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I. Introduction and Overview 

Central Rohnert Park Priority Development Area Plan 

The Avram House Project is within the Central Rohnert Park, Priority Development Area (PDA) Plan area. 
The southern boundary of the PDA is Avram Avenue. The City of Rohnert Park (City) approved the PDA 
Plan in March of 2016. The intent of the PDA Plan is to support transit-oriented and infill development in 
existing communities within the City, particularly adjacent to transit. The triangular-shaped 330-acre 
Plan area is bounded on the west by U.S. 101, on the east by the SMART rail line, and on the south by 
Avram Avenue/Santa Alicia Drive. The Plan area is envisioned as a central business district, urban 
neighborhood, and new downtown area for the city with new mixed-use infill areas, redevelopment of 
vacant buildings and sites, and streetscape and other public-realm improvements.  

The PDA Plan includes various development types: multifamily residential units; retail/service 
commercial, public institutional, office, and light industrial uses; public park facilities; and open space. 
The Plan includes modifications to existing roadways; new roadways at certain key sites to provide 
greater connectivity; improvements to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; and corresponding 
circulation connections. The aim of the Plan is to improve non-vehicular access in the Plan area, connect 
to and complete regional trails, and support the development of existing and new mixed-use areas in 
the community, with a particular focus on providing community access to the SMART rail station and 
multi-use path. 

Central Rohnert Park Priority Development Area Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City prepared an EIR to analyze 
the impacts associated with implementation of the PDA Plan on a program-level basis (PDA EIR). The 
PDA EIR was certified in March 2016.  

In the PDA EIR, impacts associated with the PDA Plan were analyzed from the viewpoint of the following 
17 environmental resource areas: 

• Aesthetics 
• Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Geology and Soils 
• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
• Hydrology and Water Quality  

• Land Use and Planning 
• Mineral Resources 
• Noise 
• Population and Housing 
• Public Services 
• Transportation and Traffic 
• Utilities and Service Systems 
• Growth-Inducing Impacts 
 

Upon initial environmental review, the City determined that the PDA Plan would not have the potential 
to cause significant impacts associated with the following issue areas: 

• Aesthetics 
• Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
• Land Use and Planning 
• Mineral Resources 

• Population and Housing 
• Public Services 
• Recreation 
• Utilities and Service Systems 
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Each of the above-listed topics was briefly discussed in Chapter 5.0 “Effects Found Not to Be Significant” 
of the PDA EIR. Analyses for the remaining resource topics are provided in Chapters 3.1 through 3.9 of 
the PDA EIR, with CEQA considerations included in Chapter 4.0 of the PDA EIR.  

Based on the environmental analyses included in the PDA EIR, the City determined that the PDA Plan, in 
conjunction with cumulative development within the City of Rohnert Park, would result in a significant 
and unavoidable impact associated with transportation and traffic as it relates to the level of service 
along U.S. Highway 101. All other environmental impacts were determined to be less than significant or 
less than significant with implementation of applicable mitigation measures. In compliance with CEQA 
and to ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of adopted mitigation measures, the City 
adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the PDA EIR. The MMRP was 
adopted concurrently with the PDA EIR. 

Avram House Project 

Because the Avram House Project (proposed project) is located within the PDA, this analysis has been 
prepared to evaluate the consistency of the proposed project with the PDA EIR. An overview of the 
proposed project is presented below. Section II of this document discusses the environmental impacts 
included in the PDA EIR, by resource topic, followed by a brief analysis of the proposed project’s 
environmental effects related to the PDA EIR impact conclusions and applicability of PDA EIR mitigation 
measures. Project-specific studies were prepared for the proposed project to determine if the project 
would result in any significant environmental impacts that were not identified in the PDA EIR. For a list 
of the technical studies prepared for the proposed project, refer to Section IV References.  The Section II 
consistency analysis provides a brief discussion of the resource topics addressed in Chapter 5.0 “Effects 
Found Not to Be Significant” of the PDA EIR demonstrating that the conclusions in Chapter 5.0 of the 
PDA EIR are applicable to the Avram House project. 

Proposed Avram House Project Description: 

The Avram House project proposes to construct 90 multifamily residential units in five buildings on a 
2.26 acre site comprised of ten parcels (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 143-380-022, 143-380-023, 
143-380-024, 143-380-025, 143-380-026, 143-380-027, 143-380-028, 143-380-029, 143-061-052, and 
143-380-015) located along the north side of Avram Avenue, between Commerce Boulevard and City 
Hall. The proposed residential structures would be two to four stories and would share surface parking, 
outdoor common areas, and community‐use facilities incorporated into the ground floor of the one of 
the buildings. Access to the site would be provided via two driveways on Avram Avenue. The project 
would include a total of 104 onsite parking spaces, including five Accessible spaces and 10 EV Charging 
spaces. 

Avram House Project Location and Land Uses: 

The Avram House project site is located within the PDA at the southern boundary of the Plan area, 
within the Creekside Neighborhood subarea of the PDA. The Creekside Neighborhood subarea consists 
of the area south of Enterprise Drive and is bisected by Copeland Creek greenway and multi-use trails. 
According to the PDA Plan, the Creekside Neighborhood subarea is the “southern gateway” into the 
Central Rohnert Park area. The subarea is a largely built-out multifamily residential area and contains 
the highest density of housing development in the City. The PDA Plan projected that the Creekside 
Neighborhood subarea would permit the potential infill development of an additional 155 residential 
units and up to 17,500 square feet of commercial retail or service uses. 
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 As shown in the PDA Plan, the land use designation for the proposed project site is High Density 
Residential and the zoning designation is DTR-H: Downtown High Density Residential. The DTR-H zoning 
designation allows for residential density of 12.1 to 30 units per acre. As previously discussed, the 
proposed Avram House project would include 90 multifamily residential units and would provide for a 
portion of the projected infill development as planned for in the PDA Plan. The allowable maximum 
density of 30 units per acre would permit a total of 68 units on the proposed 2.26 acre project site. 
However, as permitted under the City’s density bonus ordinance, the project proposes to provide seven 
adorable units to quality for a density bonus of 32.5 percent. Thus, the project proposes to add an 
additional 22 units to the 68 permitted units, for a total of 90 units.   

