis, no changes to the EIR are warranted.   
Response H-2:	The commenter questions how drought conditions may impact future water supplies and inquires about the use recycled water systems to reduce demand.  The commenter is referred to pages 3.13-1 through 3.13-5 of the Draft EIR, which include a detailed description of existing and future groundwater supplies and surface water supplies.  The discussion includes a description of recycled water supplies, and is based on information contained in the 2010 Cotati Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP).  In compliance with State law, the UWMP includes an analysis of future water supplies following single, and multiple dry years (drought conditions).  The analysis under Impact 3.13-1 in the Draft EIR demonstrates that adequate water supplies existing to meet demand associated with General Plan buildout.  The policies and actions included in the General Plan related to water supplies outline and detail the City’s comprehensive approach to ensure that adequate water supplies are available to meet existing and projected demand.  The City appreciates the comments provided, and no changes to the Draft EIR are warranted.  
Response H-3:	The commenter notes that some of the General Plan policies and actions listed in the Draft EIR include references to figures that are not contained in the Draft EIR.  This comment is noted.  The Draft EIR includes numerous policies and actions from the General Plan that are included in the EIR verbatim.  Some of these policies and actions reference figures contained in the General Plan.  This comment is noted, and no changes to the Draft EIR are warranted.  
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Letter B

From: Beth Dadko <Beth. Dadko@sonoma-county.or:

Date: October 24, 2014 at 4:22:39 PM PDT

To: 'Vicki Parker' <VParker@cotaticity.or,

Ce: 'Susan Harvey' <SHarvey @ cotaticity.org=

Subject: Cotati Health and Wellness Element- General Plan Update Comments

Hello Vicki,

| think you already have my comments on the General Plan update. But since it’s the last day of
the comment pericd, | thought | would resend them.

Opportunities in the Community Health and Wellness Element
o Add language around “Health in All Policies:

§ Inintroductory language the element states “considering public health in land
use decisions”, but health could be considered for every decision

§ The first Objective of “Actively Promote Healthy Lifestyles Through the City
Decision-Making Process, City Operations, and City Leadership. Policy CHW1.4
could specifically say take a “Health in All Policies” approach preceding that.

o Add Palicy to Prioritize places or populations with biggest inequities for development,
services and programming

o Add Actions around CHW1.4 such as develop considerations of health and disparities
on staff reports and complete to the extent feasible

o Call out Health Action on Action CHW-1b

o Put “areas where there are greatest disparities” in Policy CHW 2.1 for encouraging
new locations of health care and medical facilities

o Put “focus on areas of highest need” in Policy CHW3.2 for encouraging local food
systems including farmer’s markets, community gardens, edible school yards, CSA’s, etc.

Opportunities in the Land Use Element: Add language to “prioritize places with greatest
disparities”

o Policy LU 3.14 or 3.15 about siting new parks and recreation facilities
o Policy LU 3.17 or 3.18 about art in public places

o Policy LU 4.1 ensuring that public facilities, services, and amenities are distributed in
a manner that enhances the quality of life for the broadest number of people- call out
desire to provide more to historically underserved areas or equitable distribution

Have a wonderful weekend,

Beth

B-1
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8166 Arthur Street
Letter C Cott, A 5451
October 24, 2013
Vicki Parker
Community Development Director
City of Cotati

201 West SierraAvenue
Cotati, CA 94931

Re: Public Comment on 2013 draft Final General Plan & EIR: deadline October 24, 5 pm

| have other comments on the General Plan and EIR but am focusing for now on what | believe are
errors/omissions, a few suggestions and a few textual edits.

1. The California tiger salamander (Sonoma County population) is actually listed as Federally
Endangered, not Threatened as stated in the EIR.

rofile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=D01T

| believe this is significant because of the different level of protection afforded to species listed as
endangered as opposed to threatened.

2. The most recent updates about breeding CTS that were added to the CNDDB in the last couple of
years have not been included. Information about a newly discovered breeding site was submitted
by local experts and listed in the CNDDB and this should be taken into account.

3. | previously submitted the following comments on September 3, 2012. As far as | can tell they have
not been addressed and | believe they are just as relevant now as they were then:

Policy CON 1.1: This lists sensitive habitats, but omits the word “protect”
Suggest change to “Protect sensitive habitats including...” [otherwise it is not a policy!]

CON 1.2: Add: oak woodlands or valley oak savannah.

