CONCURRENT REGULAR MEETINGS OF THE SONOMA CITY COUNCIL
&
SONOMA CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE DISSOLVED
SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

Monday, April 16, 2012

6:00 p.m. City Council
i . . Joanne Sanders, Mayor
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West Ken Brown, Mayor Pro Tem

Fkkk Steve Barbose
Laurie Gallian
AGENDA Tom Rouse

Be Courteous - TURN OFF your cell phones and pagers while the meeting is in session.

OPENING

CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ROLL CALL (Rouse, Brown, Gallian, Barbose, Sanders)
REPORT ON CLOSED SESSION (if any)

1. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC

At this time, members of the public may comment on any item not appearing on the agenda. It is recommended
that you keep your comments to three minutes or less. Under State Law, matters presented under this item
cannot be discussed or acted upon by the City Council at this time. For items appearing on the agenda, the
public will be invited to make comments at the time the item comes up for Council consideration. Upon being
acknowledged by the Mayor, please step to the podium and speak into the microphone. Begin by stating and
spelling your name.

2. COUNCILMEMBERS’ COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

Item 2A: Councilmembers’ Comments and Announcements

3. CITY MANAGER COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS INCLUDING ANNOUNCEMENTS
FROM SUCCESSOR AGENCY STAFF

4, PRESENTATIONS

Item 4A: Proclamation declaring the fourth Friday in April 2012 Children’s Memorial Day

Item 4B: Proclamation Declaring April 22-28, 2012 National Crime Victims’ Rights Week

Item 4C: Presentation of the Police Department’s 2011 Annual Report

Item 4D: Proclamation declaring the May 12-13, 2012 350 Home and Garden Challenge
Weekend.

5. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER - CITY COUNCIL

All items listed on the Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and will be acted upon by a single motion.
There will be no separate discussion of these items unless members of the Council, staff, or public request
specific items to be removed for separate action. At this time Council may decide to change the order of the
agenda.

Item 5A: Waive Further reading and Authorize Introduction and/or Adoption of Ordinances
by Title Only. (Standard procedural action - no backup information provided)
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| 5. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER - CITY COUNCIL, Continued

Item 5B: Approval and ratification of the appointment of Micaelia Randolph as the alternate
commissioner on the Design Review Commission for a two-year term.
Staff Recommendation: Nomination by the Mayor with ratification by the Council.

Item 5C: Request by the Timoun d’Haiti (Children of Haiti) for City-subsidized use of the
Sonoma Valley Veterans Memorial Building on January 12, 2013.
Staff Recommendation: Approve the request subject to applicant’s compliance with the
City’s standard insurance requirements.

Item 5D: City Council Approval of reimbursement and operating agreement between the
City of Sonoma and the City of Sonoma as Successor Agency. (City Manager)
Staff Recommendation: Approve Agreement.

Item 5E: Authorization to execute and file a Notice of Completion for the Sonoma Valley
Regional Library Improvement Project.
Staff Recommendation: Authorize the City’s Development Services Director to execute
and file a Notice of Completion for the project.

Item 5F: Approval of the Minutes of the March 19 and April 2, 2012 Meetings.
Staff Recommendation: Approve the minutes.

6. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER - CITY COUNCIL AS SUCCESSOR AGENCY

All items listed on the Consent Calendar are considered to be routine and will be acted upon by a single motion. There will be
no separate discussion of these items unless members of the Council, staff, or public request specific items to be removed for
separate action. At this time Council may decide to change the order of the agenda.

Item 6A: City Council as Successor Agency Approval of reimbursement and operating
agreement between the City of Sonoma and the City of Sonoma as Successor
Agency.
Staff Recommendation: Approve agreement.

Item 6B: Ratify Actions of the Oversight Board for the Recognized Obligation Payment
Schedule [ROPS] for the Period of January 1, 2012 through June 30, 2012.
Staff Recommendation: Acting as the Successor Agency, approve the amended ROPS
approved by the Oversight Board.

Item 6C: Approval of the portions of the Minutes of the March 19 and April 2, 2012 City
Council / Successor Agency Meetings pertaining to the Successor Agency.
Staff Recommendation: Approve the minutes.

Item 6D: Discussion, Consideration and Possible Action on Adoption of the Second
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule [ROPS] for the period July 1, 2012
through December 31, 2012.
Staff Recommendation: Acting as the Successor Agency, approve the ROPS for the
period July 1, 2012 through December 31, 2012 as submitted for presentation to the
Oversight Board on May 9th.
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7. PUBLIC HEARING

Item 7A: Discussion, consideration, and possible action on the appeal of Kevin and
Bernadette Calhoun regarding Planning staff’s interpretation of the provisions of
an easement pertaining to 19725 Seventh Street East. (Planning Director)

Staff Recommendation: Deny the appeal.

| 8. REGULAR CALENDAR - CITY COUNCIL

(Matters requiring discussion and/or action by the Council)

Item 8A: Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding establishment of a Sister
City relationship with Tokaj, Hungary, requested by Mayor Pro Tem Brown. (City
Manager)
Staff Recommendation: Council discretion.

Item 8B: Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding the disposition of funds
raised at the 2012 Alcalde event, requested by Mayor Pro Tem Brown. (City
Manager)
Staff Recommendation: Council discretion.

| 9. REGULAR CALENDAR - CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY

(Matters requiring discussion and/or action by the Council)

| 10. COUNCILMEMBERS’ REPORTS AND FINAL REMARKS

Item 10A: Reports Regarding Committee Activities.

Item 10B: Final Councilmembers’ Remarks.

| 11. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC

| 12.  ADJOURNMENT

I do hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing agenda was posted on the City Hall bulletin board on
April 10, 2012. GAY JOHANN, CITY CLERK

Copies of all staff reports and documents subject to disclosure that relate to any item of business
referred to on the agenda are available for public inspection the Monday before each regularly scheduled
meeting at City Hall, located at No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA. Any documents subject to disclosure that
are provided to all, or a majority of all, of the members of the City Council regarding any item on this
agenda after the agenda has been distributed will be made available for inspection at the City Clerk’s
office, No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA during regular business hours.

If you challenge the action of the City Council in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues
you or someone else raised at the public hearing described on the agenda, or in written correspondence
delivered to the City Clerk, at or prior to the public hearing.

In accordance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in

this meeting, please contact the City Clerk (707) 933-2216. Notification 48-hours before the meeting will
enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.
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City of Sonoma . . .
City Council City Council Agenda Item: 4A
Agenda ltem Summary Meeting Date: 04/16/2012
Department Staff Contact
Administration Gay Johann, City Clerk

Agenda Item Title
Proclamation declaring the fourth Friday in April 2012 Children’s Memorial Day.

Summary

The committee to Minimize Occurrences of Violence in Everyday Society (MOVES) has requested
recognition of Children’s Memorial Day by a proclamation declaring the fourth Friday of April 2012
Children’s Memorial Day and by flying the Children’s Memorial Flag at City Hall on April 27, 2012 as
has been done in previous years.

In keeping with City practice, the proclamation recipient has been asked to keep the total length of
their follow-up comments and/or announcements to not more than 10 minutes.

Recommended Council Action
Mayor Pro Tem Brown to present the Proclamation to John Goehring, a MOVES representative.

Alternative Actions

Council discretion.

Financial Impact

n/a

Environmental Review Status
[ ] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration [] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested

X Not Applicable

Attachments:
1. Proclamation
2. MOVES brochure

cc: John Goehring via email



CHILDREN’S MEMORIAL DAY

Whereas, throughout America, tragic cases of violence against children are
occurring with increasing frequency and senselessness, destroying innocent lives and
devastating families; and

Whereas, Sonoma County has had violent preventable child deaths by guns,
knives, automobiles, physical abuse, and suicide; and

Whereas, the people of the City of Sonoma believe in the celebration of life,
diversity, and hope for the future through our children, and deplore and condemn acts
of violence committed upon the children of our community; and

Whereas, the Board of MOVES (Minimize Occurrences of Violence in
Everyday Society) is committed to raising individual and public consciousness of the
need to care for all our children and to honor young lives lost; and

Whereas, MOVES has acquired a Children’s Memorial Flag from the Child
Welfare League of America, which has become a recognizable symbol of the need to
do a better job of protecting children, and which is sponsoring a national effort to
memorialize child victims, and which has been adopted in other California
communities; and

Whereas, the Children’s Memorial Flag will be flown at City Hall on April 27,
2012 in memory of the children who have died by violence.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Joanne Sanders, Mayor of the City of Sonoma, do
hereby proclaim the fourth Friday of April 2012

CHILDREN’S MEMORIAL DAY

In the City of Sonoma and I urge all citizens to increase their participation in efforts
to prevent child abuse and child death, thereby strengthening the community in
which we live.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and cause the Seal of
the City of Sonoma to be affixed this 16t day of April 2012.

&




Nonviolent Methods
of Conflict Resolution

Identify the problem. Focus on
the problem, not the person
involved.

Keep an open mind. Things
aren't always the way you think
they are.

Listen. Take time to really hear
what the other person is saying.

Use humor.

Anticipate a difficult situation.
Plan ahead and think of several
alternative ways to peacefully
resolve the dispute.

Postpone decisions. Give
yourself time to calm down and
avoid overreacting. Be open to
compromise.

Avoid the conflict. Sometimes
it's not worth it to argue.

Compromise. Flip a coin, take
turns, share, get someone else to
listen to both sides and to help
work out a peaceful resolution.

Join us in
observing
the Annual

Day of Nonviolence

To become a member of MOVES or to

Share your ideas about reducing
violence in our community and in
the media with:

Schools

Youth

Law enforcement

Local government

Faith and ethnic communities
Peace and nonviolent groups
Your neighbors

Media sponsors

find out more about us and our
programs, please contact:

M inimizing

ccurrences of
iolence 1n

veryday

=< O

ociety

MOVES - (707) 524-1900
WWWw.minimizingviolence.org
Sonoma County, California

What Sonoma County
citizens can do every day
to lessen violence in our
community . . . . . .


http://www.minimizingviolence.org/

MOVES
is a positive campaign
with two goals:

1. To make people aware of what we
can do to minimize occurrences of
violence in our everyday lives.

2. To get people to actively
participate in the process of
making our community less
violent.

To achieve these goals, it is
important for people to learn that each
of us can control the amount of
violence in the community. Part of the
answer can be achieved through
educating ourselves about the causes
of violence. We can also express our
views on how to change both the way
violence is portrayed in the media and
the way our children learn how to
understand and deal with violence.

Part of MOVES is to make the
community aware of what help is
available in learning to deal with anger
and conflict in nonviolent ways and how
to take steps on your own to reduce
your exposure to violence.

Tips for Families Who
Watch Television

Plan your family viewing. Include your children in
deciding what they will watch by using a television
listing. Give your children choices from a list of
shows that you know are nonviolent, informative, or
entertaining.

Watch television with your child and talk about
the show you view together. Point out when you
disapprove of a character's violent acts and when
you think there are better ways to solve a problem.
Talk about what is real and pretend.

Monitor your child's television viewing. Limit
children's viewing time to one or two hours daily.
View programs through the eyes of a child.
Watch every program your child watches at least
once.

Don't assume that a show isn't violent. Some
programs that seem innocent still give violent
messages.

Other Alternatives. Use a video player and quality
children's videos as an alternative to television.
Substitute activities such as playing games, reading
books, discussing current events, or helping with
household projects that offer opportunity for thinking
creatively.

Help children understand commercials. Discuss
commercials with your children. Point out when
advertisers make false or exaggerated claims.
Support regulation of children's television.
Encourage your legislators to support legislation that
promotes nonviolent television programming and
restricts advertising on children's television.

Call or write television stations (network and
cable) and advertising sponsors to express your
opinions about programming. Inform them when
you are offended and also when you are pleased by
a program.

Request media literacy programs in schools. It
is important that children learn to analyze and
evaluate the information provided by media.

We Can Change Ourselves
And Our Communities
and. . .

We can practice listening.

We can learn positive
communication techniques.

We can take a deep breath to
lower stress.

We can learn to control our anger.

We can find safe outlets for
anger.

We can learn techniques to
diffuse anger in others.

We can leave to resolve conflicts
without a physical fight.

We can learn laws and guide-
lines to eliminate sexual
harassment.

We can show respect for police
officers. They are real people like
us.

If we have a history of violent
behavior, we can join a support or
counseling group.

We can acknowledge and reward
nonviolent behavior when we see
it.

We are peace-makers.



City of Sonoma
City Council
Agenda ltem Summary

City Council Agenda Item: 4B

Meeting Date: 04/16/12

Department Staff Contact
Administration Gay Johann, City Clerk

Agenda Item Title
Proclamation Declaring April 22-28, 2012 National Crime Victims’ Rights Week.

Summary
The Sonoma County District Attorney’s office requested a proclamation declaring April 22-28, 2012
National Crime Victims’ Rights Week. Chief Deputy District Attorney Bud McMahon will be present
to accept the proclamation.

In keeping with City practice, the proclamation recipient has been asked to keep the total length of
their follow-up comments and/or announcements to not more than 10 minutes.

Recommended Council Action
Mayor Pro Tem Brown to present the proclamation.

Alternative Actions

Council discretion

Financial Impact

n/a

Environmental Review Status
[ ] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration [ ] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested

X Not Applicable

Attachments:

1. Proclamation
2. National Crime Victims’ Rights Week flyer

cc: Terry Menshek - via email



National Crime Victims’ Rights Week

Whereas, 18.7 million Americans are directly harmed by crime each
year, and each crime affects many more family members, friends, neighbors,
and co-workers; and

Whereas, today, thousands of victim assistance programs provide help
and support to child victims of violence and sexual abuse; stalking victims;
surviving family members of homicide victims; victims of drunk-driving
crashes; and victims of domestic, dating, and sexual violence and other crimes;
and

Whereas, now is the time to “Extend the Vision” through a
comprehensive strategy for reaching and serving every victim of crime,
especially traditionally underserved victims such as those with disabilities and
victims from diverse cultures; and

Whereas, the United States Department of Justice has launched the
Viston 21 initiative to renew our nation’s commitment to serving all victims of
crime in the 21st Century; and

Whereas, National Crime Victims Rights Week, April 22-28, 2012,
provides an opportunity to extend that vision to every victim of crime in the
United States—to help ensure their access to the help they deserve and the
rights they are promised.

Now, therefore I, Joanne Sanders, Mayor of the City of Sonoma, do
hereby proclaim the week of April 22-28, 2012 as National Crime Victims’
Rights Week in the City of Sonoma and reaffirm the commitment of the City of
Sonoma to respect and enforce victims’ rights and address their needs during
Crime Victims’ Rights Week and throughout the year.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and cause the
Seal of the City of Sonoma to be affixed this 16th day of April 2012.




City of Sonoma City Council Agenda ltem: 4C

City Council
Agenda [tem Summary

Meeting Date: 04/16/2012

Department Staff Contact
Police Chief Bret Sackett

Agenda Item Title
Presentation of the Police Department’s 2011 Annual Report

Summary

In accordance with the Agreement for Law Enforcement Services between the City and the County,
the County is required to provide the City with an annual report. The report will include an overview
of police operations, along with results of the Performance Objectives identified in the agreement.

Recommended Council Action
Receive Police Department’s 2011 Annual Report

Alternative Actions
N/A

Financial Impact

None

Environmental Review Status
[ ] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration ] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested
X Not Applicable

Attachments:

Sonoma Police Department’s 2011 Annual Report

CcC:







Message from the Chief

On behalf of the Sonoma Police Department, [ am pleased to present
our annual report for 2011. This report reflects the hard work,
dedication, and tireless effort of the men and women of the Sonoma
Police Department, and is representative of their commitment to the
core values of our department.

As you know, 2011 was another difficult year in terms of economic

recovery, but the City of Sonoma was able to navigate the uncertainty

due to the strong leadership of the City Council and staff. Despite the

budgetary constraints, we are able to provide some of the most

innovative programs in the county, including our Youth and Family
Services diversion program and our strong partnership with the Office of the City
Prosecutor.

The men and women of the Sonoma Police Department are committed to making our city a
safe place to live, work, and visit, and on behalf of our dedicated staff of professionals, I
would like to thank you for the support you’'ve provided this past year. The department
looks forward to proactively build and strengthen community partnerships through the
delivery of high quality, efficient, and professional law enforcement services.