II. PDA EIR Impact Analysis Consistency Review 

This section discusses the environmental impacts included in the PDA EIR, by resource topic, followed by 
a brief analysis of the proposed Avram House Project’s consistency with each of the impact conclusions 
and applicability of PDA EIR mitigation measures.    

AIR QUALITY 
3.1a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? Less-than-Significant 
Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

Construction 

The PDA EIR concluded that the PDA Plan’s daily average construction-related emissions would exceed 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) project-level threshold of significance for 
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) emissions. The PDA EIR includes Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 through 3.1-4 to 
reduce impacts associated with NOX emissions to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure 3.1-1 
requires all projects within the Plan area to implement BAAQMD Basic Construction Control Measures. 
Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 requires that individual project within the Plan area, as part of project-level 
CEQA analyses, conduct an evaluation of construction air pollutant emissions for comparison to 
BAAQMD’s thresholds of significance to determine potential project-level construction impacts. 
Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 includes additional site-specific BAAQMD construction control measures for 
exhaust-related emissions and Mitigation Measure 3.1-4 includes additional control measures for 
fugitive dust emissions. The PDA EIR also includes Mitigation Measure 3.1-5, which provided for the use 
of the BAAQMD Carl Moyer Program (CMP) to offset any construction-related NOX emissions that 
exceed the BAAQMD 2010 threshold after implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 through 3.1-4.  

The PDA EIR concluded that implementing Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 through 3.1-5 would ensure that 
all construction-related emissions above BAAQMD thresholds of significance are reduced to a less-than-
significant level. With construction-related emissions mitigated to below the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds 
of significance, the PDA EIR concluded that the PDA Plan would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan, and therefore impacts would be less than 
significant. 

In compliance with PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.1-2, which requires project-specific modeling for 
construction emissions, the proposed Avram House project prepared an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions study (Dudek, 2017).  The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions study found that the 
proposed project, in accordance with the conclusions of the PDA EIR, would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP), with implementation of PDA EIR Mitigation Measures 
3.1-1 and 3.1-3. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 and 3.1-3 would ensure that project-
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related construction emissions would be less than significant and would not result in long-term adverse 
air quality impacts. With implementation of these Mitigation Measures, the project would be considered 
to support the primary goals of the 2010 CAP and, therefore, consistent with the current CAP.  

Operations 

The PDA EIR concluded that the operational reactive organic gases (ROG) and NOX emissions associated 
with buildout of the PDA Plan would exceed BAAQMD’s maximum annual and daily average project-level 
thresholds. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.1-6, the PDA EIR concluded that individual 
project-level operational impacts would be assessed and project-specific mitigation measures 
implemented to reduce operational ROG and NOX emissions, which would help reduce operational 
emissions. The PDA EIR further noted that, in case project design features and additional mitigation 
measures do not reduce operational emissions to a less-than-significant level, Mitigation Measure 3.1-5 
would be implemented to use the CMP to offset regional off-site emissions to ensure that all emissions 
above BAAQMD thresholds are mitigated to a less-than-significant level. With operational emissions 
mitigated to below the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds of significance, the PDA EIR concluded that the PDA 
Plan would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2010 CAP, and therefore operational 
impacts would be less than significant. 

In compliance with Mitigation Measure 3.1-6, the proposed Avram House project conducted a project-
level evaluation of operational air quality emissions. The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
study prepared for the Avram House project (Dudek, 2017) concluded that project-related operational 
emissions would not exceed the BAAQMD significance thresholds during operations, and thus, the 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact in relation to regional operational emissions. 
Since operational emissions would be less than significant, PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.1-5 would not 
apply. 

3.1b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 

Construction 

As discussed in Impact 3.1a above, the PDA EIR concluded that construction-related NOX emissions 
would exceed the BAAQMD 2010 threshold of significance. Projects that generate air pollutant 
emissions exceeding applicable thresholds of significance are considered to cause a substantial 
contribution to regional air quality.  The PDA EIR concluded that implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.1-1 through 3.1-5, as discussed under Impact 3.1a above, would ensure that construction-
related air quality impacts remain less than significant. 

In compliance with PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.1-2, which requires project-specific modeling for 
construction emissions, the proposed Avram House project prepared an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions study (Dudek, 2017). For the evaluation, the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 
Version 2016.3.1 was used to estimate emissions from construction and operation of the proposed 
project.  

The Avram House Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions study concluded that construction of the 
proposed project would not exceed BAAQMD significance thresholds. Criteria air pollutant emissions 
during construction would be less than significant. However, based on the project’s proximity to 
sensitive receptors and the health risk assessment discussed in Impact 3.1d below, higher tier engines 
would be required for the project as stipulated in PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.1-3. 
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In addition, by including the proposed project site in the PDA, development of the project site would be 
required to implement Mitigation Measure AIR-2 (PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.1-1). This would 
ensure that the proposed project would meet the BAAQMD requirements for implementation of Basic 
Construction Emission Control Measures. Since criteria pollutant emissions generated by project 
construction would be less than significant, PDA EIR Mitigation Measures 3.1-4, and 3.1-5 would not 
apply. 

Operations 

As discussed in Impact 3.1a above, the PDA EIR concluded that the operational reactive organic gases 
(ROG) and NOX emissions associated with buildout of the PDA Plan would exceed BAAQMD’s maximum 
annual and daily average project-level thresholds. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.1-6 
and Policy L-8.4 of the PDA Plan, the PDA EIR concluded that individual project-level operational impacts 
would be assessed and project-specific mitigation measures implemented to reduce operational ROG 
and NOX emissions, which would help reduce operational emissions. The PDA EIR further noted that, in 
case project design features and additional mitigation measures do not reduce operational emissions to 
a less-than-significant level, Mitigation Measure 3.1-5 would be implemented to use the CMP to offset 
regional off-site emissions to ensure that all emissions above BAAQMD thresholds are mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level.  

The PDA EIR also considers carbon monoxide (CO) impacts. The PDA EIR concludes that implementation 
of the Plan would not be expected to have the potential to generate CO hotspots, and associated 
impacts would be less than significant. 