Delete: agricultural lands, substitute with grazing lands.

Agricultural lands are not natural wildlife habitats. (Grazing land may be compatible with

protection of sensitive species, but vineyards, for example, usually are not. Annual grasslands are
also not natural, in the sense that most annual grasses are non-native and invasive.)

CON 1.3: Delete this paragraph. (It does nothing to promote the conservation of sensitive habitat).

CON 1.5: 1think a word is missing here? “regionally... [appropriate][?]... native plant species...”

CON 1.6: “Avoid removal of large, mature trees...” Add “native” i.e. “Avoid removal of large,
imature, native trees...”

Policy CON 1.6, Action CON 1.b.c: Suggest add: project-related employees.

C-1

C-2
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CON 1.d. On the subject of a map being made available to developers, this brings to mind the
destruction, several years ago, of vernal pools in Cotati, which were habitat to endangered species,
and which were drained and filled when it became known that the listing of an endangered species
was imminent, thus destroying the very habitat that the listing was intended to protect. If a detailed
map were produced and made available to developers, how would this be avoided?

Police CON 1.8: Action CON 1.e, Add removal of invasive, non-native plants.

Community Health & Wellness: There is an emphasis on the value of access to healthy foods,
support for local farmers, etc. BUT no mention of Cotati’s hard-fought Fast Food Ordinance limiting
the number and location of fast food chain restaurants in the City. The General Plan does contain
support for other existing ordinances.

Suggest: the addition of a Policy and/or Action to continue to support/enact/enforce the current
Fast Food Ordinance, as part of the City’s support for a healthy foods policy.

Suggest: The City to sign onto the County’s Healthy and Sustainable Food Action Plan,
http://sonomacofsa.org/fap/

COMMUNITY SERVICES & FACILITIES: Although Goal CSF 1 is to “Provide high quality public services
... to all residents, businesses and visitors...” | do not see any recognition anywhere in the General
Plan of the rapidly changing demographics in the area. According to the last census, 25.4% of
Sonoma County residents identified as of Hispanic or Latino origin and in Cotati the figure is 17.3%.
Not all of these speak English. Language isolation is recognized as a health issue in Sonoma County.
Suggest: a new clause recognizing the need for outreach and access to people whose first language
is not English, to help ensure appropriate access to services for them and to help them become
more active participants in the community.

The Noise element focuses solely on noise from construction and traffic but there are two other
sources of noise that currently negatively impact residents: bars, and motorbikes on paths that are
supposedly closed to vehicular traffic e.g. along the Laguna de Santa Rosa trail.

Suggest: adding a policy or action to address these other Noise-related issues.

Thomas Page School is no longer an Elementary School but an Academy for K-8 grades.
Most of the maps in the General Plan are too small making it difficult to see any detail. | know most
of them are included full size in the EIR but | hope that in the final version of the GP the maps will be

full size too.

Open Space is designated OSP in some text/maps and P in others, All references/headings in text,
maps, etc. should be made internally consistent.

Thank you for taking these comments into consideration.

Sincerely

Jenny Blaker
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Vicki Parker Letter D

From: Vicki Parker

Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2014 10:33 AM
To: Bryant

Subject: RE: 7700 Old Redwood Highway, Suite B

Bryant — Thank you for your comments on the General Plan. Below is a link to the Draft Update and Draft EIR. You can
review the document and the preparers’ information there. | will log your comments below and they will be responded
to along with all other public comments that come in. The comments will be addressed during the Final EIR and adoption
process. If you have additional commnets after reviewing, please feel free to forward them to me. Thank you.

http://cotati.generalplan.or

From: Bryant [mailto: bryant@nexusrealty.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 09, 2014 8:52 AM

To: Vicki Parker
Subject: RE: 7700 Old Redwood Highway, Suite B

Vicki:

| am concerned that the General Plan update does not address the needs of the community.
1. When was the scoping session for the general plan update and who participated?

2. Who has been engaged to draft the general plan?

3. What public hearings have been held and who has participated?

4. When were the property owners and tenants notified and how?

5. Will the draft EIR and General plan eliminate the Specific Plan areas that confuse everyone?
6. Does the Draft reverse the up-zoning of properties along the Old Redwood Highway?

| look forward to addressing these questions. -Bryant

Bryant R Moynihan

Nexus Realty Group, Inc.