Mission Statement and Core Values

In partnership with our communities, we commit to provide professional, firm, fair and
compassionate law enforcement and detention services with integrity and respect.

Effective Enforcement of the Law
Sense of Team
Principles of Excellence Community Oriented Philosophy
Organizational Efficiency
Commitment to Duty and Tradition

Community Oriented Policing

Community Oriented Policing is a philosophy, management style, and organizational design
that promotes proactive problem solving and police-community partnerships to address
the causes of crime and fear, as well as other community issues. Community Oriented
Policing redefines the roles and relationships between the community and the police by
recognizing that the community shares responsibility with the police for social order. Both
must work cooperatively to identify problems and develop proactive community-wide
solutions.



Year in Review

Over the past several years, we've enjoyed a downward trend in our overall crime rate
based upon data available from the FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting program. In 2011, we
again saw a decrease in both our violent crime and

property crime rate. Although crime rates provide

a quick “snapshot” of our community, they often

provide a very simplistic view the community and

don’t take into consideration the many factors that

influence crime. However, I think this snapshot

reflects what we all know - Sonoma is a safe place

to live, work, and raise a family.

In our continuing effort to reduce underage

drinking and alcohol related problems in our community, the Sonoma Police Department
was awarded a grant from the California Department of Alcohol Beverage Control in FY
2011-12. The grant focused on both education and enforcement operations with our
licensed establishments. Working collaboratively with ABC investigators, we conducted
undercover decoy operations at 50 locations throughout the city and Sonoma Valley area.
We visited both on-sale and off-sale establishments and discovered the youth were able to
purchase alcohol at 12 locations, which resulted in a violation rate of 24%. In essence, one
in four youth are able to purchase alcohol from a licensed establishment or have an adult
purchase it for them on a fairly regular basis. Obviously, this violation rate is unacceptable,
so we have provided free training to all our licensed establishments and work closely with
City Prosecutor to address violations. To date, we've provided LEADS training to 72
people, which far exceed the goals and objectives of the grant in terms of both education
and enforcement efforts. I strongly believe in being a partner with the State of California
ABC and support their mission of reducing alcohol related sales to minors.

Unfortunately, due to a lack of state funding, the YWCA’s Domestic Violence Advocacy
Program at the police department was eliminated at the end of 2010. In exchange, victims
of domestic violence are now served by the new Family Justice Center, which is located
near the county court complex in Santa Rosa. The Family Justice Center of Sonoma County
empowers family violence victims to live free from violence and abuse by providing
comprehensive services, centered on and around the victim, through a single point of
access. They follow best practices in the field, track their outcomes, and meet the needs of
the entire community with culturally competent services and links to remote
neighborhoods.

We’ve continued our strong tradition of community outreach and have participated in a
variety of community events. Some of those events include tours of our facility,
neighborhood watch meetings, as well as participation in events such as the Farmer’s
Market, Vintage Festival, and the Independence Day celebration.



Special Programs and Partnerships

School Resource Officer

The School Resource Officer continues to be an integral part of our community oriented
policing philosophy. While initially funded by a grant from the US Department of Justice,
the Sonoma County Sheriff’'s Office and the Sonoma Valley Unified School District entered
into a subsequent 5 year partnership to continue funding for the program. The Sheriff,
understanding the vital role the SRO plays in his crime prevention efforts, along with his
commitment to keep costs down for the City of Sonoma, agreed to fund the SRO position
through his patrol budget since the SRO serves the entire Sonoma Valley.

Deputy Matt Regan, our School Resource Officer, monitors campus activity and provides
security at various school functions, such as sporting events and dances. He sits on the
district’s Student Review Team, provides instruction for driver’s education, and speaks at
numerous school functions.

Animal Control

The police department provides animal control services for the City, which includes annual
licensing, permit review, enforcement of city, county, and state laws, animal related
investigations, and care of impounded animals. Our Community Services Officers primarily
fill this role, but in their absence, the patrol staff responds to animal related calls. Working
closely with Pet’s Lifeline, our community partner, and Sonoma County Animal Care and
Control, we strive to provide exemplary service in terms of enforcement, reunification of
stray pets, and appropriate adoption services. In 2011, we saw an increase in both the
number of animal related calls for service and animal impounds. At the end of 2011, the
City Council requested a review of many of our animal regulation ordinances, specifically
related to dangerous and/or vicious dogs, and I hope to report on those changes in next
year’s annual report.

Explorers and Volunteers in Police Service

The police department is proud to have such a strong cadre of volunteers to assist us in the
service to our community. Our Explorer Program, which is designed for youth from the
ages of 14-21 years old, is a career-oriented program that gives young adults the
opportunity to a career in law enforcement. Under the guidance of sworn personnel, they
meet on a regular basis to discuss the law enforcement profession, participate in the ride
along program, and to assist with community events. Recently, our Explorers received
recognition for their strong showing in several State-wide Explorer competitions.

We continue to have strong Volunteers in Police Service (VIPS) program to better serve our
community. Currently seven (7) volunteers donate their time on a weekly basis, assisting
with office work, parking enforcement, security checks, Plaza patrols, and traffic control for



parades. During 2011, our volunteers donated well over 2,000 hours to the police
department in an amazing sign of community service and community spirit.

Sonoma Valley Youth and Family Services

Under the auspices of the Sonoma Police Department, Sonoma Valley Youth and Family
Services (SVYFS) provides an alternative to juvenile probation for youth who are cited for
criminal activity. The program provides services for families who live within the
boundaries of the Sonoma Valley Unified School District (SVUSD), although they may be
attending schools out of this District.

SVYFS also works with families and youth who have not yet committed a crime, but are at
risk of being involved in criminal behavior, to redirect them through meaningful
alternatives.

In 2011, SVYFS provided services to 102 youthful offenders. As in prior years, the majority
of the referrals were for substance abuse violations - primarily marijuana. Tobacco related
violations accounted for the second largest number of referrals. Tobacco use by minors
cannot be overlooked since nearly 90% of all adult smokers started before the age of 18.
Referrals for alcohol and substance abuse have increase by 40% over the past two years.
According to the program coordinator, “There seems to be much more availability and
access to marijuana...” Other notable referrals include theft and bike/skate violations.

In 2011, SVFYS assigned community service hours to 28 youth, who completed a total of
640 hours at various non-profit providers in the Sonoma Valley. The complete annual
report of Sonoma Valley Youth and Family Services program is available upon request at
the City Prosecutor’s Office.

City Prosecutor’s Office

The City Prosecutor’s Office continues to prosecute misdemeanor offenses and municipal
code infractions that occur within the City limits, and mitigate conflicts within the City of
Sonoma through cooperation with the Sonoma Police Department.

The police department refers all appropriate misdemeanor and municipal code violations
to the City Prosecutor’s Office. DUI and traffic related cases continued to account for the
largest majority of referrals, followed by domestic related crimes, drug violations, and city
ordinance violations.

The police department feels this program has been beneficial, since the City Prosecutor has
a clear understanding of quality of life issues occurring within Sonoma. In addition, the
ability to interact with the local prosecutor on specific cases has been invaluable.

The complete annual report of City Prosecutor’s Office is available upon request at the City
Prosecutor’s Office.



Performance Objectives and Statistics

It is incumbent upon the Sonoma Police Department to provide a safe community and a
sense of security to the citizens of the City of Sonoma. This will be accomplished by
providing professional law enforcement services with the highest degree of integrity and
respect, while adhering to the Sheriff's Office Mission Statement, Core Values, and
Principles of Excellence of Sheriff’s Office.

There are four primary Performance Objectives identified in the law enforcement services
contract. Performance measures, when conceived as part of a broad management
perspective, can provide an increased level of understanding that can result in more
effective and efficient services. = These Performance Objectives are intended to provide
insight that can be used to make improvements to individual programs and initiatives, and
to improve the effectiveness of our department’s overall operations. The four primary
Performance Objectives are:

Deter and Prevent Crime
Apprehend and Prosecute Offenders
Maintain and Resolve Conflict

Promptly Respond to Incidents Requiring Immediate Attention

Each of these Performance Objectives is measured by statistical data that relate directly to
primary Performance Objective. While these Performance Objectives have the potential to
provide a “snapshot” of the impact of our policing efforts, it is important to remember these
statistics can be influenced by a wide variety of factors. For instance, a rise in reported
crime may not necessarily reflect a decrease in public safety, but an instead it could reflect
a strong working relationship between the community and the police department which
results in the community feeling comfortable reporting criminal behavior.



Objective 1: Deter and Prevent Crime

This performance objective shall be measured by comparing the following data:

a. Uniform Crime Reporting data will be used to determine crime patterns occurring in the

City.

b. State of California crime rates will be compared with crime rates for the City of Sonoma.

UCR Summary Data’ 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change’
Homicide 0 0 2 0 -100%
Rape 5 2 3 1 -67%
Robbery 6 5 1 0 -100%
Aggravated Assault 26 18 27 31 15%
Simple Assault’® 75 58 50 43 -14%
Total Violent Crime* 37 25 33 32 -3%
Burglary 57 63 61 57 -7%
Larceny 196 148 159 158 1%
Auto Theft 9 17 5 7 40%
Total Property Crime® 262 228 225 222 -1%

California Crime Rates®

Violent Crime

Property Crime

Area Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000
2011 State N/A N/A
Sonoma 299 2,073
2010 State 422 1,507
Sonoma 327 2,232
2009 State 454 1,548
Sonoma 250 2,284
2008 State 486 1,722
Sonoma 374 2,646

' UCR data per California Department of Justice Table 11

? From prior year

* Simple assault not included in Violent Crime total

* Violent crime includes homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault

> Property crime includes burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson
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Objective 2: Apprehend and Prosecute Offenders

This performance objective shall be measured by comparing the following data:

a. The number of arrests for adults and juveniles will be compared to determine arrest
patterns.

b. The number of DUI arrests will be compared to determine DUI arrest patterns.

c. The number of referrals to the Sonoma Valley Youth and Family Services Program will be
compared to determine juvenile crime patterns.

d. Clearance rates for the City of Sonoma and the Pacific Region (Uniform Crime Reporting) will
be compared to determine number of crimes solved.

Arrest %
Arrests Data | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | S
800 Adult 628 628 549 586 7%
(]
600 '—W—‘g— == Adult
400 —@—Juvenile Juvenile 186 | 132 | 210 | 129 | -39%
Uy — — — = BUI Total Arrests | 814 | 760 | 759 | 715 | 6%
O T T T 1
7 0,
2011 2010 2009 2008 =i YFS DUI Arrests 80 147 62 77 24%
Referral
Ygsﬁ"a St | 128 | 107 | 117 | 102 | -13%
UCR Clearance Data’ Area Violent Crime Property Crime
Pacific Region10 Data not available
2011
Sonoma Data not available
Pacific Region 44% 15%
2010
Sonoma 64% 25%
Pacific Region 45% 15%
2009
Sonoma 64% 25%
Pacific Region 44% 14%
2008
Sonoma 65% 22%

" Included in the figure for total arrests
¥ These figures are reported on a fiscal calendar and are included in figure for total arrests

? Clearance rates indicate the percent of crimes that are solved or otherwise cleared and are calculated by dividing
the number of crimes cleared by the total number of crimes. The FBI’s UCR program considers a crime cleared
when at least one person is arrested, charged with a crime, and turned over to the court for prosecution or referred to
juvenile authorities. In certain circumstances, a crime can be cleared by “exceptional means.”

1 pacific region includes California, Oregon, Washington, Alaska, and Hawaii
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Objective 3: Maintain Order and Resolve Conflict

This performance objective shall be measured by comparing the following data:

a. Traffic accident data in the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS) for fatal,
injury, and non-injury accidents will be compared to determine the effectiveness of the
Agreement’s Traffic Enforcement Program.

b. Parking citation data will be compared to determine the effectiveness of the Agreement’s
Parking Enforcement Program.

c. Animal Control statistics (animal complaints and impounds) will be compared for the
previous 3 years to determine patterns.

Traffic Accident Data™

2008 2009 2010 2011
Fatal 0 0 0 0
Injury 30 27 32 N/A
Non-injury 99 82 71 N/A
Total 129 109 103 N/A"

Parking Citations

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

1,829 1,681 3,043 2,639 2,703

Animal Control

2008 2009 2010 2011
Calls for service 496 441 510 628
Impounds 75 72 83 87

" Data provided by the California Statewide Integrated Traffic Reporting System (SWITRS) Report #3.

"2 Due to delays in State reporting, 2011 data is not available.
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Objective 3: Maintain Order and Resolve Conflict, cont

d. Citizen perception of safety and the maintenance of order as reported in citizen surveys
shall be compared when such survey data is available.

Periodically, the Sheriff’s Office will commission a private company to conduct a Community
Survey to assess the community’s perceptions of services, and develop communication and
collaborative problem-solving approaches to address concerns surfaced in these evaluations.

In 2008, the Sonoma Police Department was included in this survey. The survey results were
provided to the City Council when the original Law Enforcement Services contract was due for
renewal. Overall, the survey revealed strong community support, a feeling of safety within our
community, and satisfaction with our service. Some of the survey responses include:

e 87% of respondents rate our overall performance as Good or Excellent
e 95% feel Safe or Very Safe

Compared to a year ago, 76% feel our community is as Safe or Safer

Of those who victims of crime, 93% were Very Satisfied or Satisfied
97% felt our crime prevention programs were Effective or Very Effective

[
[
In addition, the community identified gangs, violent crime, and drugs/alcohol as our most

pressing concerns, while indicating more crime prevention programs as a possible area of
improvement.

Overall, the survey revealed the police department has the “ear” of the community and has
established a solid partnership with our citizens.

Objective 4: Promptly Respond to Incidents Requiring Immediate
Attention

This performance objective shall be measured by comparing the average response time to
"Priority 1" calls over the previous 3 years.

Median Response Time to Priority 1 Calls for Service

Year Number of calls Response Time
2011 212 4 Min 55 secs
2010 224 5 Min 0 secs
2009 204 4 Min 34 secs
2008 218 4 Min 43 secs




City of Sonoma . . .
City Council City Council Agenda Item: 4D
Agenda ltem Summary Meeting Date: 04/16/2012
Department Staff Contact
Administration Gay Johann, City Clerk

Agenda Item Title
Proclamation declaring the May 12-13, 2012 350 Home and Garden Challenge Weekend.

Summary

Patricia Talbot, the City’s representative on the Sonoma County Health Action committee, submitted
a request for recognition of the 350 Home and Garden Challenge Weekend.

In keeping with City practice, the proclamation recipient has been asked to keep the total length of
their follow-up comments and/or announcements to not more than 10 minutes.

Recommended Council Action
Mayor Pro Tem Brown to present the Proclamation.

Alternative Actions

Council discretion.

Financial Impact

n/a

Environmental Review Status
[] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration [] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested

X Not Applicable

Attachments:

1. Proclamation
2. 350 Home and Garden Challenge Overview

cc: Patricia Talbot via email



WHEREAS, the City of Sonoma is concerned about the health and well-being
of its residents and seeks to create a healthy, sustainable, and livable community and
in 2005, all Sonoma County cities and the County in adopted the boldest community
greenhouse gas emissions reduction target in the United States — 25 percent below
1990 levels by 2015; and

WHEREAS, last year, the second annual 350 Home & Garden Challenge
inspired thousands of people across Sonoma County to complete 1,044 actions to grow
food, save water, and conserve energy; and

WHEREAS, Sonoma County can achieve its climate goals by growing and
eating fresh, local garden produce and creating energy and water-efficient homes,
businesses, and communities; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Sonoma commits to
actively support the 350 Home and Garden Challenge and its goal to inspire 2,012
actions to grow food, conserve water, and save energy, and as a partner pledges to:

e Support the 350 Home and Garden Challenge activities within the City
of Sonoma and use City communications media to promote the growing,
eating and sharing of healthy food and energy and water-efficiency
Support City programming (recreation programs, parks, and open
spaces) that encourages the growing, eating and sharing of healthy food
and energy and water-efficiency
Take steps to improve the opportunities for food gardening by assessing
community infrastructure and looking for ways to facilitate the
growing, eating and sharing of healthy food
Take steps to improve the opportunities for energy and water-efficiency
in community planning by supporting the programs that facilitate home
retrofits

NOW, THEREFORE, 1, Joanne Sanders, Mayor of the City of Sonoma, do
hereby proclaim the weekend of May 12-13, 2012 350 HOME AND GARDEN
CHALLENGE WEEKEND in the City of Sonoma as we work together for a
healthier, more vibrant and viable future.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereby set my hand and cause the seal of the
City of Sonoma to be affixed this 16t day of April 2012.