In compliance with Mitigation Measure 3.1-6, which requires project-specific modeling for operational 
emissions, the proposed Avram House project prepared an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
study (Dudek, 2017). The evaluation concluded that project-related operational emissions would not 
exceed the BAAQMD significance thresholds during operations, and thus, the proposed project would 
have a less than significant impact in relation to regional operational emissions. Since operational 
emissions would be less than significant, PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.1-5 would not apply. 

The Avram House Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions study further concluded that the project 
would generate minimal new traffic trips and would comply with the BAAQMD screening criteria 
(Dudek, 2017). Accordingly, project-related traffic would not exceed CO standards and therefore, no 
further analysis was conducted for CO impacts. This CO emissions impact would be considered less than 
significant on a project-level and cumulative basis. 

3.1c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including 
releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? Less-than-Significant 
Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

As described under Impact 3.1b above, criteria pollutant emissions generated by short-term 
construction and long-term operations of the project would not exceed the BAAQMD significance 
thresholds. Thus, the project would have a less than significant cumulative impact in relation to regional 
emissions. In addition, project-related traffic would not exceed the BAAQMD CO screening criteria and 
would result in a less than significant cumulative impact in relation to localized CO. 

3.1d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? Less-than-Significant Impact 
with Mitigation Incorporated. 
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Mitigation Measure 3.1-7 and 3.1-8 in the PDA EIR requires projects within the Plan area to conduct an 
assessment of health impacts related to project-specific construction and operational particulate matter 
(PM) and toxic air contaminants (TAC) emissions and if necessary, implement mitigation measures to 
reduce health impacts to a less-than-significant level. The PDA EIR concludes that implementation of 
these Mitigation Measures would ensure that sensitive receptors are not exposed to substantial 
pollutant concentrations and impacts would remain less than significant.  

The Avram House Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions study, in compliance with PDA EIR 
Mitigation Measures 3.1-7 and 3.1-8, included an evaluation of health risk impacts related to project 
construction and operational emissions. The evaluation concluded that implementation of PDA EIR 
Mitigation Measures 3.1-1 and 3.1-3, would ensure that project-generated exhaust (criteria pollutant 
and TACs) and fugitive dust during construction would be reduced to a less than significant level. The 
evaluation concluded that project operations would not result in long-term sources of TACs. The 
evaluation further concluded that cumulative health impacts would be below the BAAQMD significance 
threshold (Dudek, 2017). Accordingly, cumulative health impacts associated with the proposed project 
would be less than significant. 

3.1e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? Less-than-Significant 
Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The PDA EIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.1-10, which requires an assessment of odor impacts from 
individual projects within the Plan area and also requires implementation of best management practices 
and odor control technology would prevent objectionable odors from affecting a substantial number of 
people. The PDA EIR concluded that implementation of this measure would ensure that odor-related 
impacts remain less than significant. 

In compliance with Mitigation Measure 3.1-10, the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions study 
prepared for the proposed Avram House project included consideration of odor impacts. Because the 
project would not include uses that have been identified by BAAQMD as potential sources of 
objectionable odors, the study concludes that potential odor impacts would be less than significant 
(Dudek, 2017). 

Cumulative Impacts 

The PDA EIR concluded that, with implementation of applicable mitigation measures, the PDA would not 
significantly contribute to cumulative air quality impacts. The Avram House project is consistent with the 
PDA Plan and will implement applicable mitigation measures contained in the PDA EIR and therefore 
would not significantly contribute to cumulative air quality impacts. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
3.2a: Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, 
or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The site was developed with office buildings and office condominiums, but all buildings were 
demolished in 2016.  Due to the disturbed nature of the site, there is no potential for special-status 
plant species. PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.2-1, which requires site-specific botanical surveys for rare 
plants, would not be applicable to this project due to the disturbed nature of the site.  
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To ensure impacts to migratory birds and raptors are less than significant, the project would be required 
to implement PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.2-2, which requires preconstruction nesting bird surveys 
prior to the start of construction. Additionally, PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.2-3, which requires use of 
erosion control materials to reduce the potential for entrapment of special-status species, would be 
implemented by the proposed project as a means to reduce impacts related to the potential for the 
incidental trapping of wildlife. Mitigation Measure 3.2-4, which requires pre-construction surveys for 
amphibian species, would be required at the discretion of a qualified biologist based on the potential for 
biological resources to be affected. Prior to the start of construction on-site, a review of the project 
conditions by a qualified biologist will determine the need for pre-construction amphibian surveys. 
Finally, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a site-specific erosion control plan would 
be required to avoid impacts to aquatic species and water quality of the creeks, per Mitigation 
Measures 3.7-1 and 3.7-2. Implementation of these mitigation measures would ensure that the project 
has less than significant impacts to nesting birds and special status species, consistent with the PDA EIR. 

3.2b-c. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?  
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

No construction activities would occur within the streams or associated riparian habits. To ensure 
impacts to nearby waterways resulting from runoff or accidental spills remain less than significant, 
consistent with the PDA EIR, the project would be required to implement Mitigation Measures 3.7-1 
and 3.7-2, which require a site-specific erosion control plan and SWPPP.  

3.2d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites?  Less-than-Significant Impact. 

Consistent with the PDA EIR conclusions, no development activities would occur within the perennial 
stream wildlife corridors in the Plan area and the project footprint does not function as an important 
corridor between larger open space wildlife areas. Therefore, the impact on wildlife corridors would be 
less than significant, as concluded in the PDA EIR. 

3.2e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

An arborist report prepared for the project identifies existing trees, including protected trees. Final 
construction plans will indicate removal of any protected trees. Should those plans indicate removal of 
protected trees, a site-specific tree mitigation and replacement plan would be required, per Mitigation 
Measure 3.2-5 of the PDA EIR. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-5 would reduce the impact to 
a less-than-significant level because it would comply with the City’s regulations to secure a tree removal 
permit, as concluded in the PDA EIR. 

3.2f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? No Impact.  