P.0. Box 2210
Petaluma, CA 94953-2210

Office 707/769-5280
Fax  707/769-5282
Cell 707/484-2566
DRE# 00914397

From: Vicki Parker <VParker@cotaticity.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 04, 2014 1:46 PM
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COTATI VINTNERS COLLECTIVE LLC
1101 5™ AVE. SUITE 300
SAN RAFAEL CA 94947

City of Cotati Lette r E October 23 2014

Community Development Department

Vicki Parker, Community Development Directar
201 West Sierra Avenue

Cotati, CA 94931

RE: City of Cotati — Proposed General Plan & Draft EIR
Public Comments

Dear Ms. Parker,

| am writing you on behalf of Cotati Vintner's Collective LLC the owner of 200, 220, & 280 Helman
Lane, APN 046-286-009 & 010, 046-113-033. Cotati Vintner's Collective LLC is working with Adobe & E-1
Associated Civil Engineers in effort to annex this property into the City of Cotati.

200, 220, & 280 Helman Lane are located within the sphere of influence of the City of Cotati

On March 10, 2014 Dave Brown of Adobe & Associates & | met with City Staff to discuss this property.

During this meeting | had explained that the ownership intended to bring in an application requesting
annexation of this property into the City with the ultimate goal to develop this property for industrial E-2
related uses. City Staff instructed us to hold off on submitting an application for this annexation request

until the Cotati General Plan and its associated EIR was completed. As requested no application

request was submitted. We intend to submit an application for annexation of this property in the near

future.

Based on my review the of the updated General Plan, Action LU 1B suggests that the Land Use Code

shall be amended in the future. Its my understanding that the zoning that applies to the subject

property is planned to be reviewed and amended to become a hybrid of General Industrial & E-3
Commercial Industrial Uses. Because these uses will ultimately affect the types of end users and uses

we can accommodate on this site, we would like to be involved in this process in effort to obtain the

land uses most desired by ownership can be incorporated into the end list of uses.

Robin Miller
Owners Rep.
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HIGHWAY 116 ASSOCIATED INVESTORS LLC
1101 5% Ave. Suite 300

San Rafael CA 94947

City of Cotati L ette r F October 23 2014

Community Development Department

Vicki Parker, Community Development Director
201 West Sierra Avenue

Cotati, CA 94931

RE: City of Cotati — Proposed General Plan & Draft EIR
Public Comments

Dear Vicki Parker,

| am writing you on behalf of Highway 116 Associated Investors LLC the owner of the 7.17-acre

property on the comer of Highway 116 and Alder Avenue, APN 144-050-009 & 046-286-021. Highway | p 4
116 Associated Investors LLC is working with a Multi-Family Management Company in effort to develop

a 205-unit Residential Multi-Family development.

On August 28" 2014 | met with City Staff to discuss this property. During this meeting | had explained

that the Ownership intended to bring in an application for a 205 Unit Residential Multi-Family

Development that would be a net benefit to the City with regard to tax and fee generation on an annual

basis above and beyond the cost of City provided services. In a previous meeting on April 2% 2014 City | F-2
Staff instructed Highway 116 Associated Investors LLC to hold off on submitting any application for the

site untit the General Plan and the associated EIR was completed. At the City's request we did not

submit. We plan on submitting an application for this project in the near future.

The 205-unit Multi-Family Residential project would increase land values and in-turn increase property
tax revenues to the City beyond its current use and tax contributions, The project would also provide a
customer base for the approved but un-built retail center adjacent to this property. Currently this
property is approved as Multifamily Residential & Commercial Office buildings within a larger approved
Master Plan Development. This property is also included within a special assessment district for roadway
impravements which increases the finance and construction costs for this project. Due to current
property values within the City of Cotati and the relatively low residential unit density of the approved
project, ownership has a situation where the financing and construction of the approved project is 3
unfeasible. Therefore this property remains vacant as it has for the past 8+ years. [t is understood that
a PUD may be needed for a project of our desired use and density. We would like to see if a policy can
be added to the updated General Plan that would accommodate the 205 Unit Multifamily Residential
project we intend to submit for, Perhaps (Policy LU 1.2) can be modified for the (C) Commercial Plan
Use designation to allow for 25 residential dwelling units per acre within the Commercial Gravenstein
District. This modification to the General Plan policy would allow the City to Amend the Land Use Code
for our project. The increased unit density would allow our project the ability to be financed and
constructed which ultimately will increase the City's tax basis and contribute to the assessment districts
for roadway improvements that the City hopes to implement. The modified policy/action for the CG
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zoning district should make amending the Land Use Code and approving our project more feasible.