MAYOR _

N




home & garden
MAY 1213, 2012 = Overview

Grow Food, Save Water, Conserve Energy, Build Community!

Overview

On May 12" and 13", thousands of people across Sonoma County will rise to the challenge of creating a more
sustainable community. Building upon the incredible success of 628 garden actionsin 2010 and 1,044 home
and garden actions in 2011, our goal this year is to inspire 2,012 actions to grow food, conserve water, and
save energy. From small to large, every action counts. Together, we can become more food and energy
independent, and build our communities stronger, healthier, more beautiful, and more resilient!

Why 350?

It is possibly the mostimportant number in the world and so we want to draw attention to it. Top climate
scientists say this is the safe upper limit of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere to keep a stable climate. Together
our actions and alliances add up and create real solutions to the climate crisis.

Stand up and be counted!
Big challenges require inspired vision and bold action. Spread the word; engage your friends, neighbors and
coworkers; and REGISTER! Go to www.dailyacts.org/350-challenge.

Find us on Facebook at www.facebook.com/dailyacts.

Get involved!
Join this amazing community-wide effort by registering your action or multiple actions today! Doing a lot
already? Help others. Inspire a neighbor and help them transform their lawn. Plant extra food and share the bounty.
As lead organizers for the 350 Home and Garden Challenge, Daily Acts and iGrow will provide ideas, educational
opportunities, community connections, and resources to inspire and support your efforts!
Grow Food...

* plant fruit trees

* join or start a community garden

* grow a row for a local food bank

Conserve Water...
* transform your thirsty lawn by sheet mulching it!
* switch to drip irrigation
* install a greywater system (yes! it’s legal) or a rainwater garden
* install water conserving appliances (toilet, shower heads, faucets)

Save Energy...
* unplug energy-zapping appliances, computers, games
* pledge to “line-dry”
* weatherize your home, apartment or office

We can make Sonoma County more sustainable and locally self-reliant. It's our community and WE make a
difference ... especially when we work and play together. Tell your friends, family, co-workers, and neighbors
— inspire and invite them to join the 350 Home & Garden Challenge!

REGISTER TODAY at www.dailyacts.org/350-challenge
Or contact us at 707.789.9664, 350-challenge @dailyacts.org




City of Sonoma . . .
City Council City Council Agenda Item: 5B
Agenda ltem Summary Meeting Date: 04/16/12
Department Staff Contact
Administration Gay Rainsbarger, City Clerk

Agenda Item Title

Approval and ratification of the appointment of Micaelia Randolph as the alternate commissioner on
the Design Review Commission for a two-year term.

Summary

The Design Review Commission consists of 5 members and one alternate who serve at the
pleasure of the City Council. At least four of the members and the alternate must be City residents.
Appointments are made when a nomination made by the Mayor is ratified by the City Council.

Mayor Sanders interviewed Ms. Randolph on April 4, 2012 and is nominating her for appointment to
the Design Review Commission to serve as the Alternate for a two-year term.

Recommended Council Action
Nomination by the Mayor with ratification by the Council.

Alternative Actions

Council discretion.

Financial Impact

n/a

Environmental Review Status
[ ] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration [ ] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested

X Not Applicable

Attachments:
Micaelia Randolph’s Application

Copy to: Micaelia Randolph, via email



CITY OF SONOM#A&

COMMISSION APPLICATION

NAME: Micgel |'®Randolp\f\
ADDRESS: 720 Second &F Eogot

MAILING ADDRESS: _ Somé 0a  albove,

CONTACT INFO (Please include daytime & evening phone numbers and email address):

107 %2 7222 micatlloo® comanst. net

COMMISSION OF INTEREST: __ Desion Revifi) Commissinn
HAVE YOU EVER ATTENDED A MEETING OF THIS COMMISSION? Ng  HOW MANY?

If you are not selected for the commission listed above, would you be interested in serving on any of
our other commissions? If so, please indicate which commission(s): SV A,

HOW MANY YEARS HAVE YOU RESIDED IN SONOMA? _ {()
PRESENT OCCUPATION: VP, Contertt Develop yrent Rel Rock Reoncls

EDUCATION
SCHOOL MAJOR | GRADUATION DATE & DEGREE
BA Englicin
SFSL MA c%«'rwdbevd et BA 4 Wy

COMMUNITY SERVICE EXPERIENCE
ORGANIZATION DATES SERVED POSITION oS
SenoMmau L8ooxal Member ord Wember,
{or ﬁrisfor‘: c@?;%ex\xﬁ\om 2003~ et Web Edbor , Riblieity Chav,
Co-chour Cottove ¢ Gardens TouWy-

C:\Documents and Seflingsirobineé\Local Seffingst Temporary Internet Files\OLK37\Commission Application.doc
Revised 04/01/2011




(Use additional paper if necessary)
~~ OTHER RELEVANT EXPERIENCE OR EXPERTISE:
Gty hed

4\ 4

DNSIBILITY OF THIS COMMISSION?

~WHAT IS YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THE ROLE AND RESP

~WHICH ACTIVITIES OF THIS COMMISSION INTEREST YOU THE MOST?

“WHICH ACTIVITIES INTEREST YOU THE LEAST?

~WHAT WOULD BE YOUR GOAL AS A COMMISSIONER?

|

~WHAT DO YOU FEEL YOU COULD CONTRIBUTE TO SEE TH%GOALS REALIZED?

70 707 . 107
Tomdvderaon  «so '754/0/ Yvenne Bowers 935 :i‘?/fj/ N A N 73R
UALIFIED ELECTOR OF THE CITY OF SONOMA.

SOME COMMISSION POSITIONS MUST BE FILLED BY A Q :
A QUALIFIED ELECTOR IS A PERSON WHO IS 1) A U.S. CITIZEN: 2) AT LEAST 18 YEARS OF AGE; AND 3)

RESIDES WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY OF SONOMA.

PLEASE LIST TWO LOCAL REF7?ENCES AND THEIR PHONE NUMBERS: and\/ %%Oh

ARE YOU A QUALIFIED ELECTOR OF THE CITY OF SONOMA? X YES ’ NO

I DECLARE UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ON THIS
APPLICATION IS TRUE AND CORRECT.

e L R did - .01}
Date

Applicant Signature y
Return completed form to:
All submitted applications are available for public inspection. ~ City Clerk
City of Sonoma
No. 1 The Plaza

Sonoma CA 95476

. C:\Documents and Settingsirobiné\Local Setfings\Temporary Tnternet FIEs\OLK 372\ Commission Application.doc
Revised 04/01/2011



Micaelia Randolph
Application for Design Review Commission

Other relevant experience or expertise:
My career has been centered around product development for the education market, both print and web.
I have been the web editor for the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation since 2007.

Since 2004, | have written the short histories of each of the houses that appeared on the Sonoma Cottage
and Garden Tour since 2004. (Samples included) This has involved interviewing homeowners, learning
about the history of their homes and gardens and writing a story. This experience has given me a deep
and visceral appreciation of the history, charm and precious nature of our town and its residents.

I served as co-chair of the Cottage and Garden Tour for the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation in
2010 and have worked with the tour since 2004.

What is your understanding of the role and responsibility of this commission?
I believe that this commission is charged with preserving of the architectural landscape and heritage of
the City of Sonoma and supporting and encouraging excellent design for new projects.

Which activities of this commission interest you most?
I'am very interested in the preservation of the town of Sonoma as a visual, cultural and historical entity
and would welcome participation in a group that has this as its official mission.

Which activities interest you least?

What would be your goal as a commissioner?

Support efforts to encourage excellent design that is in keeping with the character of Sonoma
Support efforts to help Sonoma become a Certified Local Government

Become as informed as possible

Be a helpful team member

ASRNENEN

What do you feel you could contribute to see these goals realized?

Experience and relationship network with Sonoma League, and its members and with the town of
Sonoma.

Energy level

Listening

Learning

Love of Sonoma.



City of Sonoma . . .
City Council City Council Agenda Item: 5C
Agenda ltem Summary Meeting Date: 04/16/2012
Department Staff Contact
Administration Gay Johann, City Clerk

Agenda Item Title

Request by the Timoun d’Haiti (Children of Haiti) for City-subsidized use of the Sonoma Valley
Veterans Memorial Building on January 12, 2013.

Summary

In 1991 the City entered into a Development and Use Agreement with Sonoma County to undertake
a major renovation of the Sonoma Valley Veterans Memorial Building. The agreement also provided
that the City would pay the County $10,000 annually to offset operational expenses and in return the
City would be allowed use of the facility up to twenty times per fiscal year. Through the years, the
City developed a program whereby many, if not all, the City’s allocated days were assigned to local
students and non-profit or charitable organizations. In June 2010, the City Council approved a
three-year extension of the agreement.

The Timoun d’Haiti (Children of Haiti) has requested City-subsidized use of the Veteran’s Building
on January 12, 2013 for a Haitian Culture and Music Festival fundraising event.

If this request is approved, the City will have seventeen allocated days remaining for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 2013.

Recommended Council Action

Approve the request subject to applicant’s compliance with the City’s standard insurance
requirements.

Alternative Actions

1) Delay action pending receipt of additional information.
2) Deny the request.

Financial Impact

The City pays $10,000 annually to the County in return for the use of the Veteran’s Building for
twenty days throughout the year. The value of each City-subsidized day provided to an outside
organization is $500.

Environmental Review Status
[ ] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration ] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested

X Not Applicable

Attachments:
Request from Guilaine Salomon and Sara Hammett

cc:
Timoun d’Haiti (Children of Haiti)
P.O. Box 756

Sonoma CA 95476



Sara Hammett
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City Council

City of Sonoma

#1 The Plaza
Sonoma CA 95476

March 31, 2012
Dear City Council Members,

Timoun d’Haiti (Children of Haiti), a California Public Benefit Corporation (ID# 45-
4387064) based in Sonoma, is sponsoring a Haitian Culture and Music Festival
scheduled for January 12", 2013, the third anniversary of Haiti’s devastating
earthquake.

We have booked the Sonoma Veteran’s Memorial Building for our event. We
wish to ask that our request for the use of a Community Day at the Veteran’s Hall
for our event be added to the April 16™ City Council agenda.

Our beneficiary for this event is an orphanage in Port-au-Prince called La Maison
des Petits de Diquini (Children’s Home of Diquini). Money raised in 2010 by some
of us now involved in Timoun d’Haiti, inciuding Guilaine Salomon, whose brother
runs the orphanage, was spent on repairs and renovations of the orphanage,
securing safe drinking water, and preventive measures for the cholera epidemic
now ravaging Haiti. Since the quake, the population at the orphanage has more
than doubled, so the need for support is greater than ever.

Currently, money to provide enough food for the children is the greatest need.
Also, appliances are needed to store and prepare food more efficiently. There
are ongoing expenses for health and education, staff, and transportation to
school. Another goal is to expand capacity at the orphanage so that more
children can be rescued from devastating poverty.

Our event will feature local jazz musicians together with a group of nationally
known Haitian master drummers, dancers, and singers. There will be a silent
auction of Haitian art and other local items. Patrons will enjoy Haitian cuisine
created with food donated by local food purveyors, paired with wines donated by
Sonoma Valley wineries.

We believe that our event will enrich our Sonoma community by bringing a taste
of the vibrant culture of Haiti to the Valley, reminding people of the continuing
dire need of our neighbors in Haiti, and providing a means to send direct aid to
children in need.

Thank you for considering our request.
Sincerely,
@u " %&{/Léc Hemmett
1
Gut!ame/Sa!omo Sara Hammett

xecutive Director President
07-293-7341 707-953-5985



City of Sonoma
City Council
Agenda [tem Summary

City Council Agenda Iltem: 5D

Meeting Date: 4/16/12

Department Staff Contact
Administration Linda Kelly, City Manager

Agenda Item Title

City Council Approval of reimbursement and operating agreement between the City of Sonoma and
the City of Sonoma as Successor Agency

Summary

The Successor Agency (SA) administrative costs began to be incurred on February 1, 2012 (the
redevelopment dissolution date); however, the Successor Agency will not be paid its administrative
cost allowance until the Successor Agency administrative budget has been approved by the
Oversight Board (which took place at the Oversight Board meeting of April 4, 2012) and the County
Auditor-Controller releases the funds. The City's General Fund has had to advance funds to the
Successor Agency to cover the Successor Agency's administrative costs because those costs are
being incurred prior to the County Auditor-Controller’s scheduled payment to the Successor Agency.

There is a gap between the February 1, 2012 dissolution date and the date when the SA can expect
to receive its administrative cost allowance payment and during this period the City has had to
advance funds to meet the SA’s administrative expenses. The proposed agreement documents the
City's advance of funds for the SA's administrative expenses and the obligation of the SA to
reimburse the City's General Fund those amounts from the administrative cost allowance payment
received by the SA.

Recommended Council Action
Approve agreement.

Alternative Actions

None.

Financial Impact

The agreement provides a reimbursement mechanism for the City to recoup the funds advanced to
the Successor Agency prior to the Successor Agency administrative allowance being provided by
the County Auditor-Controller.

Environmental Review Status
[] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration [ ] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested
[] Not Applicable

Attachments:
Agreement

CC:




REIMBURSEMENT AND OPERATING AGREEMENT

This Reimbursement and Operating Agreement (“Agreement”) is made and entered into
this  day of , 2012, by and between the CITY OF SONOMA, a municipal
corporation (“City”), and the CITY OF SONOMA AS SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE
DISSOLVED SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY, a public body, acting
under the authority of Part 1.85 of the California Health and Safety Code (“Successor Agency”).

RECITALS

A. The City Council of the City of Sonoma, acting pursuant to the provisions of Part
1.85 of the Health and Safety Code (Part 1.85), has declared itself as the Successor
Agency within the meaning of Part 1.85. Any capitalized terms that are not
specifically defined in this Agreement shall have the same meaning as set forth in
Part 1.85.

B. In accordance with Section 34171 of Part 1.85, the Successor Agency is entitled to an
Administrative Cost Allowance that is payable from property tax revenues allocated
to the Redevelopment Obligation Retirement Fund (RORF) by the County Auditor-
Controller.

C. In order to ensure the effective implementation of Part 1.85, City and Successor
Agency desire to enter into this Agreement to allow the Successor’s Agency’s
utilization of City staff, facilities, and administrative resources (collectively, “City
Services”) in consideration for the Successor Agency’s timely payment to City of the
Administrative Cost Allowance. The Successor Agency’s payment for City Services
shall not include the City’s project management or staff costs associated with
specified Enforceable Obligations listed on either the Enforcement Obligation
Payment Schedule or Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (collectively,
“Project Costs”), which shall be charged separately to the Successor Agency and
reimbursed separately by the Successor Agency from the property taxes deposited
into the RORF.

D. Although the Successor Agency is not a separate public agency from the City, the
City As Successor Agency, has established accounts for the Successor Agency
separate from City accounts, including separate from the City’s General Fund, and
therefore this Agreement is intended to document the financial relationship between
the City and the Successor Agency.

AGREEMENT

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and promises hereinafter
contained, City and Successor Agency agree as follows:

Section 1. Access to City Personnel and Facilities. Effective February 1, 2012, the
Successor Agency shall be authorized to use City Services to implement the Successor Agency’s




duties under Part 1.85. City shall maintain an accounting of the costs of providing such services
to the Successor Agency.

Section 2. Reimbursement for Use of City Services. In consideration for the
Successor Agency’s utilization of City Services, Successor Agency shall pay to the City the
Administrative Cost Allowance allocated to the Successor Agency under Part 1.85. The
Administrative Cost Allowance shall be paid to the City no later than ten (10) business days from
the deposit of property taxes into the RORF by the County Auditor-Controller.

Section 3. Project Costs. Project Costs shall be charged separately to the Successor
Agency and reimbursed separately by the Successor Agency from the property taxes deposited
into the RORF.