As discussed in the PDA EIR, no drafted or adopted conservation plans are in place that would apply to 
the PDA Plan or affect the Plan area. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

The PDA EIR concluded that the PDA would not significantly contribute to cumulative impacts to 
biological resources. The Avram House project is consistent with the PDA Plan and will implement 
applicable mitigation measures contained in the PDA EIR and therefore would not significantly 
contribute to cumulative impacts to biological resources. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
3.3a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? No Impact. 

As discussed in the PDA EIR, there are currently no known historical resources or no built-environment 
cultural resources in the Plan area. Therefore and as concluded in the PDA EIR, no impact would occur 
with development of the proposed project and no mitigation is required. 

3.3b and 3.3e. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resources 
pursuant to §15064.5? Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The PDA EIR indicates that there are no known archaeological resources in the Plan area. The Plan area 
is covered in alluvial fans, which have been known to contain buried archaeological resources. Per EIR 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-1, the project would be required to conduct resource evaluation and develop 
and implement a treatment plan should there be any unanticipated discovery of cultural resources.  This 
would reduce potential impacts to less than significant. 

No human remains have been previously identified in the plan area. Nevertheless, it is possible that 
buried human remains are present. The project would implement site-specific procedures for 
inadvertent discovery of human remains, per Mitigation Measure 3.3-2.  

Implementation of these EIR mitigation measures would ensure potential impacts remain less than 
significant, as discussed in the PDA EIR. 

3.3c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? Less-than-Significant Impact.  

The PDA EIR found that the geologic features within the already developed PDA Plan area, including the 
Avram House site, are not considered to be paleontologically sensitive.  Therefore, impacts are less than 
significant. 

3.3d. Cause a substantive adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource pursuant to 
§15064.5?  No Impact. 

The PDA EIR concluded that the Plan area, including the Avram House site, is not considered sensitive 
for tribal cultural resources. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would have no impact 
to tribal cultural resources 

Cumulative Impacts 

The project would not contribute to cumulative impacts for tribal cultural resources, or historic and 
archaeological resources. Because the project would not include excavation deep enough to reach 
Pleistocene deposits, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable incremental 
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contribution to a potentially significant cumulative impact related to unique paleontological resources, 
consistent with the PDA EIR. 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

3.4a.i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Less-than-Significant Impact. 

Because the Plan area is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone nor is it located 
within or immediately adjacent to the trace of any other known fault, surface fault rupture in the Plan 
area, including at the Avram House site, is unlikely and impacts are less than significant, as concluded in 
the PDA EIR. 

3.4a.ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

To address potential seismic-related ground shaking and ground failure, and unstable or expansive soil 
within the PDA, projects are required to submit project-specific geotechnical reports. Consistent with 
the PDA EIR, the proposed project has prepared, submitted, and will implement site-specific 
geotechnical reports, per Mitigation Measure 3.4-2. 

3.4a.iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? Less-than-Significant Impact with 
Mitigation Incorporated. 

To address potential seismic-related ground shaking and ground failure, and unstable or expansive soil 
within the PDA, projects are required to submit project-specific geotechnical reports. Consistent with 
the PDA EIR, the proposed project has prepared, submitted, and will implement site-specific 
geotechnical reports, per Mitigation Measure 3.4-2. 

3.4a.iv. Landslides? No Impact. 

As concluded in the PDA EIR, the topography within and adjacent to the plan area, including the Avram 
House site, is nearly level. Thus, there would be no risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides. 

3.4b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? Less-than-Significant Impact with 
Mitigation Incorporated. 

Plan area soils are moderately susceptible to erosion by wind and water. Furthermore, Plan area soils 
are of low permeability and have been classified as hydrologic group D (indicating a high stormwater 
runoff potential). Grading and construction activities would result in temporary soil disturbance and 
would expose disturbed areas to winter storm events. Therefore, consistent with the PDA EIR, the 
project would prepare and implement site-specific SWPPPs and erosion control plans, per Mitigation 
Measures 3.7-1 and 3.7-2. 

3.4c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 
of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

To address potential seismic-related ground shaking and ground failure, and unstable or expansive soil 
within the PDA, projects are required to submit project-specific geotechnical reports. Consistent with 
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the PDA EIR, the proposed project has prepared, submitted, and will implement site-specific 
geotechnical reports, per Mitigation Measure 3.4-2. 

3.4d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation 
Incorporated. 

To address potential seismic-related ground shaking and ground failure, and unstable or expansive soil 
within the PDA, projects are required to submit project-specific geotechnical reports. Consistent with 
the PDA EIR, the proposed project has prepared, submitted, and will implement site-specific 
geotechnical reports, per Mitigation Measure 3.4-2. 

3.4e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? No Impact. 

Portable toilets would be used during construction and hook-ups to public sewers would be 
incorporated into the project.  No impacts related to septic tanks would occur. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The PDA EIR found that “implementation of the proposed plan, when considered with the related 
projects, would not create additional facilities under increased risk of geologic hazards” or soil erosion.  

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
3.5a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

While noting that the amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions generated would vary from day to 
day, depending on the types of construction activities, the PDA EIR found that the annual amortized 
construction emissions from PDA buildout would be approximately 4,949 metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalent per year (MT CO2e/yr). The operational emissions would total approximately 39,672. 
According to the PDA EIR, the Plan’s construction and operational GHG would exceed BAAQMD’s 
thresholds of significance.  

To mitigate potential impacts associated with GHG emissions resulting from buildout of the PDA Plan, 
the PDA EIR includes Mitigation Measures 3.5-1 through 3.5-3.  Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 requires 
project-level CEQA analyses to assess GHG emission impacts related to construction and Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-3 requires project-level CEQA analyses to assess GHG emission impacts related to 
operations. Both measures state that potentially significant GHG impacts shall be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level via alteration of project details. Mitigation Measure 3.5-2 includes the 
requirement to purchase carbon offsets if construction or operational emissions are determined to 
continue to exceed BAAQMD’s GHG threshold following implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 
and 3.5-3.  