We feel that this requested policy modification would be consistent with Policy LU 1.1, and objective LU| F-3
1C. Itis uplifting to see that on page 6-2 of the General Plan update where Action EV1d is being Cont
suggested with an emphasis to streamline the permitting process on vacant and underdeveloped

parcels.

With regard to the General Plan Circulation Diagram sheet 2-4 we have designed our project to

anticipate the suggested changes to Alder Avenue as well as the extension of Derby Lane. Ownership | p-4
is happy to work with the City to provide the land dedication and easements necessary to

accommodate this new circulation plan as well as the widening of Highway 116,

Should the City choose to accommodate our request for a modification to the Update General Plan

policy(s) as requested we believe the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) would also need to be
updated with regard to traffic, sewer, and water impacts as it relates to our project. We believe that

Water & Sewer demands of our project will be greater than the evaluated commercial uses and the F-5
traffic generation of our residential project will be less than what is anticipated. We ask the City take
measures to evaluate and include the potential impacts of our project into consideration in the General

Plan and the EIR. We hope that this added review and evaluation of our project will provide a clearer
forecast of the potential impacts and allow the City Staff & Commissions an more streamlined approach

to reviewing and approving of our project, which will benefit the City of the Cotati as will as its

residents.

%

Robin Miller
Owners Rep.
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Letter G October 23 2014
City of Cotati

Community Development Department

Vicki Parker, Community Development Director
201 West Sierra Avenue

Cotati, CA 94931

RE: City of Cotati — Proposed General Plan & Draft EIR
Public Comments

Dear Ms. Parker,

I am writing you on behalf of Townsend Capital Partners LLC the Owner of the 5.63-
acre property on the corner of Highway 116 and Alder Avenue, APN 144-040-011 &
021. Townsend Capital Partners is working with a Senior Living Operating Company in
an effort to develop a 110 Unit Assisted Living & Memory Care facility at this location.

I G-1
In January 2014 the Owner had submitted a pre-application for a Mixed-Use project
consisting of a Commercial Office Building and an Assisted Living/Memory Care facility
(aka Residential Care Facility for the Elderly - RCFE). On February 19t 2014 Cotati
Planning Department provided a comment letter regarding the project pre-application.
Within the comment letter its was noted that the project will require a Land Use Code G-2
Amendment to allow for a RCFE within the CG (Commercial Greenstein Corridor). In a
subsequent April 2nd 2014 mecting with the City Staff instructed Townsend Capital
Partners to hold off on submitting an application for this project until the Cotati
General Plan and associated EIR for the General Plan was completed. As requested
Townsend Capital Partners did not submit its application for this project, we intend on
submitting for this project in the near future.

\ G-3

" After our review Draft General Plan we were disappointed that within Chapter 7. Land
Use Action LU 1b: that there is no suggested policy addressing the provision of an RCFE
in effort to create increased flexibility for amending the Land Use Code for a unique
commercial project such as ours. Our project would develop this blighted property,
increase City’s property tax base as well as create 100 good paying jobs within the City.
We request that an additional action item be provided within Policy LU 1.3 of the
General Plan Update to allow the City the increased flexibility to Amend the Land Use
Code for a project such as ours. We believe that the addition of a policy/action for the
CG zoning district would make amending the Land Use Code for our project and
ultimately approving our project more feasible. We feel that this requested policy would
be consistent with Policy LU 3.2 as well as Policy EV 1,12 “encourage the growth of new
commercial enterprises within the appropriately zoned areas...” and Object EV 1E
“Provide a Business Friendly Environment for both existing and new companies”. Itis
encouraging to see that on page 6-2 of the General Plan update that Action EV1d is
being suggested with an emphasis to streamline the permitting process on vacant and
underdeveloped parcels,

With regard to the General Plan Circulation Diagram sheet 2-4 we have designed our
project to anticipate the suggested changes to Alder Avenue as well as the extension of G-4
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Derby Lane. Ownership is happy to work with the city to provide the land dedication G-4
and easements necessary to accommodate this new circulation plan. Cont
on