Section 4. Notice of Default. If either party defaults with regard to the provisions of
this Agreement, the non-defaulting party shall serve written notice of such default upon the
defaulting party. If the default is not cured by the defaulting party within ninety (90) days after
services of the notice of default, or if the default is not commenced to be cured within thirty (30)
days after service of the notice of default and is not cured promptly within a reasonable period of
time after commencement, the defaulting party shall be liable to the other party in accordance
with applicable law; provided, however, that nothing herein shall obligate the City to make any
payments or transfer of any assets from the City’s General Fund, except in the form of City
Services provided to the Successor Agency, and nothing herein shall obligate the Successor
Agency to make any payments or transfer of assets from any source other than the RORF.

Section 5. No Waiver of Reservation of Rights or Limitation of Liability.
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein, nothing herein shall be deemed as a waiver by
City or Successor Agency of any reservation of rights to challenge the application or
effectiveness of Assembly Bill No. 26 (2011-2012 1*' Ex. Sess.), or any portions thereof, or as a
waiver of any limitations of liability granted to City and Successor Agency under AB 1x 26.

IN WITNESS THEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the date first
above written.

CITY OF SONOMA

By:

Joanne Sanders, Mayor
ATTEST:

Gay Johann
City Clerk



APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Jeffrey A. Walter
City Attorney

ATTEST:

Gay Johann
Secretary

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Jeffrey A. Walter
Successor Agency Counsel

By:

CITY OF SONOMA, AS SUCCESSOR AGENCY
TO THE DISSOLVED SONOMA COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

Joanne Sanders, Mayor, for City of Sonoma As
Successor Agency



City of Sonoma City Council Agenda ltem: 5E

City Council
Agenda [tem Summary

Meeting Date: 4/16/2012

Department Staff Contact
Building Wayne Wirick, Development Services Director / Building Official

Agenda Item Title

Authorization to execute and file a Notice of Completion for the Sonoma Valley Regional Library
Improvement Project.

Summary

S.W Allen, Inc. of Sacramento has completed work on the Sonoma Valley Regional Library
Improvement Project. The work has been inspected and approved by the project architect and City
staff. The City should now record a Notice of Completion for the project so as to begin the 35-day
time frame by which stop-notices can be filed on the project. Following the 35-day stop-notice
period, the City may make final payment to the contractor.

Recommended Council Action

Authorize the City’s Development Services Director to execute and file a Notice of Completion
(attached) for the project.

Alternative Actions

None proposed

Financial Impact

The final project costs have not been determined however the anticipated total costs for the project
is expected to be approximately $2,345,000. The Council approved project budget was $2,530,000;
the funding source being $2,330,000 from the CDA 2011 Tax Allocation Bond and $200,000 from
the Sonoma County Library $100,000 of which was donated by the Friends of the Library.

Environmental Review Status
[] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration [] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested
[ ] Not Applicable

Attachments:

¢ SVRL Notice of Completion
e SVRL Improvement Project Cost Summary

CcC:




Recorded at Request of and
When Recorded Return to:

CITY OF SONOMA

No. 1 — The Plaza
Sonoma, CA 95476
ATTN: Wayne Wirick, Jr.

This document is exempt from Recording Fees pursuant to Government Code Section 6103 and 27383

NOTICE OF COMPLETION
(Civil Code Section 3093)

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT:

L.

On April 16, 2012, the work of improvement described as the Sonoma Valley Regional Library
Improvement Project was completed.

The full name and address of the undersigned owner is the City of Sonoma, No. 1 The Plaza,
Sonoma, CA 95476

The City of Sonoma is the sole owner in fee simple absolute of the real property described below.

The real property herein referred to is situated in the City of Sonoma, County of Sonoma, State of
California, and located at 755 West Napa Street.

The name of the original contractor for the work of improvement was S.W. Allen Construction,
Inc.

The work performed under the Sonoma Valley Regional Library Improvement Project included,
but was not limited to, the following work in accordance with the contract documents:

Partial site demolition, excavation, utilities, interior and exterior selective demolition,
hazardous material abatement, site improvements, paving, site drainage, landscaping, exterior
building improvements, minor additions, interior remodeling, including structural work, new
finishes, adaptive re-use, accessibility modernization, adding or modifying HVAC, changing
and expanding selected infrastructure utilities and other associated modifications to
mechanical, electrical, plumbing, fire suppression, low voltage, and other building elements.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

By:

City of Sonoma

Dated:

Wayne Wirick, Jr.
Development Services Director / Building Official

Attest City Clerk



Sonoma Valley Regional Library Improvement Project Cost Summary

4/5/2012
Anticipated Final

Anticipated Total Expenses Cost
Architect and Architect's Consultant Fees (AXIA) 239,400
Asbestos Abatement Consultant (Millennium Consulting) 8,615
Other Owner Hired Consultants/Contractors (i.e. communications, data, phone) 750
Construction Testing & Inspection (Construction Testing Services (CTS)) 3,357
City Project Management 51,264
Public Art Fund Contribution -
Misc. Expenses and Invoices 49,029
Total Original Construction Contract Amount 1,762,681
Approved Change Orders 197,557
Projected Change Orders (not yet processed) 31,849

Current Anticipated Project Costs

$ 2,344,502

Funding Sources

Council Approved CIP Budget — (CDA)

Sonoma County Library ($100K by Library and $100K by Friends of the Library)

2,330,000

200,000

Total Available Funding

$ 2,530,000




City of Sonoma
City Council
Agenda ltem Summary

City Council Agenda Item:

Meeting Date:

S5F

04/16/2012

Department Staff Contact
Administration Gay Johann, City Clerk

Agenda Item Title
Approval of the Minutes of the March 19 and April 2, 2012 Meetings.

Summary
The minutes have been prepared for Council review and approval.

Recommended Council Action
Approve the minutes.

Alternative Actions

Correct or amend the minutes prior to approval.

Financial Impact

N/A

Environmental Review Status
[] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration ] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested

X Not Applicable

Attachments:
Minutes




DRAFT MINUTES

SPECIAL & REGULAR MEETINGS OF THE SONOMA CITY COUNCIL
&
CONCURRENT SPECIAL AND REGULAR MEETINGS OF SONOMA CITY COUNCIL
AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE DISSOLVED SONOMA COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West
Monday, March 19, 2012

. . City Council
6:00 p-m. Regular §esswn_ Joanne Sanders, Mayor
Closed Session (Special Meeting) Ken Brown, Mayor Pro Tem
*ekdkk Steve Barbose
Laurie Gallian
MINUTES Tom Rouse

| 6:00 P.M. - REGULAR MEETING

Mayor Sanders called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance.

PRESENT: Mayor Sanders and Councilmembers Barbose, Brown, Gallian, and Rouse
ABSENT: None

ALSO PRESENT: City Manager Kelly, Assistant City Attorney Nebb, Planning Director
Goodison, Deputy City Clerk Evans

1. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC

Herb Golenpaul suggested that veterans get in touch with Vet Connect. This organization meets
the third Thursday of every month at the Vets’ Building from noon to 3:00 and have
representatives from the VA to provide information about benefits for veterans.

2. COUNCILMEMBERS’ COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

Item 2A: Councilmembers’ Comments and Announcements
Clm. Brown dedicated tonight’s meeting to the memory of Jerry Hill.

Clm. Barbose attended the memorial service for Jerry Hill on Friday. It was a very moving,
beautiful tribute to a life well lived. Cim. Gallian was unable to attend the service, but read a
quote in his honor.

Clm. Rouse attended a dinner with Congressman Mike Thompson, who gave very engaging,
straight answers to questions posed to him. He also attended the St. Patrick’s Day celebration
sponsored by the Rotary. Sonoma County Public Safety sponsored the “Every 15 Minutes”
program at Sonoma High regarding teen drinking and driving. He stated it was the most
impactful tool he’s ever seen, and one that everyone needs to see, especially in light of
Sonoma’s social host ordinance. Police Chief Sackett will have three DVDs available for
viewing, and KSVY will run the video. CIm. Rouse reminded everyone that the CSEC youth rep
position is open to applicants from the Valley and applications are due March 29.
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Cim. Brown read aloud the argument in Favor of Measure J. He also put forth the idea of a
proclamation for The Bachelor, Ben Flajnik, who did an amazing job promoting the City of
Sonoma and increasing sales tax and tourism.

Mayor Sanders attended the first meeting of the County Oversight Board. It was interesting to
see how it was organized. Supervisor Valerie Brown was elected Chair of the Oversight Board;
County Counsel will be retained. A big question is how their obligation schedule affects other
taxing entities. As a follow-up to the March 5 meeting, Mayor Sanders directed staff to agendize
the resolution of intention for the TID (tourism improvement district) to the next City Council
meeting.

3. CITY MANAGER COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS INCLUDING
ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM SUCCESSOR AGENCY STAFF

City Manager Kelly noted that the first meeting of the Oversight Board will be held on
Wednesday, April 4. The meeting is open to the public and held in conformance with the Brown
Act. The City Council will hold a joint meeting with the Planning Commission and Design Review
Commission on Monday, April 30, from 5:00-7:00 p.m. in the Community Meeting Room. There
will be a community meeting regarding design and traffic calming for the Chase Street Bridge
project on Tuesday, April 17, at 6:00 p.m. in the EOC meeting room.

4, PRESENTATIONS

Item 4A: Proclamation declaring April 2012 Child Abuse Prevention Month

Wendy Hilberman accepted proclamation and invited everyone to a luncheon/training on April
25. CIm. Gallian asked about the work of Child Protective Services (CPS) and Ms. Hilberman
explained the process.

Item 4B: Report from Patricia Talbot, City of Sonoma representative on the Sonoma
County Health Action Coalition, requested by Mayor Pro Tem Brown

Patricia Talbot, previous CEO of Sonoma Community Health Center, thanked the Council for
her reappointment to the Sonoma County Health Action Coalition. Peter Rumble, Sonoma
County Department of Health Services, was also present. Ms. Talbot presented a PowerPoint
presentation with a focus on prevention. Mr. Rumble noted that there is a website for tracking
the health of Sonoma County (www.healthysonoma.org).

5. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER - CITY COUNCIL

Item 5A: Waive Further reading and Authorize Introduction and/or Adoption of
Ordinances by Title Only.

Item 5B: Approval of the Minutes of the March 5, 2012 Meeting.

Item 5C: Approve application by Speedway Children’s Charities for temporary use of
City streets for the Historic Racecar Festival on Saturday, June 2, 2012 and
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Adopt Resolution approving and consenting to the use of City streets for
the Historic Racecar Festival Parade.

Item 5D: Approve the Notice of Completion for the Third Street West, Fourth Street
West, and Hayes Street Rehabilitation project No. 1106, constructed by
Able General Engineering and Direct the City Clerk to File the Document.

Item SE: Approval of Indemnity Agreement with Keller Canyon landfill indemnifying
City for hazardous waste and landfill closure liability; and approval of
Indemnification Agreement with Sonoma Garbage Collectors, Inc. (“SGC”)
in which SGC assumes liabilities of and indemnifies City for the City’s
obligations under the Keller Canyon agreement referenced herein.

Cim. Barbose requested that Item 5B be continued, as there are proposed corrections to the
minutes. He would like to pull Iltem 5E for separate discussion.

CIm. Barbose made a motion to approve Items 5A, 5C and 5D as submitted. Cim. Gallian
seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

CIm. Barbose confirmed that this contract obligates Sonoma Garbage to indemnify the City, but
a corresponding provision and liabilities arising out of the waste Sonoma Garbage delivers that
did not originate in the City. He questioned whether Sonoma Garbage hauls other waste that
does not come from the City of Sonoma. City Manager Kelly noted that some of Sonoma
Garbage’s customers are outside City limits. Assistant City Attorney Nebb noted that Keller
Canyon’s counsel is concerned that in crafting the indemnity agreement as it related to waste
coming from Sonoma, that if the hauler themselves mixed the waste with other waste in the
drop-off, that they would be indemnifying other parties, not the City. They were looking for the
City to reciprocally indemnify them for that drop. She further noted that pursuant to our contract,
they are not supposed to be mixing the waste from our stream with waste from another stream;
it was a condition required of Keller to obtain the indemnification we were looking for relative to
our waste going into Keller. Arguably, we shouldn’t otherwise be liable for waste that didn’t
originate here anyway. We are taking on a small obligation in order to pass along a larger one.

With his experience with the Waste Management Agency, Cim. Barbose is concerned that these
landfill closure cost liabilities are large numbers and he is not in favor of indemnifying Keller
Canyon for anything that didn’t originate in the City.

Assistant City Attorney Nebb suggested we go back to Keller Canyon for additional discussion
and state the City Council’s concerns. She noted that the hauler is prohibited from mixing the
City’s trash stream with others. We do have a liability where the dump site is, absent
indemnification. CIm. Gallian commented that the possible fines that could result are staggering,
as are the risk and liability.

Clm. Barbose asked whether Keller would be willing to accept an indemnity from Sonoma
Garbage and keep the City out of it. Staff will follow up on this issue.

6. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER — CITY COUNCIL AS SUCCESSOR
AGENCY
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Item 6A: Approval of the portions of the Minutes of the March 5, 2012 City Council/
Successor Agency Meetings pertaining to the Successor Agency.

City Manager Kelly noted that since Clm. Barbose requested the carryover of these minutes,
this portion would also have to be continued.

| 7. PUBLIC HEARING - None Scheduled

| 8. REGULAR CALENDAR - CITY COUNCIL

Item 8A: Discussion, consideration and possible ratification of Mayor’s
appointments to the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency to the
dissolved Sonoma Community Development Agency.

City Manager Kelly presented staff’s report. The Mayor put forward her nominations for the
Oversight Board as Trent Hudson for the employee representative and Robin Evans for the
alternate employee representative

Herb Golenpaul requested the names of the Oversight Board members and a list was given to
him.

Mayor Sanders’ nomination for the employee member of the Oversight Board is Trent Hudson,
with Robin Evans as the alternate.

Cim. Barbose made a motion to accept the employee appointment to the Oversight Board. CIm.
Gallian seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Mayor Sanders made a motion to nominate Clm. Barbose as her alternate to the Oversight
Board. Clm. Gallian seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Item 8B: Discussion, consideration, and possible direction to staff concerning the
recommendation of the Facilities Committee to investigate legal methods
of altering the terms of the Maysonnave bequest with respect to the
disposition of the Maysonnave Cottage and Barn.

Planning Director Goodison presented staff’s report.

Pat Pulvirenti, speaking on behalf of Sonoma League for Historic Preservation, noted that the
League supports the City’s attempt for equitable deviation. They are not opposed to selling the
house with a conservation easement to protect and maintain the integrity of the building.

Nancy Simpson, Sonoma, member of the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation, noted that
she is glad we’re at this point in discussion. She has had much contact with people who knew
Henry and truly believe this wouldn’t be something he expected to happen. She believes we
should embrace this opportunity to preserve the cottage. The City sets an example for historic
preservation of structures, and there should be no demolition by neglect. She urged the City
Council to pursue selling the property with a conservation easement.
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Herb Golenpaul, Sonoma, noted that setting this precedent would give anybody the chance in
the future to give something to the City. He suggested asking members of the Maysonnave
family their opinion to see if this option is acceptable to them. He also would like any information
on possible hazardous materials in house presented to the buyer.

Barbara Flajnik, Sonoma, told the story of Henry Maysonnave and Hazel Carter. Her family
rented the cottage in 1985. She would like to see a different solution than demolition.

Clm. Barbose thanked the audience members who spoke and Joe Costello for offering a
solution to a difficult situation. Equitable deviation takes a court order. He would like to direct the
City Attorney to pursue this with creativity and determination and return with approval on the
equitable deviation, which would be a win-win situation for all parties.

Assistant City Attorney Nebb gave a brief summary of the issues. The bequest states what
happens and an alternate bequest is being requested. The alternate beneficiary of the bequest
is the State of California. If the State objects to the change in the bequest, the costs could range
in the $20,000-$30,000 range if vigorously opposed. She can speak with the State first and find
out if they would oppose the change in the bequest.

CIm. Gallian made a motion to support the recommendation of the Facilities Committee to
amend the Maysonnave bequest. Clm. Brown seconded the motion. The motion carried
unanimously.

Item 8C: Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding a request for a
letter of support for the Spirit Boxes project from the American Legion,
requested by Mayor Pro Tem Brown and Councilmember Gallian.

City Manager Kelly presented staff’s report.