The PDA EIR concluded that, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.5-2 and 3.5-3, construction 
and operational GHG emissions associated with each individual component of the PDA Plan would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, assessment of individual project impacts within the 
Plan area and implementation of necessary mitigation and offsets would reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level. 
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 In compliance with PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 and 3.5-3, the proposed project prepared an air 
quality and greenhouse gas emissions study.  The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions study 
prepared for the Avram House project (Dudek, 2017) found that construction would generate 20 MT 
CO2e/yr. The study also found that project operation would generate 582.7 MT CO2e/yr. Combined, the 
proposed project’s construction and operational greenhouse gas emissions would be approximately 603 
MT CO2e/yr, which would be below the BAAQMD’s GHG threshold of 1,100 MT CO2E per year (Dudek, 
2017). Therefore, the project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment and this would represent a cumulatively less-than-
significant impact.   

3.5b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? Less-than-Significant Impact.  

As discussed in the PDA EIR, the proposed PDA Plan would not conflict with any plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Since the project would be consistent 
with the PDA Plan and would result in GHG emissions below the BAAQMD thresholds (as described 
above), the project also would not conflict with any plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose 
of reducing GHG emissions and would result in a less-than-significant GHG impact. 

Cumulative Impacts 

By implementing the features and mitigation measures described above to ensure the project’s impacts 
related to GHG emissions would be less than significant, the project would not contribute to significant 
cumulative impacts associated with GHG emissions. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
3.6a and 3.6b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? Less-than-Significant Impact. 

As discussed in the PDA EIR, all project construction and operation within the PDA Plan area would be 
required by law to comply with applicable federal, state, and local hazardous material regulations.  

3.6c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? Less-than-Significant Impact. 

Construction and operation of the project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle acutely 
hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of a school. As noted in the PDA EIR, small quantities of 
hazardous materials such as fuels, oils, and lubricants would be used in construction equipment; 
however, none of these materials are classified as acutely hazardous. 

3.6d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

As shown in the PDA EIR, the project is not located in a site included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Accordingly, PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.6-1, 
which requires consultation with Sonoma County and the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control 
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Board prior to development on known contamination sites, would not apply to the proposed project. All 
existing buildings on the project site were demolished in 2016; therefore, there is no potential for 
releasing or exposing workers to asbestos during demolition. PDA EIR Mitigation Measure 3.6-2, which 
requires removal of asbestos-containing material and lead-based paint, would also not apply to the 
proposed project.   

3.6e and 3.6f. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area? For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 
No Impact. 

As the project is not located within 2 miles of an airport, no airport-related impacts would occur. 

3.6g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The project would prepare and implement a project-specific construction traffic control plan, per PDA 
EIR Mitigation Measure 3.6-3. As discussed in the PDA EIR, preparation and implementation of a 
construction traffic control plan would ensure adequate emergency access during construction and 
would serve to reduce impacts associated with decreased emergency response times. As stipulated in 
Mitigation Measure 3.6-3, the traffic control plan could include measures related to advertising of 
planned lane closures, warning signage, a flag person to direct traffic flows when needed, and methods 
to ensure continued access by emergency vehicles. The Mitigation Measure also requires that the traffic 
control plan be submitted to the City for review and approval. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.6-3, impacts associated with emergency response and evacuation would remain less than 
significant. 

3.6h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? Less-than-Significant Impact. 

As an already developed area, the project is not in or near an area of high fire hazard severity, as 
discussed in the PDA EIR. 

Cumulative Impacts 

With compliance to applicable federal, state, and local hazardous material regulations, and 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-3, the project would not significantly contribute to 
cumulative impacts, consistent with the PDA EIR. 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
3.7a and 3.7f. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? Otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The project would prepare and implement site-specific SWPPPs and erosion control plans during 
construction, per PDA EIR Mitigation Measures 3.7-1 and 3.7-2, to reduce impacts related to water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Compliance with the National Pollution Discharge 
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Elimination System (NPDES) municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) stormwater permit 
requirements would reduce operation-related impacts, consistent with the PDA EIR. 

3.7b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? Less-than-
Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

If dewatering is required during construction because of the possible presence of a shallow water table 
at the site, the project would prepare and implement site-specific provisions for dewatering, per 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-3. According to the geotechnical  report prepared for the proposed Avram 
House project (PJC, 2016), at the site, the groundwater table was encountered between 10 to 12.5 feet. 
The report states that groundwater elevations can fluctuate by several feet throughout the year 
primarily due to rainfall and local pumping. Perched groundwater zones could develop on the site but 
would likely dissipate following seasonal rainfall. The report concludes that it is not expected that 
phreatic groundwater would detrimentally impact the project (PJC, 2016). Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.7 3, together with adherence to state and local regulatory requirements as part of the NPDES 
permit requirements, would reduce the potential water quality impact from dewatering to a less-than-
significant level. 

3.7c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

And 

3.7d and 3.7e. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site? Create or contribute runoff 
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation 
Incorporated. 

To avoid substantially altering the site’s drainage pattern during construction and operation of the 
project, the project would prepare and implement site-specific SWPPPs and erosion control plans, per 
Mitigation Measures 3.7-1 and 3.7-2, consistent with the PDA EIR. 

3.7g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? No Impact. 

The project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone. 

3.7h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows? 
No Impact. 

The project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone.  
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3.7i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? No Impact. 

The project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone and no levee or dam failure would affect this 
project. 

3.7j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? Less-than-Significant Impact. 

The project site is not located within a 100-year flood zone, or within close distance of the Pacific Ocean 
to incur a tsunami or seiche. As the project site’s terrain is relatively flat, mudslide risks are less than 
significant, as concluded in the PDA EIR. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Compliance with the PDA EIR mitigation measures regarding site-specific SWPPP, erosion control plan, 
and dewatering mitigation would ensure the project does not significantly contribute to cumulative 
impacts related to hydrology. 