We hope that the City will add a policy that would allow for a future modification to the
Land Use Code in effort to develop an RCFE at our property. If the City is agreeable to
this requested modification of the General Plan and ultimately the Land Use Code, we
believe the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) may need to be updated with G-5
regard to water, sewer, and traffic impacts from our proposed project. We believe that
Water & Sewer demands for the RCFE mixed-use project will be greater than the
cvaluated commercial uses and the traffic generation of project will be less than what is
anlicipated. We ask the City to take measures to evaluate and include the potential
impacts of our project into consideration, for the General Plan and the associated EIR.
We hope that this added review and evaluation of our project will provide a clearer
forecast of the potential impacts and allow the City and its Staff to take a more
streamlined approach to reviewing and approving of our project; which will benefit the
City of the Cotati as will as its constituents.

Sincerely,

Robin Miller
Owners Rep.
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Oct. 24, 2014

Vicki Parker
City of Cotati

Dear Vicki,
The following are some of my thoughts on the General Plan Update and the Draft EIR
for that Update.

Land Use Section 7 pg. 7-6 & 7-7 of General Plan Update

I have noticed in this section that in regards to Annexation the language has changed
quite drastically if my memory serves me correctly. In the previous plan | recollect a
definite prohibition to Annexing land until infill had occurred. In this update the word
“prioritize” comes into play when talking about the issue of annexation.

Action LU 1c: Prioritize the processing of development applications for infill...over those
projects requiring annexation.

Does this mean that if there are no applications for infill projects and there are projects
which require annexation then those would be permitted even though there were vacant
parcels within the city limits? 1'm wonder why the change to prioritize?

Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality pg. 3.8-19 & 3.8-20 EIR

“The City's local groundwater supply is a key element of its drought contingency plan
and is planned to remain as such throughout the foreseeable future.”

I'm wondering how the city monitors the groundwater levels to insure this plan? It would
be good to see mention of gray water systems and rain catchment systems as a way of
reducing water demands. This all seems to assume that our water systems will not
significantly change in light of the current drought and that prior volumes are an
indicator of future volumes. What if that is not the case? How will that impact the ability
to mitigate potential impacts?

Section 3.1 pg. 3.1-14 EIR

Action OS 1e: Work...separators (see Figure 9.1)

H-2

H-3
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It took me quite a while to figure out that figure 9.1 is actually in the General Plan

Update and not in the EIR where it is referenced. It would be helpful to note when items H-3
that are being referred to are actually in a different document. Cont
Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Linell Hardy
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Qctober 24, 2014
' SONGEN160
SCH# 2013082037
Mas. Vicki Parker
Community Development Director
City of Cotati
201 West Sierra Avenue
Cotati, CA 94931

Dear Mé. Parker:
2013 Cotati General Plan Update — Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Thank you for continuing to include the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the environmental review process for the 2013 Cotati General Plan Update, The following
comments are based on the DEIR.

Traffic Safety and Operations :
On Tables 3-12-14 and 3.12-15, Intersections 4 and 5, the peak hour volumes for the General Plan

Buildout to Sphere of Influence (SOI)/Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) alternative shown in Figure
3.12-10 are higher than the peak hour volumes for General Plan Buildout to City Limits alternative
shown in figure 3.12-9, Please explain why is the Level of Service for the General Plan Buildout to
SOV/UGB alternative is better than the General Plan Buildout to City Limits alternative.

The figure on 3.12-9: Interseetion 12 southbound approach through AM peak volume is 21, not I
216.

The proposed mitigations such as lane configuration modifications and intersection signal

installations on State Route 116 should meet necessary warrants and should be coordinated with
Caltrans.

Please be advised that all traffic controls proposed within the State Right of Way must meet
required warrants (Per CA MUTCD). Guidance on Caltrans Standards regarding traffic control

devices may be found at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/engineering/muted/index. htm

"Provide a sqfe, sustainable, mtegrated and efficient ransportation
system to anhance California’s econotny and livability”

A-1

A-2

A-3

A-4
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Ms. Vicki Parker/City of Cotati
October 24, 2014
Page 2

Should you have any questions regerding this letter, please contact Luis Melendez of my staff at
(510) 286-5606 or luis melendez@dot.ca.gov .

Sincerely, ,
(:’d':"h,? % il
sl gé ,: \23 '

ERIK ALM, AICP
District Branch Chief .
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

¢: State Clearinghouse

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and gffictent transportation
system to enhanee California’s economy and lvabiliy”