Gary Magnani, Paul Hoffman, and Rolf Samuelwicz were present to discuss the project and
requested an endorsement to move forward. Two spirit boxes will be created before Memorial
Day (for the Norman and Shea families). They would like to see the memorial in place sooner
rather than later.

Mayor Sanders asked where the Spirit Boxes would be located. Mr. Magnani noted their initial
thought was Sacramento, maybe McClellan AFB. It is difficult to find a place that would attract
people to witness this tribute, and he is open to suggestions for placement. Cim. Gallian
commented that the project artist has spoken in Washington, DC, and this is particularly
sensitive to our area due to the close proximity of the Vets’ Building and cemeteries.

Herb Golenpaul, Sonoma, confirmed that the memorial would be only for personnel who have
fallen in the wars in Irag and Afghanistan, and if it is only for those who died in battle.

Cim. Brown is fully supportive of the City writing a letter in support. He suggested that the
curators at the Sonoma Valley Museum of Art may be able to add their expertise to help the
project move forward.

Clm. Rouse made a motion to approve a letter of support for the Spirit Boxes. Cim. Barbose
seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
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Item 8D: Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding a review of the
process for City proclamation requests, requested by Mayor Pro Tem
Brown and Councilmember Gallian.

City Manager Kelly presented staff’s report and noted there is currently no written process for
proclamations, and they are usually at the Mayor’s discretion.

Cim. Brown is seeking clarity and believes it would be a good thing to have a policy on
proclamations. CIm. Gallian noted that sometimes requests for proclamations come from
citizens, and other times from Councilmembers. Guidelines are needed, and a reason if a
proclamation is denied.

Clm. Barbose wondered what we are trying to achieve. This is the provenance of the Mayor,
and he is concerned about the timeliness of the process. This was never an issue when he was
mayor. Clm. Rouse agrees with CIm. Barbose. He believes we have a lot of rules already, and it
should be kept at the Mayor’s prerogative.

Cim. Brown is uncomfortable with that. He agrees with CIm. Gallian that if someone requests a
proclamation and the request is denied, he would want to know the reason for the denial. It
would be a worthwhile exercise. He is not fond of rules, but he would not have put this item on
the agenda if he didn’t believe in it.

Mayor Sanders called for a straw vote to keep the issuance of proclamations at the discretion of
the Mayor. Ayes: Sanders, Barbose, Rouse. Noes: Brown, Gallian.

| 9. REGULAR CALENDAR - CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY

No items.

| 10. COUNCILMEMBERS’ REPORTS AND FINAL REMARKS

Item 10A: Reports Regarding Committee Activities.

Clm. Barbose attended a Facilities Committee meeting. He also attended a meeting of the
Sonoma County Waste Advisory Group. They are moving forward with a permitting process for
the central landfill, as it is currently on a temporary basis. They are waiting for approval by the
Water Board, but progress is being made. The consultant’s report that addressed the County’s
policy should be received shortly and directly given to return with a concrete proposal.

CIm. Gallian attended the special meeting of the Regional Climate Protection Authority. She
also attended a conference on “Building Living Communities” and saw a zero-energy complex at
UC Dauvis.

Mayor Sanders attended the economic development partnership meeting. She commented that
the new shared workspace at the Community Center could help with tourism for those business
people visiting Sonoma who need a place to work. She had an interesting discussion about the
importance about having the next County Supervisor know the significance of redevelopment.
She attended groundbreaking for the Valley Oaks affordable housing project on Sonoma
highway. This project may be a platinum LEED project. Tomorrow is the library reopening.
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CIm. Gallian asked if anything was being planned by the CSEC for Earth Day on April 22. She
also thanked the local paramedics for their quick response to her son’s recent motorcycle
accident.

Item 10B: Final Councilmembers’ Remarks.

11. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC

Herb Golenpaul thanked Cim. Barbose for bringing up the garbage issue and indemnification.

David Cook, Sonoma, brought up the issue of people not driving slow down Highway 12 when
school is getting out, and asked whether anybody had looked into fixing this issue.

12. PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING CLOSED SESSION

None.

13. CLOSED SESSION

The meeting adjourned to closed session at 8:05 p.m.

Item 13A: CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS, pursuant to
Government Code §54956.8. Property: Sebastiani Theater, 476 First Street
East, Sonoma. Agency Negotiators: Councilmember Barbose, City Attorney
Walter & City Manager Kelly. Negotiating Parties: Sebastiani Building Investors,
Inc. Under Negotiation: Price and terms of lease.

14. RECONVENE IN OPEN SESSION.
15. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 8:14 p.m.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a regular
meeting of the Sonoma City Council on the day of 2012.

Robin Evans, Deputy City Clerk
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SPECIAL & REGULAR MEETINGS OF THE SONOMA CITY COUNCIL
&
CONCURRENT SPECIAL AND REGULAR MEETINGS OF SONOMA CITY COUNCIL
AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE DISSOLVED SONOMA COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West

Monday, April 2, 2012 Citv Counci

5:30 p.m. Closed Session (Special Meeting) Joanne Sanders, Mayor
6:00 p.m. Regular Session Ken Brown, Mayor Pro Tem
Sk Steve Barbose
Laurie Gallian
MINUTES Tom Rouse

| 5:30 P.M. — SPECIAL MEETING - CLOSED SESSION AGENDA

At 5:30 p.m. Mayor Sanders called the meeting to order. No one from the public was present to
provide public testimony on closed session items. The Council recessed into closed session with all
members present. City Manager Kelly and City Attorney Walter were also present.

Item 2A: CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS. Property: Old Fire
Station, 32 Patten Street, Sonoma. Agency Negotiator: Linda Kelly, City Manager &
Jeff Walter, City Attorney. Negotiating Parties: Foothill Partners. Under
Negotiation: Price and terms of payment. Pursuant to Government Code §54956.8.

6:00 P.M. - REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

The City Council reconvened in open session and Mayor Sanders called the meeting to order at 6:00
p.m. Assistant City Manager Giovanatto led the Pledge of Allegiance.

PRESENT: Mayor Sanders and Councilmembers Barbose, Brown, Gallian, and Rouse
ABSENT: None

ALSO PRESENT: City Manager Kelly, Assistant City Manager Giovanatto, City Clerk Johann, City
Attorney Walter.

REPORT ON CLOSED SESSION - Mayor Sanders stated that no reportable action had been taken.

1. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC

David Artson reported that Herb Golenpaul was unable to attend the meeting due to iliness.

Wendy Peterson, Sonoma Valley Visitors Bureau, thanked the City Council for co-sponsoring the April
5, 2012 customer service training event which would feature author Bryan Williams and was being
hosted at MacArthur Place. She announced that they had a tremendous response and all sessions
were full.

Lin Marie deVincent read aloud a very colorful and playful “citizens proclamation” in honor of CIm.
Brown’s 65™ birthday (April 2). Jennifer from Infineon Raceway presented Clm. Brown with a limited
edition Infineon baseball cap. Clm. Brown stood, placed the cap on his head and received a round of
applause from the audience.
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Ed Kenney reported that he was in the hospital when their parcel tax passed and that he told them he
did not vote for it.

Josie Engersoll, a “Firehouse Neighbor”, requested an update on the status of 32 Patten Street.

2. COUNCILMEMBERS’ COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

Item 2A: Councilmembers’ Comments and Announcements
Cim. Brown read into the record the Rebuttal to the Argument Against Measure J:

Sonoma is a world class city for its residents and tourists alike. Sonoma is a safe
haven and we are duty bound to keep it that way. For years redevelopment funds
have been used prudently and wisely to benefit our residents and local businesses
alike. These funds are gone for now and into the foreseeable future. It falls to Sonoma
to solve the financial crisis brought on by the State.

Why risk our collective future at the hands of the State government? For a few cents a
day, we can keep our City services strong and viable. Here in the Bear Flag City our
independence is a real and present day living history. There is no intention whatsoever
to use this money for a swimming pool.

The City has now contracted out both Fire and Police. With currently 36 City
employees, the City runs lean and efficient.

Help keep Sonoma, Sonoma. We ask you to work together with us to be a part of
protecting and preserving Sonoma for you, your neighbors and future generations.

City Attorney Walter explained that Councilmembers Brown and Rouse had been delegated the task
of drafting the supporting and rebuttal arguments and that Clm. Brown presented this as a report back
to the entire Council.

Cim. Brown reported attendance at the Pets Lifeline volunteer party.

Clm. Rouse welcomed the new businesses that had opened recently.

CIm. Gallian reported attendance at the Pets Lifeline event and that she participated in a workshop
relating to the study of business startup models.

Mayor Sanders announced the first meeting of the Oversight Board on April 4, 2012 and a Supervisor
Candidate forum on April 5, 2012. She asked the City Manager to provide an explanation of the next
steps regarding 32 Patten. Clm. Brown added that the Oversight Board meeting would be televised.

3. CITY MANAGER COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS INCLUDING ANNOUNCEMENTS
FROM SUCCESSOR AGENCY STAFF

City Manager Kelly responded to Josie Engersoll that 32 Patten was now under the direction of the
Oversight Board and would be discussed at one of their future meetings. She noted that the
Oversight Board agendas were available on the City’s website.
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4. PRESENTATIONS

Item 4A: Proclamation declaring April 2012 Autism Awareness Month in the City of
Sonoma.

Mayor Sanders stated that the proclamation took on a special meaning for her and noted the recent
groundbreaking for the Sweetwater Spectrum development. She stated that she had a nephew with
autism. She presented the proclamation to a group of Sweetwater Spectrum representatives.

Mark Jackson thanked the Council for the proclamation and spoke on behalf of the group.

5. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER - CITY COUNCIL

Item 5A: Waive Further reading and Authorize Introduction and/or Adoption of Ordinances
by Title Only.
Item 5B: Request by the Congregation Shir Shalom for City-subsidized use of the Sonoma

Valley Veterans Memorial Building on October 28, 2012. Approved subject to
applicant’s compliance with the City’s standard insurance requirements.
Item 5C: Approval of the Minutes of the March 5, 2012 Meeting.

It was moved by Cim. Rouse, seconded by Cim. Brown, to approve the consent calendar as
presented. The motion carried unanimously.

6. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER - CITY COUNCIL AS SUCCESSOR AGENCY

Item 6A: Approval of the portions of the Minutes of the March 5, 2012 City Council /
Successor Agency Meetings pertaining to the Successor Agency.

It was moved by Cim. Gallian, seconded by Cim. Rouse, to approve the consent calendar as
presented. The motion carried unanimously.

| 7. PUBLIC HEARINGS - None Scheduled

| 8. REGULAR CALENDAR - CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY

Item 8A: Discussion, Consideration and Possible Action on Adoption of Administrative
Budget for Administrative Allowance.

Assistant City Manager Giovanatto reported AB 26 provided for an administrative cost allowance, at a
minimum of $250,000, to provide funds for the Successor Agency to wind down the affairs and
administer the debt repayment of the former redevelopment agency. “Administrative cost allowance”
means an amount that, subject to the approval of the oversight board, is payable from property tax
revenues of up to 5 percent of the property tax allocated to the successor agency for the 2011-12
fiscal year and up to 3 percent of the property tax allocated to the Redevelopment Obligation
Retirement Fund money that is allocated to the successor agency for each fiscal year thereafter...”
(Section 3417[b] of AB 26)

Giovanatto stated that based on current information on how the allocation formula was calculated,
staff believed that the City, as Successor Agency, was eligible for the minimum payment of $250,000
administrative cost allowance for FY 2011-12 and that once the budget was approved it would go to
the Oversight Board for approval.
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The public comment period was opened and closed with none received.

It was moved by Cim. Barbose, seconded by Clm. Rouse, to approve the budget for Successor
Agency administrative cost allowance. The motion carried unanimously.

9. REGULAR CALENDAR - CITY COUNCIL

Item 9A: Presentation and discussion regarding the future of the Sonoma Valley War
Memorial Veterans Building by County Parks, requested by Mayor Sanders and
Mayor Pro Tem Brown.

Mayor Sanders stated she had requested this update because the Veterans Building was important to
the City and its citizens.

Carol Hart, Sonoma County Regional Parks Director, reported that due to budget constraints, last
year the County issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) for operation of each of the seven veterans
halls in the County. Proposals had been reviewed and contracts were being negotiated for most of
the halls. She stated that two proposals were submitted for the Sonoma hall; however one was
subsequently withdrawn. Hart stated that the Board of Supervisors had not made a decision
regarding the Sonoma hall and that its operation had been funded through 2013. She noted that
management of the halls was being transferred out of the Regional Parks Department into the
General Services Department.

Ms. Hart explained that the halls were built to serve as a memorial and a meeting place for veterans
and that the Military Code required that meeting space be provided to Veterans free of charge. She
reported that they had met several times with Sonoma Veterans who had expressed a lot of concern
over the future of the facility. She said that the one Sonoma proposer may have withdrawn due to the
requirement to pay a possessory interest tax and uncertainty about the amount of the tax.

Clm. Gallian expressed concern regarding the increased fees for use of the building. Hart stated that
the County did away with the non-profit reduced fees but that there were no additional fee increases
being proposed.

Mayor Sanders invited comments from the public. Gerry Orme stated that the City should not be
exempt from the increased fees.

Kathy Swett, Sonoma Community Center, stated she had met with Ms. Hart and discussed in general
terms the possibility of the Community Center operating the Sonoma facility.

Jeanne Williams stated that the Veterans Building was the only facility in town suited to the needs of
the Sonoma Valley Chorale and that they took a huge hit with the fee increase.

Mayor Sanders commented that she was not aware of the tax issue until now. Clm. Brown stated it
was incumbent on the Supervisor candidates to take this issue seriously. Clm. Gallian said she
wanted to take up the issue of reinstating the non-profit rental rates; perhaps putting it on a future
agenda or by sending a letter to the Supervisors.

Mayor Sanders stated that the Council needed to be kept up to date regarding the future of the

building and any proposals for its operation. She suggested that Council consider development of
criteria for use in considering the future allocation of rent subsidies.
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9. REGULAR CALENDAR - CITY COUNCIL, Continued

Item 9B: Discussion, consideration and possible direction to staff regarding the formation
of a Tourism Improvement District, including discussion, consideration and
possible adoption of Resolution declaring the City’s intention to establish the
Sonoma Tourism Improvement District (STID) and fixing the time and place of a
public meeting and a public hearing thereon and giving notice thereof, and
setting the initial term of the STID as two, three, four or five years, requested by
Mayor Sanders.

City Manager Kelly reported that Council had prior discussions regarding formation of a Sonoma
Tourism Improvement District (STID) and that Mayor Sanders was interested in moving ahead with
the formation process. She stated that since the last time Council considered the request from the
hoteliers, their proposed Management District Plan had been revised to include support to visitor
center services. She went on to explain that under the proposal the assessment would be 2% on all
overnight room stays in the City limits including all types of lodging — hotels, bed and breakfasts, and
vacation rentals. The assessments would represent approximately $440,000 per year in collections
and would be applied towards sales promotion and marketing programs to market Sonoma lodging
businesses as overnight tourist, meeting and event destinations, in addition to support for visitor
center services.

City Manager Kelly provided additional background material and presented a schedule for the
formation process, and stated that if Council wished to commence the STID formation process, a
Council decision on the initial term of either two, three, four or five years would need to be made

In response to a question by Clm. Barbose, City Manager Kelly explained that the $218,000 annual
marketing and promotion service agreement with the Sonoma Valley Visitor Bureau would be paid as
part of the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) if approved by both the Oversight
Board and the Department of Finance (DOF). Clm. Barbose confirmed with staff that we should know
by the June 18, 2012 public hearing date if the expenditure was approved by the DOF. He said he
had been contacted by someone in the lodging industry who wanted to know if the assessment would
be applied to reservations made prior to the effective date of the assessment. City Manager Kelly
responded that paragraph number 7 in the proposed resolution of intention stated “....Assessments
pursuant to the STID shall not include room rental revenue resulting from stays pursuant to contracts
executed prior to July 1, 2012.”

CIm. Gallian confirmed that the hoteliers were not proposing to issue bonds and that any changes to
the program would have to be approved by the City Council.