NOISE 
3.8a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? Less-than-Significant 
Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The project prepared site-specific interior and exterior acoustical analysis reports and will implement 
report recommendations, per PDA EIR Mitigation Measures 3.8-1 and 3.8-2. The project’s noise analysis 
prepared by FirstCarbon Solutions, states the project would experience traffic noise levels in excess of 
the City’s “normally acceptable” land use compatibility standard of 60 dBA Ldn for new multi-family 
residential land uses. The analysis recommends that all residences be supplied with a mechanical 
ventilation system to allow the windows to remain closed at the residents’ option, and all window and 
door assembles within 300 feet of the U.S. 101 centerline and in sight of U.S. 101 shall have a minimum 
rating of 30 STC (FCS, 2016). The project’s revised site plans include shielding provided by proposed 
structures, which would reduce noise impacts to outdoor common space areas. 

3.8b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? Less-than-Significant Impact. 

The PDA EIR found that Plan area residents would not be exposed to excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels provided that residential development is located greater than 25 feet from 
SMART rail tracks.  The Avram House site is located more than half a mile away from the tracks. 
Therefore, vibration impacts from the SMART operation on the proposed project would be less than 
significant. The site is within 100 feet from the nearest existing multifamily residential land uses.  
However, construction activities would occur in accordance with the City’s allowable construction hours 
and construction-related vibration impacts would be less than significant, consistent with the PDA EIR. 

3.8c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? Less-than-Significant Impact. 

The project would not create permanent noise sources other than the types evaluated in the PDA EIR.  
Operation of the project would contribute to the traffic and mechanical equipment noise levels 
anticipated under the PDA EIR and would not substantially permanently increase ambient noise levels in 
the vicinity.  
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3.8d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The PDA EIR found that construction activities associated with the PDA plan would temporarily increase 
the ambient noise in the vicinity of the plan area. Project would be meet the performance standards set 
forth in Mitigation Measure 3.8-3 to reduce the environmental effects of construction noise to a less-
than-significant level. 

3.8e. For a project located within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? No Impact. 

And  

3.8f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? No Impact. 

Because the project is not within close proximity to an airport or airstrip, the project would not expose 
residents to excessive airplane-related noise levels. 

Cumulative Impacts 

While construction of multiple projects within the City could create temporary cumulative impacts, the 
project would reduce its contribution to those potential environmental effects to a less-than-significant 
level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.8-3. The distance between project sites within the 
City would ensure that no cumulative impacts related to groundborne vibration occur. The project 
would generate off-site traffic volumes that are consistent with the assumptions in the PDA EIR, which 
found that traffic noise levels would not increase substantially in the cumulative condition, and 
therefore cumulative traffic noise impacts would remain less than significant. 

TRANSPORTATION-TRAFFIC 
3.9a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and nonmotorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including 
but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit? Significant and Unavoidable Impact. 

The Focused Traffic Impact Study for Avram House Apartments (W-Trans, 2017) found that the project 
would generate 376 new daily traffic trips, with 27 in the AM peak hour and 35 in the PM peak hour.  
The study evaluated the effects of the project on two nearby intersections, concluding that the project 
would result in minor increases in delay at these locations but that both intersections would continue to 
operate at LOS A with the addition of project-generated traffic. Further, it found that although the 
Avram House project would include more multi-family residential units than the PDA’s assigned land use 
designation and density would allow for the site, it would have a slightly lower trip generation rate than 
was evaluated in the PDA EIR and thus would generate 7 fewer AM and PM peak hour trips than 
projected for the site in the PDA EIR traffic analysis (W-Trans, 2017). As explained in the Avram House 
traffic analysis, the analysis prepared for the PDA EIR applied the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) trip generation rates for an “Apartment” type land use for the Avram House site. ITE trip rates 
associated with the ITE “Apartment” land use type include apartments of all densities and urban 
contexts, many of which are suburban one- and two-story buildings. Because specific details of the 
proposed use for the Avram House project site are now known, the updated traffic analysis was able to 
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refine the applied ITE land use to one that better reflects the proposed project. The “Mid-Rise 
Apartment” land use was chosen for calculating trip generation because it reflects multi-family 
developments ranging from three to 10 stories, which is the same density range as the project. The 
increased density leads to slightly fewer trips generated per unit (W-Trans, 2017). 

The traffic impact analysis prepared for the project also considered non-auto modes of transportation 
and noted that the Avram House site is well-served by pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities.  The 
analysis noted that continuous pedestrian facilities are provided on streets surrounding the project site, 
with good connectivity to the downtown area and transit stops. Similarly, the project site is located 
adjacent to existing bicycle facilities on Commerce Boulevard and along Copeland Creek, both of which 
provide connectivity to the regional bicycle network. The project is located approximately 0.15 miles 
from two bus transit stops on Commerce Boulevard that are served by both local and regional bus 
routes. Additionally, the project is located within approximately one mile walking or bicycling distance 
from the Downtown Rohnert Park SMART commuter rail station. The report concluded that travel by 
non-auto modes would be a viable option for project residents and visitors (W-Trans, 2017).  

Consistent with the analysis in the PDA EIR, the addition of traffic associated with the project would 
contribute to additional congestion on three segments of U.S. 101 that are already projected to operate 
at LOS F without the proposed project (W-Trans, 2017). This represents a significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impact that was considered prior to adoption of a Statement of Overriding Consideration 
and the PDA Plan.  The Avram House project contribution to the impact would be consistent with the 
analysis in the PDA EIR and the Plan.   

3.9b. Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to, level 
of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? Less-than-Significant Impact. 

And 

3.9c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 
in location that results in substantial safety risks? No Impact. 

And 

3.9d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e. g. farm equipment)? No Impact. 

And 

3.9e. Result in inadequate emergency access? Less-than-Significant Impact. 

The project would not conflict with an applicable congestion management program, would not result in 
a change in air patterns, would not result in an increase in hazards due to design features, and would 
not result in inadequate emergency access, consistent with the PDA EIR. 

3.9f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? Less-than-Significant 
Impact. 

Consistent with goals of the PDA Plan, the project would accommodate and encourage the use of public 
transit and bicycle and pedestrian travel by incorporating a bike storage café and being located within 
walking and biking distance to shopping, grocery stores, public transportation including the planned 
SMART train station, dining and Sonoma State University.  Commerce Avenue is a primary transit route 
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and several bus stops are located proximate to the project site. This site also has easy access to the 
City’s network of bicycle routes and paths, particularly the adjacent Copeland Creek path. Development 
of multifamily residential units at the proposed project site would be consistent with the PDA Plan and 
would be conducive to travel by non-auto modes. As concluded in the PDA EIR, the proposed project 
would not result in conflicts with policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities.   