CIm. Rouse stated that some were concerned that if the City’s sales tax measure did not pass in June
and the Council had moved ahead with the STID, it would then be difficult to pass an increase to the
Transient Occupancy Tax. He stated his support for moving ahead with formation of the STID and
noted that the outcome on the sales tax measure would be known prior to Council’s final action on the
STID and the Council could decide not to approve it at the June 18, 2012 hearing.

Mayor Sanders stated that if the sales tax did not pass the City would be cutting the budget. She
stated her support for moving forward and noted that the investment in marketing would benefit
restaurants, all local businesses, and would result in an increase in TOT revenue. She invited
comments from the public.

Bill Blum, MacArthur Place, stated the hoteliers had submitted petitions representing the lodging
businesses that will pay more than 50% of the assessment proposed requesting the City to initiate the
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proceedings to form the STID. He said the STID would be formed for the purpose of generating room
nights for those members paying into and benefitting from the assessment. Although the assessment
would benefit the hotels, the ultimate benefit would be to the City of Sonoma.

Erica Ecorlono, a tourism professional, urged the Council to move ahead with the STID and reminded
everyone that it was not a tax; it was an assessment paid by visitors to the City.

David Cook stated his support for the STID.

Bob Edwards said it was not a good idea for many reasons. He cautioned that moving ahead would
make it difficult to pass a future TOT increase and could confuse people regarding the sales tax
proposal.

Dan Parks, Inn at Sonoma, said they (the hoteliers) considered themselves partners with the City and
would work with the City on the tax proposal. He said the STID would benefit hoteliers but would also
very much benefit the City.

Melanee Cottrill identified herself as a paralegal with Civitas and a representative of hoteliers. She
reported there were approximately 65 TIDs in the State, which raised around $132 million dedicated
to marketing. In response to a question by Cim. Gallian, she stated that the proposed administrative
costs were low by industry standards and would be overseen by the Board of Directors. In response
to a question by Cim. Brown, she explained that the purpose of the May 7, 2012 public meeting was
to provide an opportunity to receive input from the community.

It was moved by Cim. Gallian to adopt the resolution entitled A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SONOMA DECLARING ITS INTENTION TO ESTABLISH THE
SONOMA TOURISM IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT (STID) AND FIXING THE TIME AND PLACE OF A
PUBLIC MEETING AND A PUBLIC HEARING THEREON AND GIVING NOTICE THEREOF to
include a five year term. Clm. Barbose stated concern about an initial five-year term and suggested a
three-year term. CIm. Gallian amended her motion to include a three-year term and it was seconded
by Cim. Barbose.

Cim. Brown stated that he remained adamantly against this and said it would create confusion and
make it harder to pass the sales tax measure. He said he would be more comfortable with five
elected persons making decisions on how to spend the money. Clm. Rouse said he felt both could
pass with hard work.

Mayor Sanders stated it was an opportunity for the City to reduce its expenses and she doubted if the
DOF would approve the $218,000 annual payment to the Visitor Bureau.

Clm. Barbose stated that with the demise of redevelopment, the City was losing $89,000 a month. He
felt optimistic that the sales tax measure would pass and if not; the Council could revisit this issue. He
said he was pleased to hear that the hoteliers were willing to partner with the City in support of a TOT
increase and with their willingness to incorporate funding of the Visitor Bureau. He also expressed
doubt that the DOF would approve the Visitor Bureau funding.

The motion to adopt the resolution carried four to one, Clm. Brown dissenting.
Item 9C: Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding a request to install a
temporary art installation or banner on the Plaza in conjunction with the Sonoma

International Film Festival’s special event on the Plaza, requested by
Councilmember Brown.
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DRAFT MINUTES

City Manager Kelly reported that CIm. Brown was requesting Council support for allowing the
SONOMAWOOD art installation made by Sonoma Valley High School students to be displayed on the
Plaza during the Sonoma International Film Festival's special event on the Plaza, April 11-15, 2012.

In response to a question by Mayor Sanders, Mary Cutcliffe explained that the sign would be placed
on the Plaza horseshoe lawn south of the Palm tree. Ms. Cutcliffe stated she had met with Parks
personnel to determine the best location.

Clm. Brown stated that this would be a great way to support the Film Festival in a non-monetary way.
He moved, and Clm. Gallian seconded, that the request be approved with the applicants working
closely with staff on the placement of the sign. The motion carried unanimously.

10. COUNCILMEMBERS’ REPORTS AND FINAL REMARKS

Item 10A: Reports Regarding Committee Activities.

CIm. Rouse reported attendance at the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Committee meeting.

CIm. Gallian reported attendance at the Cemetery Subcommittee meeting and announced that it was
decided to let the committee go dormant for a while. She also attended the Audit and Ag and Open
Space meetings.

Item 10B: Final Councilmembers’ Remarks.

Mayor Sanders asked that correspondence be sent to Herb Golenpaul and Jim Parks wishing them
speedy recoveries from their ilinesses.

10. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC

Christine Armstrong stated that she would continue to campaign for a community swimming pool.

11. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m. with get-well wishes going out to Jim Parks and Herb
Golenpaul.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting
of the Sonoma City Council on the day of 2012.

Gay Johann, MMC
City Clerk

April 2, 2012, Page 7 of 7



City of Sonoma

City Council

as Successor Agency
Agenda [tem Summary

City Council Agenda Iltem: 6A

Meeting Date: 4/16/12

Department Staff Contact
Administration Linda Kelly, City Manager

Agenda Item Title

City Council as Successor Agency Approval of reimbursement and operating agreement between
the City of Sonoma and the City of Sonoma as Successor Agency

Summary

The Successor Agency (SA) administrative costs began to be incurred on February 1, 2012 (the
redevelopment dissolution date); however, the Successor Agency will not be paid its administrative
cost allowance until the Successor Agency administrative budget has been approved by the
Oversight Board (which took place at the Oversight Board meeting of April 4, 2012) and the County
Auditor-Controller releases the funds. The City's General Fund has had to advance funds to the
Successor Agency to cover the Successor Agency's administrative costs because those costs are
being incurred prior to the County Auditor-Controller’s scheduled payment to the Successor Agency.

There is a gap between the February 1, 2012 dissolution date and the date when the SA can expect
to receive its administrative cost allowance payment and during this period the City has had to
advance funds to meet the SA’s administrative expenses. The proposed agreement documents the
City's advance of funds for the SA's administrative expenses and the obligation of the SA to
reimburse the City's General Fund those amounts from the administrative cost allowance payment
received by the SA.

Recommended Council Action
Approve agreement.

Alternative Actions

None.

Financial Impact

The agreement provides a reimbursement mechanism for the City to recoup the funds advanced to
the Successor Agency prior to the Successor Agency administrative allowance being provided by
the County Auditor-Controller.

Environmental Review Status
[ ] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration [ ] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested
[ ] Not Applicable

Attachments:

Please refer to Agenda Item 5D for the agreement

CC:




City of Sonoma

City Council

as Successor Agency
Agenda [tem Summary

City Council Agenda Iltem: 6B

Meeting Date: 04/16/2012

Department Staff Contact
Administration Carol Giovanatto, Assistant City Manager

Agenda Item Title

Ratify Actions of the Oversight Board for the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule [ROPS] for
the Period of January 1, 2012 through June 30, 2012

Summary

On April 4, 2012, the Oversight Board of the former Redevelopment Agency convened its first meeting
with Councilmember Sanders being appointed Chair of the Board. As an agendized item, the
Oversight Board reviewed the ROPS which had been previously approved by the City Council acting
as the Successor Agency [February 22"]. During the presentation, staff requested that the ROPS be
amended to remove two expenditures that had occurred prior to January 1, 2012 and were not
applicable to this ROPS reporting period. Following discussion and deliberation, the Board approved
the amended ROPS. As required by AB1x26, the ROPS was submitted to the Department of Finance,
State Controller and County Auditor-Controller on April 13, 2012.

Due to the amendments made to the ROPS during the Oversight Board meeting, legal counsel advised
that the Successor Agency should ratify the final ROPS as submitted.

Recommended Council Action
Acting as the Successor Agency, approve the amended ROPS approved by the Oversight Board.

Alternative Actions
N/A

Financial Impact
Unknown at this time

Environmental Review Status
[] Environmental Impact Report X Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration [ ] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested
[ ] Not Applicable

Attachments:

Recognized Obligation Schedule dated April 4, 2012.

CcC:




CITY OF SONOMA
RESOLUTION NO. 02 - 2012

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR
AGENCY TO THE DISSOLVED REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE
CITY OF SONOMA APPROVING THE AMENDED RECOGNIZED
OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 1,
2012 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2012

WHEREAS, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34180(g), the Oversight Board
is required to review and approve the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule prepared by
the Successor Agency covering the six month period January 1, 2012 through June 30, 2012,
and for each six month period thereafter; and

WHEREAS, the Successor Agency to the dissolved Redevelopment Agency of the City
of Sonoma approved the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule for the six month period
January 1, 2012-June 30, 2012 by prior action taken on February 22, 2012; and

WHEREAS, at its special meeting of April 4, 2012, the Oversight Board reviewed and
made amendments necessary to remove two expenditures which had occurred prior to the six
month submittal period and directed that the amended ROPS be filed; and

WHEREAS, due to the amendments to the original ROPS, the Successor Agency should
ratify the final ROPS as approved by the Oversight Board.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council acting as the Successor
Agency as follows:

SECTION 1. The Successor Agency hereby approves the amended Recognized
Obligation Payment Schedule for the period January 1, 2012 through June 30, 2012, as set
forth in Exhibit “A” to this Resolution and by this reference incorporated herein.

SECTION 2. The staff of the Successor Agency shall take such other and further
actions and sign such other and further documents as appropriate to effectuate the intent of this
Resolution and to implement the amended Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule approved
hereby on behalf of the Successor Agency.

SECTION 3. The adoption of this Resolution by the City Council shall not impair the
right of the Successor Agency to assert any claim or pursue any legal action challenging the
constitutionality of Assembly Bill 26 from the 2011-12 First Extraordinary Session of the
California Legislature (“AB 1x26”) or challenging any determination by the State of California or
any office, department or agency thereof with respect to the Recognized Obligation Payment
Schedule approved hereby.

SECTION 4. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase of this Resolution
is for any reason held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, such decision shall not
affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Resolution. The City Council hereby declares
that it would have adopted this Resolution and each section, subsection, sentence, clause, or
phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more section, subsection, sentence,
clause, or phrase be declared invalid.



PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council acting as the Successor Agency at a
meeting held on the 16™ day of April, 2012 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Joanne Sanders, Mayor

ATTEST:

Gay Johann, City Clerk



RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE - CONSOLIDATED
FILED FOR THE 01/01/2012 to 6/30/2012 PERIOD

Name of Successor Agency City of Sonoma as Successor Agency
Current
Total Outstanding Total Due
Debt or Obligation During Fiscal Year
Outstanding Debt or Obligation $ 64,784,770.43 | $ 10,682,823.17

Total Due for Six Month Period

Outstanding Debt or Obligation $ 4,178,209.07
Available Revenues other than anticipated funding from RPTTF $ 1,270,768.88
Enforceable Obligations paid with RPTTF $ 2,657,440.19
Administrative Cost paid with RPTTF $ 250,000.00
Pass-through Payments paid with RPTTF $ -

Administrative Allowance (greater of 5% of anticipated Funding from RPTTF or 250,000. Note: Calculation

should not include pass-through payments made with RPTTF. The RPTTF Administrative Cost figure above should not

exceed this Administrative Cost Allowance figure) $ 250,000.00

APPROVED BY THE OVERSIGHT BOARD ON APRIL 4, 2012
Certification of Oversight Board Chairman:
Pursuant to Section 34177(1) of the Health and Safety code, JOANNE SANDERS CHAIR

| hereby certify that the above is a true and accurate Recognized Name Title
Enforceable Payment Schedule for the above named agency.
4/4/2012

Signature Date



Name of Redevelopment Agency:

Project Area(s)

SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

RDA Project Area All

RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE
Per AB 26 - Section 34177 (*)
APPROVED BY THE OVERSIGHT BOARD ON APRIL 4, 2012

FORM A - Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)

Total Due During

Payable from the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)

Contract/Agreement T . . Payments by month
otal Outstanding Debt or]| Fiscal Year
Project Name / Debt Obligation Execution Date Payee Description Project Area Obligation 2011-2012** Hoex Funding Source Jan 2012 Feb 2012 Mar 2012 Apr 2012 May 2012 Jun 2012 Total
1)|2003 Tax Allocation Bond 6/2/2003 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund non-housing projects SONOMA $ 13,804,000.00 954,127.00 RPTTF 0.00 0.00 | $ -
2)[2003 Tax Allocation Bond 6/2/2003 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund housing projects SONOMA 3,451,000.00 238,532.00 RPTTF 0.00 0.00 | § -
3)[2010 Tax Allocation Bond 9/22/2010 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund non-housing projects SONOMA 11,961,566.00 742,822.50 RPTTF 0.00 147,382.00 | $ 147,382.00
4)[2010 Tax Allocation Bond 9/22/2010 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund housing projects SONOMA 2,990,389.00 186,217.00 RPTTF 0.00 36,913.00 | $ 36,913.00
5)[2011 Tax Allocation Bond 3/4/2011 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund non- housing projects SONOMA 13,646,000.00 816,221.04 RPTTF 0.00 0.00 | § -
6)|2011 Tax Allocation Bond 3/4/2011 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund housing projects SONOMA 1,450,000.00 111,302.87 RPTTF 0.00 0.00]$ -
Percentage of financing [37%] to fund Carnegie Library upgrade in
7)|City of Sonoma/1993 REFA COP Financing 6/1/2007 Municipal Finance Corporation 1993 SONOMA 83,560.00 41,781.00 RPTTF 0.00 0.00 | $ -
Affordable Senior Housing Project purchased in 2005 to
8)|Exchange Bank Loan 3/1/2005 Exchange Bank maintain affordability SONOMA 2,070,560.00 136,961.00 RPTTF 11,413.40 11,413.40 11,413.40 11,413.40 11,413.40 22,826.80 79,893.80
9)|Visitors Bureau Contract for Service 3/7/2011 Sonoma Valley Visitors Bureau Contract for Marketing & Promotion SONOMA 218,000.00 218,000.00 RPTTF 18,167.00 18,167.00 18,167.00 18,167.00 18,167.00 18,167.00 109,002.00
10)[Historic Preservation Easement 3/9/2011 Sonoma Community Center Acquisition of Historic Preservation Easement SONOMA 500,000.00 50,000.00 RPTTF 25,000.00 25,000.00
11)|City Loan entered into on_08/2009 6/2/2010 Municipal Finance Corporation Clean Renewable Energy Bonds [CREBS] SONOMA 939,250.00 72,250.00 RPTTF -
12)|Public Facilities Reimbursement Agreement 10/21/2009 Friedman Brothers Installation of Public Facilities by Private Enterprise SONOMA 116,409.00 116,409.00 RPTTF 116,409.00 116,409.00
Memorandum of Understanding regarding Joint Funding of City of Sonoma [Lead Agency for |Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce, Sonoma County
17)| Economic Development Program 1/19/2011 Program] Community Development Commission and Sonoma SONOMA 69,360.00 69,360.00 RPTTF 5,780.00 5,780.00 5,780.00 5,780.00 5,780.00 5,780.00 | § 34,680.00
18)|Legal Services 2/22/2012 Rutan and Tucker Legal Counsel for Successor Agency SONOMA 6,600.00 80,000.00 RPTTF 6,666.67 6,666.67 6,666.67 6,666.67 6,666.67 6,666.67 | $ 40,000.02
Jeffery A. Walter, a Professional
19)[Legal Services 2/22/2012 Law Corporation Legal Counsel for Successor Agency SONOMA 11,900.43 50,000.00 RPTTF 4,166.67 4,166.67 4,166.67 4,166.67 4,166.67 4,166.67 | $ 25,000.02
20)|Successor Agency CPA Audit 6/26/2006 C G Uhlenberg LLC Auditing services for Successor Agency SONOMA 10,000.00 27,000.00 RPTTF 10,000.00 17,000.00 [ $ 27,000.00
Underground Storage Tank monitoring of 32 Patten, property
21)|Underground Fuel Storage Tank Monitoring 1/24/2007 Conestoga-Rovers Associates owned by former Sonoma Community Development Agency SONOMA 27,800.00 27,800.00 RPTTF 2,316.67 2,316.67 2,316.67 2,316.67 2,316.67 2,316.67 | $ 13,900.02
22)|Sonoma Highway 12 - Signal Mounted Streetname Signage [carryover] 11/5/2011 Hawkins Signage Sonoma Highway 12 - Overhead Signage SONOMA 70,000.00 9,000.00 RPTTF 9,000.00 [ $ 9,000.00
Sonoma County Community
Development Agency loan from LMI fund to CDA fund for payment of 2010
23)[2010 SERAF Loan Payment due to Housing Fund 2/10/2010 Commission/Housing Authority | SERAF Payment SONOMA 1,920,016.00 1,920,016.00 RPTTF 1,920,016.00 | §  1,920,016.00
Water Utility costs for Property located at 32 Patton Street
24)|Property @ 32 Patton Street [Old Fire Station] 1/1/1986 City of Sonoma [old fire station; asset to be liquidated per AB1X26] SONOMA 61.43 368.58 RPTTF 61.43 68.00 112.00 | $§ 241.43
Sewer Utility costs for Property located at 32 Patton Street
25)|Property @ 32 Patton Street [Old Fire Station] 1/1/1986 Sonoma County Tax Collector [old fire station; asset to be liquidated per AB1X26] SONOMA 1,610.40 3,220.80 RPTTF 1,610.40 1,610.40
Depot Park Project [local share; CDBG Project Grant = 06/01/2011 - Winsler & Depot Park Renovation; DESIGN IS 84% COMPLETE; NO
26)[$70,000] Kelly Winsler & Kelly CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT SONOMA 194,000.00 51,748.23 RPTTF 30,627.00 30,627.00
27)|K T Carter Park Play Slide [Local match Prop 40 Grant] 5/16/2011 Ross Recreation IN PROGRESS; FINAL PHASE SONOMA 35,000.00 35,000.00 RPTTF 35,000.00 35,000.00
28)|Traffic Study, Fifth West/Spain St 6/10/2011 Winsler & Kelly Traffic Study; STUDY IS 82% COMPLETE SONOMA 25,000.00 3,553.00 RPTTF 3,230.00 3,230.00
29)|Traffic Study, Fifth West/MacArthur St 6/23/2011 Winsler & Kelly Traffic Study; STUDY IS 86% COMPLETE SONOMA 25,000.00 2,789.00 RPTTF 2,535.50 2,535.50
30)
31)
32)
Totals - This Page (RPTTF Funding) $ 53,627,082.26 | $  5,964,479.02 | $ - $ 4851041 |$ 4857184|$ 60,12081|$ 79,20541 1% 7927591 |$ 234175581 |$ 2,657,440.19
Totals - Page 2 (Other Funding) $ 10,907,688.17 | $  4,468,344.15 N/A $ 28435541 |% 13154698 |$ 3077483 |$ 35576575|% 119,759.08 | §  348,566.83 | § 1,270,768.88
Totals - Page 3 (Administrative Cost Allowance) $ 250,000.00 | $ 250,000.00 N/A $ - $ - $ - $ - $  250,000.00 | $§ - $ 250,000.00
Totals - Page 4 (Pass Thru Payments) $ - $ - N/A $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Grand total - All Pages $ 64,784,770.43 | $ 10,682,823.17 $ 332,865.82(|$ 180,118.82|[$ 9089564 |[$ 43497116 |$ 44903499 ||$ 2690,322.64 ||$ 4,178,209.07
* The Pr y Draft i Ol Payment Schedule (ROPS) is to be completed by 3/1/2012 by the successor agency, and subsequently be approved by the oversight board before the final ROPS is submitted to the State Controller and State Department of Finance by April 15, 2012. It is not a requirement that the Agreed Upon Pr Audit be before

submitting the final Oversight Approved ROPS to the State Controller and State Department of Finance.

** All totals due during fiscal year and pay

RPTTF - Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund
LMIHF - Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund

e proj
*** Funding sources from the successor agency: (For fiscal 2011-12 only, references to RPTTF could also mean tax increment allocated to the Agency prior to February 1, 2012.)

Bonds - Bond proceeds

Admin - Agency A ative Allowance

Other - reserves, rents, interest earnings, etc




Name of Redevelopment Agency:

Project Area(s)

APPROVED

SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

RDA Project Area All

RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE
Per AB 26 - Section 34177 (*)

BY THE OVERSIGHT BOARD ON APRIL 4, 2012

FORM B - All Revenue Sources Other Than Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)

Total Due During

Payable from Other Revenue Sources

the final Oversight Approved ROPS to the State Controller and State Department of Finance.

** All total due during fiscal year and payment amounts are projected.
** Funding sources from the successor agency: (For fiscal 2011-12 only, references to RPTTF could also mean tax increment allocated to the Agency prior to February 1, 2012.)

RPTTF - Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund
LMIHF - Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund

Bonds - Bond proceeds

Other - reserves, rents, interest earnings, etc
Admin - Successor Agency Administrative Allowance

Contract/Agreement Payments by month
Total Outstanding Fiscal Year
Project Name / Debt Obligation Execution Date Payee Description Project Area Debt or Obligation 2011-2012** Funding Source *** Jan 2012 Feb 2012 Mar 2012 Apr 2012 May 2012 Jun 2012 Total
1) {omeless Shelter [Housing] 3/7/2011 Sonoma Overnight Shelter Contract for Emergency Shelter Operations SONOMA 30,000.00 30,000.00 LMHF 7,500.00 7.500.00 | $ 15,000.00
Affordable Senior Housing Project
2)|Village Green Il Low Income Housing USDA Loan 5/1/2005 United States Department of Agriculture purchased in 2005 to maintain affordability SONOMA 799,203.00 4,054.00 OTHER 337.83 337.83 337.83 337.83 337.83 337.83 | § 2,026.98
‘Affordable Housing Projects within Project Area - 2011 CDA Low/Moderate Housing projects - NO
3)|TAB 1/30/2012 Sonoma County Housing Authority PROJECT STARTED SONOMA 1,450,000.00 0.00 BONDS 0.00|$ -
AXIS [Architect] Contractual Agreement with Sonoma County
Milennium Consulting [Asbestos Abatement]; Library for facility upgrade and ADA access
City of Sonoma [project management]; issues funded through 2011 CDA TAB -
4) | Sonoma Valley Community Library 6/20/2011 S.W. Allen Construction [construction] PROJECT 100% COMPLETE SONOMA 2,342,190.00 2,342,190.00 BONDS 189,641.59 7,675.91 30,437.00 50,364.00 187,810.00 | $  465,928.50
Winsler & Kelly [Engineering]; of ADA ramps at ir
4/11/2011 - Winsler & Kelly Ghilotti [Construction]; DESIGN IS 96% COMPLETE ON
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 |7/6/2011 - Ghilotti Construction; Able Construction [Construction] EXISTING CONTRACTS;
5)|CDA TAB Pris #1,2,3,7.8,9,12,14,15,16,17,19,31 8/4/2011 - Able Construction CONSTRUCTION COMPLETE SONOMA 586,462.00 329,928.37 BONDS 0.00 0.00 87,502.00 87,502.00
3/17/2011- Winsler & Kelly Winsler & Kelly [Design/Engineering];
8/4/2011 - Able Construction Able Construction [construction] Street Reconstruction: Third St West;
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 |5/5/2011 - Miller Pacific Miller Pacific [geotechnical]; Fourth St West; Hayes St. - PROJECT
6)|CDA TAB PriS #7,15,16 5/12/2011 - John Meserve John Meserve [arborist] 100% COMPLETE SONOMA 397,560.74 397,560.74 BONDS 30,749.00 50,137.00 146,036.00 0.00 | $  226,922.00
3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly Winsler & Kelly [Design/Engineering]; Leveroni, 5th St. W - Pavement
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 (8/4/2011 - Ghilotti Construction Ghilotti [construction] reconstruction -PROJECT 100%
7)|CDA TAB Pri. #1,12 4/26/2011 - Miller Pacific Miller Pacific [geotechnicall COMPLETE SONOMA 578,720.61 578,720.61 BONDS 1,030.83 0.00 0.00 117,342.17 0.00 0.00 | $ 118,373.00
Leveroni, Broadway turn-lane signal -
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - CDA Winsler & Kelly [Engineering/Design] DESIGN IS 90% COMPLETE; NO
8)| TAB Pri. 27; local match for $133,870 CalTRANS Grant 3/17/2011 Winsler & Kell CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT SONOMA 71,784.80 71,784.80 BONDS 513.25 94.50 69,057.25 $ 69,665.00
Bike Lanes& Signage - 2011 CDA TAB Prj. #28 [local match Winsler & Kelly [Engineering/Design]; Crisp Construction
funding agreement with Sonoma County Transportation Authority |3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly [construction] Comprehensive Bike Lane & signage -
9) |grant $135,0001 9/28/2011 - Crisp C { PROJECT 100% COMPLETE SONOMA 50,534.29 50,534.29 BONDS 3,553.00 6,172.00 20,482.00 $ 30,207.00
3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly ‘Winsler & Kelly [Design/Engineering]; Ghilotti
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 |7/6/2011 - Ghilotti Construction [construction] France Street Pavement reconstruction -
10)|CDA TAB Pri #31 7/26/2011-_Miller Pacific Miller Pacific PROJECT 100% COMPLETE SONOMA 382,121.11 382,121.11 BONDS 1,609.09 448.16 0.00 64,067.75 0.00 0.00]$ 66,125.00
2nd ST. West, 1st West, Church St, Patten
St, W Spain Rehabilitation- DESIGN IS 60%
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA - 2011 CDA 3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly Winsler & Kelly [Engineering] COMPLETE; NO CONSTRUCTION
11)|TAB Pris 2, 3, 18 11/22/2011-_Miller Pacific Miller Pacific [Geotechnicall; CONTRACT. SONOMA 1,038,989.00 28,448.22 BONDS 8,369.24 20,078.98 $ 28,448.22
3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly Bikeway Improvement-Fryer Creek
7/26/2011 - Miller Pacific Winsler & Kelly [Engineering] Bike/Pedestrian Bridge. DESIGN IS 72%
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 |10/26/2011 - Exaro Miller Pacific [Geotechnical]; Exaro [Potholing]; COMPLETE; NO CONSTRUCTION
12)|CDA TAB Pri #26 3/9/2012 - GHD GHD [Right of Way] CONTRACT. SONOMA 43,045.82 43,045.82 BONDS 8,075.75 4,046.50 0.00 7,164.00 | § 19,286.25
3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly ; Curtin Lane, Harrington Dr Rehabilitation.
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects- 2011 [ 1/4/2012 - GHD [Design] Winsler & Kelly [Engineering]; GHD [Design] DESIGN IS 90% COMPLETE; NO
13)|CDA TAB PRJ #9,14,17 CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT. SONOMA 595,392.00 44,904.03 BONDS 13,172.27 20,148.76 11,462.00 | § 44,783.03
Napa Road pavement reconstruction -
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 [3/17/2011- Winsler & Kelly Winsler & Kelly [Engineering] DESIGN IS 98% COMPLETE; NO
14)|CDA TAB Prj #30 7/23/2011- Miller Pacific Miller Pacific [Geotechnicall; CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT. SONOMA 799,321.00 62,449.90 BONDS 5,313.56 3,855.08 15,761.00 | $ 24,929.64
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects -2011 Chase St Bridge Reconstruction; DESIGN
CDA TAB Prj # 29. Local Match for CalTrans Funding 3/17/2011- Winsler & Kelly Winsler & Kelly [Engineering/admin/CalTrans]; IS 48% COMPLETE; NO CONSTRUCTION
15) | Agreement dated 6/29/2011; CalTrans Grant $1.4 million. 9/16/2011- Quincy Quincy [Design/Environmental/ROW] CONTRACT. SONOMA 489,763.00 102,602.26 BONDS 21,990.00 18,552.26 31,030.00 | § 71,572.26
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - CDA Fryer Creek Dr, Newcomb St, Malet
17)| TAB Pris 4,10 N/A To be determined through bidding process Pavement. PROJECT NOT STARTED. SONOMA 262,216.20 0.00 BONDS $ -
Oregon St, 7th St West, Studley St,
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 Barrachi St, Palou St, Fano Dr - PROJECT
18) |CDA TAB Pris #5,6,20 N/A To be determined through bidding process NOT STARTED SONOMA 233,293.40 0.00 BONDS $ -
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 Malet St, Broadway St. PROJECT NOT
19) |CDA TAB Pris #11,21 N/A To be determined through bidding process STARTED SONOMA 437,760.00 0.00 BONDS
Broadway Storm Drain Improvements CIP
20) | Citywide - 2011 CDA TAB Pri #27 N/A To be determined through bidding process #6 - NO DESIGN OR CONSTRUCTION SONOMA 319,331.20 0.00 BONDS $ -
East MacArthur Street Stormdrain; CIP #8 -
NO FINAL DESIGN OR CONSTRUCTION
21)|Citywide - 2011 CDA TAB Pri #24,25 N/A To be determined through bidding process STARTED SONOMA 705,228.00 11,765.50 BONDS
3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly Winsler & Kelly [Design/Engineering];
7/6/2011 - Ghilotti Construction Ghilotti [construction] Nathanson Creek Outfall - PROJECT 100%
22)|Citywide - 2011 CDA TAB Pri #22 7/26/2011 - Miller Pacific Miller Pacific COMPLETE. SONOMA 51,432.80 51,432.80 BONDS 3,100.00 0.00 3,100.00
West MacArthur Culvert CIP#1 - PROJECT
23)| Citywide Stormdrain Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB Prj #23 N/A To be determined through bidding process NOT STARTED SONOMA 341,874.00 0.00 BONDS
ADA upgrades to Historic Theater.
4 Theater ADA -2011 CDATAB N/A To be determined through bidding process PROJECT NOT STARTED SONOMA 142,000.00] 0.00 BONDS
25)
26)
27) $ -
28) $ -
29) $ -
30) $ -
31) $ -
32) $ -
33) $ -
Totals - LMIHF $ 30,000.00 | § 30,000.00 | LMHF $ - $ - $ - $ 7,500.00 | $ - $ 7,500.00 $15,000.00
Totals - Bond Proceeds $ 10,078,485.17 | $  4,434,290.15 $ 28401758 | $  131,209.15 | $ 30,437.00 | $ 347,927.92 | §  119,421.25 | $ 340,729.00 $1,253,741.90
Totals - Other $  799,203.00 | § 4,054.00 $ 337.83 | $ 337.83|$ 33783 337.83 | $ 337.83 | $ 337.83 $2,026.98
Grand total - This Page $ 10,907,688.17 || $  4.468,344.15 $ 28435541 $  131,546.98 |[$ 30,774.83 || § 355,765.75 | § _ 119,759.08 || $ 348,566.83 || § 1,270,768.88
* The Preliminary Draft Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) is to be completed by 3/1/2012 by the agency, and be appi by the board before the final ROPS is submitted to the State Controller and State Department of Finance by April 15, 2012. It is not a requirement that the Agreed Upon Audit be before itti




Name of Redevelopment Agency:

Project Area(s)

SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

RDA Project Area All

DRAFT RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE

Per AB 26 - Section 34177 (*)
APPROVED BY THE OVERSIGHT BOARD ON APRIL 4, 2012

FORM C - Administrative Cost Allowance Paid With Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)

Project Name / Debt Obligation

Payee

Description

Project Area

Total Outstanding
Debt or Obligation

Total Due During
Fiscal Year
2011-2012**

Funding
Source **

Payable from the Administrative Allowance Allocation ****

Payments by month

Jan 2012

Feb 2012

Mar 2012

Apr 2012

May 2012

Jun 2012

Total

Administrative Allowance for
Successor Agency

City of Sonoma

Perform mandated Successor Agency

duties

SONOMA

250,000.00

250,000.00

ADMIN

250,000.00

250,000.00

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

21)

22)

23)

24)

25)

26)

27)

28)

Totals - This Page

$ 250,000.00

$ 250,000.00

$

$

$

$ -

$ 250,000.00

$

$250,000.00

* The Preliminary Draft Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) is to be completed by 3/1/2012 by the successor agency, and subsequently be approved by the oversight board before the final ROPS is submitted to the State Controller and State Department of Finance by April
15, 2012. It is not a requirement that the Agreed Upon Procedures Audit be completed before submitting the final Oversight Approved ROPS to the State Controller and State Department of Finance.
** All total due during fiscal year and payment amounts are projected.
*** Funding sources from the successor agency: (For fiscal 2011-12 only, references to RPTTF could also mean tax increment allocated to the Agency prior to February 1, 2012.)
RPTTF - Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund
LMIHF - Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund

Bonds - Bond proceeds
Admin - Successor Agency Administrative Allowance
**** _ Administrative Cost Allowance caps are 5% of Form A 6-month totals in 2011-12 and 3% of Form A 6-month totals in 2012-13. The calculation should not factor in pass through payments paid for with RPTTF in Form D.