Cumulative Impacts 

The addition of traffic associated with the project would contribute to degradation of three segments on 
U.S. 101 that are already projected to operate at LOS F without implementation of the PDA Plan, 
consistent with the analysis in the PDA EIR. No feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact to a 
less-than-significant level, and this impact would be significant and unavoidable. This impact was 
considered prior to adoption of the PDA Plan and the City Council adopted a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. The proposed Avram House project’s contribution to this impact is consistent with that 
evaluated in the PDA EIR and as demonstrated in the above discussion.   

OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
The Avram House project proposes to construct 90 multi-family residential units. The PDA land use 
designation for the site would allow for 68 multi-family residential units. The increase in residential 
density at the site would incrementally increase population growth within the site and induce growth 
elsewhere in the City. However, this incremental increase would not substantially alter or increase the 
severity of impacts evaluated in the PDA EIR. The PDA EIR found that implementation of the PDA Plan 
could include the construction of up to 835 residential units, which would increase the population of the 
Plan area and the City by 1,670 residents by 2040. Specifically, the PDA EIR assumed development of 
150 units in the Triangle Business Area, 115 units in the City Center area, 415 units in the Station Center 
area, and 155 units in the Creekside Neighborhood area. The proposed Avram House project site, which 
is located within the Creekside Neighborhood area of the PDA, would be utilizing the only currently 
vacant parcel within the Creekside Neighborhood area. With a density bonus, which would allow for an 
increase in the total number of residential units on the project site from 68 to 90 units, the proposed 
project would result in fewer total units than the 155 units assumed for the Creekside Neighborhood 
area in the PDA EIR. Accordingly, the residential population increase associated with the proposed 
Avram House project would be less than projected in the PDA EIR. The project would not include any 
non-residential uses that would generate employment growth, other than construction jobs, consistent 
with the analysis in the PDA EIR. The Avram House project would contribute to the significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to growth inducement associated with the PDA Plan, consistent with the 
analysis in the PDA EIR. This impact was considered prior to adoption of the PDA Plan and the City 
Council adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT  
The PDA EIR determined that the PDA Plan would not have the potential to cause significant impacts 
associated with eight resource topics. Chapter 5.0 “Effects Found Not to Be Significant” of the PDA EIR 
provides a brief analysis of each of the focused out topics, and as demonstrated below, the proposed 
project would be consistent with the applicable impact conclusions. 

• Aesthetics: The PDA EIR concluded that buildout of the PDA Plan would not cause significant 
aesthetic impacts. There are no scenic vistas in the Plan area and development within the Plan 
Area provides for infill development within an existing urban built environment, which would 
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not substantially alter the quality of existing scenic views from the Plan area. The PDA EIR 
concluded that development of underused sites in the Creekside Neighborhood, which includes 
the proposed project site, would not differ substantially from the existing aesthetic quality of 
multifamily residences in the area. Additional development in the Creekside Neighborhood 
would not differ substantially from the area’s existing visual character or alter its existing scenic 
quality. The EIR further concluded that proposed development within the PDA, including the 
proposed project, would be required to comply with the City’s design guidelines, design 
guidelines contained in the Plan, and the associated review processes. Light and glare associated 
with development in the PDA Plan area, including development of the proposed project, would 
be installed in conformance with the City’s lighting and glare performance standards, as set 
forth in Section 17.12.050 of the Municipal Code. Consistent with the PDA EIR, the proposed 
project would have less than significant aesthetic impacts. 

• Agriculture and Forestry Resources: The site previously supported office buildings and does not 
contain any agricultural or forestry resources.  Consistent with the conclusions in the PDA EIR, 
implementation of the proposed project as well as the overall PDA Plan would result in no 
impacts to agricultural or forestry resources.   

• Land Use and Planning: The PDA EIR concluded that the PDA Plan would not conflict with any 
applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations and impacts to land use and planning would be 
less than significant. The proposed project is within the Creekside Neighborhood subarea of the 
PDA and the proposed project is consistent with the designated use of the site in the PDA Plan. 
The project would provide for a portion of the projected infill development as planned for in the 
PDA Plan. Accordingly, land use impacts associated with the proposed project would be less 
than significant and consistent with the PDA EIR. 

• Mineral Resources: According to the PDA EIR, the Plan area is not designated as a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site; and does not have an operating mine, sampling area, 
or available known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of 
the state. No impacts associated with mineral resources would result from implementation of 
the PDA Plan, which includes development at the proposed project site.  

• Population and Housing: As discussed in the PDA EIR, the amount of new development 
projected under the PDA Plan would not exceed the most recent projections made by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) or other planning efforts for population or housing 
in the City. Implementation of the PDA Plan would add up to 835 new residential units and 
822,324 square feet of nonresidential development  in the Plan area. The PDA EIR assumed that 
the Creekside Neighborhood area of the PDA could potentially be developed with up to 155 of 
the 835 total new residential units anticipated with buildout of the Plan area. The project, which 
would be developed on the only currently vacant site within the Creekside Neighborhood, is 
proposing to construct 90 units total. Thus, with implementation of the proposed project, there 
would be 65 fewer units than planned for in the PDA for the Creekside Neighborhood area.  No 
housing units would be demolished under the Plan or the proposed project; thus, no 
replacement housing units would be needed. Implementation of the Plan, including the 
proposed project, would not displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, the impact on population and 
housing from development of the proposed project would be less than significant, consistent 
with the conclusion in the PDA EIR. 
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• Public Services: The PDA EIR concluded that build-out of the PDA would represent an increase 
of approximately 40 percent in the total existing residential population of the PDA Plan area, 
and an increase of approximately 30 percent over the nonresidential development currently 
existing in the Plan area. The proposed project site is within the PDA and would result in 
construction a portion of the planned residences assumed in the PDA Plan. Accordingly, the 
following conclusions from the PDA EIR regarding to impacts to public services would be 
applicable to the proposed project: 

Fire and Police Protection Services: Because new development within the City limits is 
required to contribute to the cost of service needs and because the City recently 
constructed  a new public safety facility, the PDA EIR concluded that impacts associated 
with provision of fire and police protection would be less than significant.  

Schools: The project would be required to pay school impact fees.  As concluded in the 
PDA EIR, payment of these fees would ensure that impacts associated with the 
increased demand for school services as a result of the project, along with 
implementation of the overall PDA Plan, would be less than significant.  

Parks: As previously discussed, the proposed project would result in fewer total 
residential units than the 155 units assumed for the Creekside Neighborhood area in the 
PDA EIR. The increased demand on City parks was determined to be less than significant 
in the PDA EIR, as the PDA Plan includes dedicated parkland that exceeds City 
requirements.  Because the residential population associated with the proposed project 
would be within the assumptions made for the site in the PDA EIR,  impacts to parkland 
would be less than significant, consistent with the PDA EIR. 

Libraries: The PDA EIR concluded that impacts to the Rohnert Park–Cotati Library would 
be less than significant because the Library has the available capacity to serve new 
residents projected to live within the Plan area at build-out of the PDA. Because the 
residential population associated with the proposed project would be within the 
assumptions made for the site in the PDA EIR, impacts to libraries would be less than 
significant, consistent with the PDA EIR  

• Recreation: The PDA EIR concluded that recreation impacts of implementing the PDA Plan 
would be less than significant. The proposed project site would accommodate a portion of the 
new residents expected to reside in the Plan area upon buildout of the PDA. The proposed 
project would not result in impacts outside of what was assessed in the PDA EIR in relation to an 
increased use of area parks or recreational facilities. The proposed project includes onsite 
recreational facilities for residents. Effects associated with the construction of the proposed 
project and recreational facilities are evaluated under the individual resource topics in this 
consistency analysis.  

• Utilities and Service Systems: The proposed project site is within the PDA and would result in 
construction of a portion of the planned new residences assumed in the PDA Plan. Accordingly, 
the following conclusions from the PDA EIR regarding utility and service system impacts would 
be applicable to the proposed project: 

Wastewater: The PDA EIR concluded that the PDA Plan area can be accommodated by 
the City’s existing approved wastewater capacity and would not result in the need for 
any new off-site wastewater system expansions that are not already documented in the 
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approved Incremental Recycled Water System Program EIR. Accordingly, impacts of 
implementing the PDA Plan would be less than significant. 

Water Supply: The PDA EIR concluded that the projected demand for the PDA Plan area 
is significantly less than the City’s available water supplies. The City’s existing water 
supply sources and facilities are expected to be sufficient to provide an adequate supply 
of water to meet the Plan area’s current and future demands. Impacts related to water 
supply and infrastructure would be less than significant. 

Stormwater:  As noted in the PDA EIR, because the existing stormwater system provides 
adequate protection to the PDA Plan area and because existing design requirements 
and Plan policies will minimize any increases in stormwater runoff or changes in 
stormwater quality, the stormwater-related impacts would be less than significant. 

Solid Waste: According to the analysis in the PDA EIR, the impact of the PDA Plan related 
to an increase in demand for solid waste collection and disposal in the city would be less 
than significant. The Plan area would not contain features that would generate waste 
flows at rates that would exceed typical disposal rates for the City and impacts would be 
less than significant. 

Electricity and Natural Gas:  The PDA EIR concluded that the demand for electricity and 
natural gas attributable to the PDA Plan would not exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned service systems and impacts related to electricity and natural gas consumption 
would be less than significant. The PDA EIR concluded that implementation of the PDA 
Plan would not encourage or result in activities that consume large amounts of fuel, 
water, or energy in an inefficient manner nor would the Plan conflict with any applicable 
plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing energy use, 
particularly nonrenewable energy use. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

III. Consistency Determination 

As demonstrated in the analysis included in Section II of this document, the proposed Avram House 
project is consistent with the PDA Plan analyzed in the PDA EIR. Impacts associated with the project are 
consistent with those previously identified and analyzed in the PDA EIR and implementation of 
applicable mitigation measures, as identified throughout this consistency analysis, would ensure that all 
project-related impacts remain less than significant, consistent with the PDA EIR. Impacts that were 
significant and unavoidable in the PDA EIR remain significant and unavoidable and were considered prior 
to adoption of the PDA Plan.  To ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of applicable 
PDA EIR mitigation measures, the project would be required to adhere to the MMRP for the PDA EIR.  

Conclusion:  

• The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site 
in the PDA Plan, taking into account the density bonus provisions of the City’s zoning code and 
state law; 

• The proposed project would not result in impacts on the environment that are peculiar to the 
project or the project site that were not identified as impacts in the PDA EIR; 
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• The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts 
that were not identified in the PDA EIR; 

• The proposed project would not result in significant impacts, which, as a result of substantial 
new information that was not known at the time the PDA EIR was certified, would be more 
severe than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PDA EIR; and 

• The project sponsor will undertake feasible mitigation measures specified in the PDA EIR to 
mitigate project-related significant impacts. 

IV. References  

Technical studies referenced in the consistency analysis and prepared specifically for the proposed 
project include: 

• Avram Apartments - Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Memorandum, 
February 2017, prepared by Dudek (2017). 

• Design Level Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Residential Development, 100 Avram Avenue, 
Rohnert Park, California, August 2016, prepared by PJC & Associates, Inc. (2016). 

• Focused Traffic Impact Study for Avram House Apartments, January 2017, prepared by W-Trans 
(2017). 

• Noise Analysis Peer Review for Avram Project, February 2017, prepared by Dudek (2017). 
• Noise Impact Analysis 100 Avram Avenue Project, August 2016, prepared by FirstCarbon 

Solutions (2016). 
• Traffic Noise Impact Analysis Based on Revised Site Plan for 100 Avram Avenue Project, City of 

Rohnert Park, California, November 2016, prepared by FirstCarbon Solutions (2016) 

These documents, as well as the PDA EIR, are available for review during normal business hours at City 
Hall, 130 Avram Avenue, Rohnert Park, CA 94928. 
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