Other - reserves, rents, interest earnings, etc




City of Sonoma
City Council/Successor Agency

Agenda ltem Summary Meeting Date: 04/16/2012

City Council Agenda Item: 6C

Department Staff Contact
Administration Gay Johann, City Clerk

Agenda Item Title

Approval of the portions of the Minutes of the March 19 and April 2, 2012 City Council / Successor
Agency Meetings pertaining to the Successor Agency.

Summary
The minutes have been prepared for Council review and approval.

Recommended Council Action
Approve the minutes.

Alternative Actions

Correct or amend the minutes prior to approval.

Financial Impact

N/A

Environmental Review Status
[] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration ] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested

X Not Applicable

Attachments:
See Agenda Item 5F for minutes




City of Sonoma

City Council

as Successor Agency
Agenda [tem Summary

City Council Agenda Iltem: 6D

Meeting Date: 04/16/2012

Department Staff Contact
Administration Carol Giovanatto, Assistant City Manager

Agenda Item Title

Discussion, Consideration and Possible Action on Adoption of the Second Recognized Obligation
Payment Schedule [ROPS] for the period July 1, 2012 through December 31, 2012

Summary

As required by legislation AB1x26, the Recognized Obligation Schedule [ROPS] must be prepared and
approved for each prospective six month period of the fiscal year. The ROPS under consideration
tonight covers the period July 1, 2012 through December 31, 2012 and includes updates to all
previously approved projects and expenditures. For those projects and expenditures which were
completed by June 30, 2012, the line item has been removed from the ROPS for this period.
Continuing with the steps necessary to comply with the wind down of the Redevelopment Agency, the
City Council acting as the Successor Agency must adopt the ROPS by May 1st. Once the ROPS is
approved by the Successor Agency, it will be presented to the Oversight Board on May 9" for approval
and submittal to Department of Finance, the State Controller’s office and the County Auditor-Controller.

Recommended Council Action

Acting as the Successor Agency, approve the ROPS for the period July 1, 2012 through December
31, 2012 as submitted for presentation to the Oversight Board on May 9th.

Alternative Actions
N/A

Financial Impact
Unknown at this time

Environmental Review Status
[] Environmental Impact Report X Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration [] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested
[ ] Not Applicable

Attachments:

Recognized Obligation Schedule

CC:




CITY OF SONOMA
RESOLUTION NO. _ -2012

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR
AGENCY TO THE DISSOLVED REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE
CITY OF SONOMA APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION
PAYMENT SCHEDULE FOR THE PERIOD JULY 1, 2012 THROUGH
DECEMBER 31, 2012

WHEREAS, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34180(g), the City Council as
the Successor Agency is required to review and approve the Recognized Obligation Payment
Schedule prepared by the Successor Agency covering the six month period July 1, 2012
through December 31, 2012, and for each six month period thereafter; and

WHEREAS, the Successor Agency to the dissolved Redevelopment Agency of the City
of Sonoma must approve the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule for the six month
period July 1, 2012 through December 31, 2012; and

WHEREAS, staff has presented the foregoing described Recognized Obligation
Payment Schedule to the City Council as Successor Agency for review and approval; and

WHEREAS, on May 9, 2012, the ROPS will be presented to the Oversight Board for
review and consideration as approved by the Successor Agency;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Successor Agency as follows:

SECTION 1. The Successor Agency hereby approves the Recognized Obligation
Payment Schedule for the period July 1, 2012 through December 31, 2012, as set forth in
Exhibit “A” to this Resolution and by this reference incorporated herein.

SECTION 2. The Board Secretary, or the City’s City Manager (as the person appointed
by action of the Oversight Board at its meeting of April 4, 2012, to be the designated contract
person to the Department of Finance), shall transmit the approved Recognized Obligation
Payment Schedule to the Department of Finance, State Controller, and County Auditor-
Controller in compliance with the requirements of Part 1.85 of Division 24 of the California
Health and Safety Code. The staff of the Successor Agency shall take such other and further
actions and sign such other and further documents as appropriate to effectuate the intent of this
Resolution and to implement the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule approved hereby on
behalf of the Successor Agency.

SECTION 3. The adoption of this Resolution by the Successor Agency shall not impair
the right of the Successor Agency to assert any claim or pursue any legal action challenging the
constitutionality of Assembly Bill 26 from the 2011-12 First Extraordinary Session of the
California Legislature (“AB 1x26”) or challenging any determination by the State of California or
any office, department or agency thereof with respect to the Recognized Obligation Payment
Schedule approved hereby.



SECTION 4. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase of this Resolution
is for any reason held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, such decision shall not
affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Resolution. The Successor Agency hereby
declares that it would have adopted this Resolution and each section, subsection, sentence,
clause, or phrase thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more section, subsection,
sentence, clause, or phrase be declared invalid.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Successor Agency at a meeting held on the 16™ day of
April, 2012 by the following vote.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Joanne Sanders, Mayor

ATTEST:

Gay Johann, City Clerk



RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE - CONSOLIDATED
FILED FOR THE 07/01/2012 to 12/31/2012 PERIOD

Name of Successor Agency City of Sonoma as Successor Agency

Current
Total Outstanding Total Due
Debt or Obligation During Fiscal Year
Outstanding Debt or Obligation $ 60,048,201.98 | $ 8,817,343.78

Outstanding Debt or Obligation

Total Due for Six Month Period

©»

6,506,030.07

Available Revenues other than anticipated funding from RPTTF
Enforceable Obligations paid with RPTTF

Administrative Cost paid with RPTTF

Pass-through Payments paid with RPTTF

1,845,735.60
4,410,294.47

250,000.00

H B BH P

Administrative Allowance (greater of 5% of anticipated Funding from RPTTF or 250,000. Note: Calculation should not
include pass-through payments made with RPTTF. The RPTTF Administrative Cost figure above should not exceed this
Administrative Cost Allowance figure)

$ 250,000.00

Certification of Oversight Board Chairman:

Pursuant to Section 34177(l) of the Health and Safety code, JOANNE SANDERS CHAIR

| hereby certify that the above is a true and accurate Recognized Name
Enforceable Payment Schedule for the above named agency.

Title

Signature

Date




Name of Redevelopment Agency:
Project Area(s)

SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

RDA Project Area All

DRAFT RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE

Per AB 26 - Section 34177 (*)

FORM A - Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)

Total Due During

Payable from the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)

Contract/Agreement Te . ) Payments by month
otal Outstanding Debt or| Fiscal Year
Project Name / Debt Obligation Execution Date Payee Description Project Area Obligation 2012-2013 Funding Source July 2012 Agu 2012 Sept 2012 Oct 2012 Nov 2012 Dec 2012 Total
1)[2003 Tax Allocation Bond 6/2/2003 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund non-housing projects SONOMA $ 13,804,000.00 954,967.01 RPTTF 954,967.01 0.00 | $ 954,967.01
2)[2003 Tax Allocation Bond 6/2/2003 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund housing projects SONOMA 3,451,000.00 238,741.75 RPTTF 238,741.75 0.00 | $ 238,741.75
3)|2010 Tax Allocation Bond 9/22/2010 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund non-housing projects SONOMA 11,961,566.00 597,218.00 RPTTF 597,218.00 0.00 [ $ 597,218.00
4)|2010 Tax Allocation Bond 9/22/2010 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund housing projects SONOMA 2,990,389.00 149,304.50 RPTTF 149,304.50 0.00 | $ 149,304.50
5)[2011 Tax Allocation Bond 3/4/2011 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund non- housing projects SONOMA 13,646,000.00 836,714.38 RPTTF 836,714.38 0.00 [ $ 836,714.38
6)[2011 Tax Allocation Bond 3/4/2011 Bank of New York Portion of Bonds issue to fund housing projects SONOMA 1,450,000.00 88,854.62 RPTTF 88,854.62 0.00 [ $ 88,854.62
Percentage of financing [37%] to fund Carnegie Library upgrade in
7)|City of Sonoma/1993 REFA COP Financing 6/1/2007 Finance Corporation 1993 SONOMA 104,448.00 104,448.00 RPTTF 0.00 0.00|$ -
Affordable Senior Housing Project purchased in 2005 to
8)[Exchange Bank Loan 3/1/2005 Exchange Bank maintain affordability SONOMA 1,973,212.00 136,961.00 RPTTFE 11,413.40 11,413.40 11,413.40 11,413.40 11,413.40 22,826.80 | $ 79,893.80
9)|Visitors Bureau Contract for Service 3/7/2011 Sonoma Valley Visitors Bureau Contract for Marketing & Promotion SONOMA 218,000.00 218,000.00 RPTTF 18,167.00 18,167.00 18,167.00 18,167.00 18,167.00 18,167.00 | $ 109,002.00
|_10)|Historic Preservation Easement 3/9/2011 Sonoma Community Center Acquisition of Historic Preservation Easement SONOMA 400,000.00 50,000.00 RPTTF 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00
11)|City Loan entered into on _08/2009 6/2/2010 Municipal Finance Corporation Clean Renewable Energy Bonds [CREBS] SONOMA 867,000.00 72,250.00 RPTTF 72,250.00 | $ 72,250.00
Memorandum of Understanding between three parties:
Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce, Sonoma County
Memorandum of Understanding regarding Joint Funding of City of Sonoma [Lead Agency for |Community Development Commission and Sonoma
12)|Economic Development Program 1/19/2011 Program] Community Development Agency SONOMA 69,360.00 69,360.00 RPTTF 5,780.00 5,780.00 5,780.00 5,780.00 5,780.00 5,780.00 | $ 34,680.00
13)|Legal Services 2/22/2012 Rutan and Tucker Legal Counsel for Successor Agency SONOMA 6,600.00 80,000.00 RPTTF 6,666.67 6,666.67 6,666.67 6,666.67 6,666.67 6,666.67 | $ 40,000.02
Jeffery A. Walter, a Professional
14)|Legal Services 2/22/2012 Law Corporation Legal Counsel for Successor Agency SONOMA 11,900.43 50,000.00 RPTTF 4,166.67 4,166.67 4,166.67 4,166.67 4,166.67 4,166.67 | $ 25,000.02
15)[Successor Agency CPA Audit 6/1/2006 C G Uhlenberg LLC Auditing services for Successor Agency SONOMA 27,000.00 27,000.00 RPTTF 10,000.00 7,000.00 $ 17,000.00
Underground Storage Tank monitoring of 32 Patten, property
16) |Underground Fuel Storage Tank Monitoring 1/24/2007 Conestoga-Rovers Associates owned by former Sonoma Community Development Agency SONOMA 27,800.00 27,800.00 RPTTF 2,316.67 2,316.67 2,316.67 2,316.67 2,316.67 2,316.67 | $ 13,900.02
Sonoma County Community
Development Agency loan from LMI fund to CDA fund for payment of 2010
17)[2010 SERAF Loan Payment due to Housing Fund 2/10/2010 Commission/Housing Authority SERAF Payment SONOMA 1,125,836.00 1,125,836.00 RPTTF 1,125,836.00 | $ 1,125,836.00
Water Utility costs for Property located at 32 Patton Street
18)[Property @ 32 Patten Street [Old Fire Station] 1/1/1986 City of Sonoma [old fire station; asset to be liquidated per AB1X26] SONOMA 61.43 368.58 RPTTF 61.43 68.00 112.00 [ $ 241.43
Sewer Utility costs for Property located at 32 Patton Street
19)|Property @ 32 Patten Street [Old Fire Station] 1/1/1986 Sonoma County Tax Collector [old fire station; asset to be liquidated per AB1X26] SONOMA 1,690.92 3,381.84 RPTTF 1,690.92 1,690.92
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)
26)
27)
Totals - This Page (RPTTF Funding) $ 52,135,863.78 | $  4,831,205.68 - $ 4851041 |$ 4857184 |$ 5851041 (% 48578.41 | $ 2,948,001.59 | $ 1,258,121.81 | $ 4,410,294.47
Totals - Page 2 (Other Funding) $ 7,662,338.20 | $  3,736,138.10 N/A $ 96,605.15 | $ 562,398.60 | $ 562,398.60 | $ 550,203.60 | $ 62,554.15 | $ 11,575.50 | $  1,845,735.60
Totals - Page 3 (Administrative Cost Allowance) $ 250,000.00 | $ 250,000.00 N/A $ - $ - $ - $ - $  250,000.00 | $ - $ 250,000.00
Totals - Page 4 (Pass Thru Payments) $ - $ - N/A $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Grand total - All Pages $ 60,048,201.98 | $ 8,817,343.78 $ 145,115.56 | $ 610,970.44 | $ 620,909.01 || $ 598,782.01 ||[$ 3,260,555.74 || $ 1,269,697.31 || $ 6,506,030.07

RPTTF - Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund
LMIHF - Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund

Bonds - Bond proceeds
Admin - Successor Agency Administrative Allowance

Other - reserves, rents, interest earnings, etc




Name of Redevelopment Agency:
Project Area(s)

SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

RDA Project Area All

DRAFT RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE
Per AB 26 - Section 34177 (*)

FORM B - All Revenue Sources Other Than Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)

Total Due During

Payable from Other Revenue Sources

Contract/Agreement . ) Payments by month
Total Outstanding Fiscal Year
Project Name / Debt Obligation Execution Date Payee Description Project Area Debt or Obligation 2012-2013 Funding Source July 2012 Aug 2012 Sept 2012 Oct 2012 Nov 2012 Dec 2012 Total
Contract for Emergency Shelter
1)|Emergency/Homeless Shelter [Housing] 3/7/2011 Sonoma Overnight Shelter Operations SONOMA 30,000.00 30,000.00 LMHF 7,500.00 7,500.00 | $ 15,000.00
Affordable Senior Housing Project
2)|Village Green Il Low Income Housing USDA Loan 5/1/2005 United States Department of Agriculture purchased in 2005 to maintain affordability SONOMA 795,149.00 48,906.00 OTHER 4,075.50 4,075.50 4,075.50 4,075.50 4,075.50 4,075.50 | $ 24,453.00
Affordable Housing Projects within Project Area - 2011 CDA Low/Moderate Housing projects - NO
3)|TAB 1/30/2012 Sonoma County Housing Authority PROJECT STARTED SONOMA 1,450,000.00 0.00 BONDS 0.00|$ -
4/11/2011 - Winzler & Kelly Winzler & Kelly [Engineering]; ADA Curb Ramps: Design and
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 7/6/2011 - Ghilotti Construction; | Ghilotti [Construction]; construction contracts ongoing for
4)|2011 CDA TAB Prjs #1,2,3,7,8,9,12,14,15,16,17,19,31 8/4/2011 - Able Construction Able Construction [Construction] individual roadway projects. SONOMA $589,025.62 191,158.50 BONDS 1,500.00 17,427.00 17,427.00 17,427.00 1,500.00 55,281.00
Leveroni, Broadway turn-lane signal -
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - Winzler & Kelly [Engineering/Design] DESIGN IS 90% COMPLETE; NO
5)|CDA TAB Prj. 27; local match for $133,870 CalTRANS Grant |3/17/2011 Winzler & Kelly CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT SONOMA 12,157.75 0.00 BONDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00|$% -
Street Overlays: 2nd West (Napa-Spain);
1st West (Spain-VetsBIdg); Harrington
(Harrington-Manor); West Spain (1st-2nd) ;
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA - 2011 CDA  [3/17/2011 - Winzler & Kelly Winzler & Kelly [Engineering] DESIGN ONGOING; CONSTR. START
6)[TAB Prj #2, 3, 17 11/22/2011- Miller Pacific Miller Pacific [Geotechnicall; MAY 2013 SONOMA 977,017.22 641,664.00 BONDS 9,285.00 9,285.00 9,285.00 $ 27,855.00
3/17/2011 - Winzler & Kelly
7/26/2011 - Miller Pacific Winzler & Kelly [Engineering] Bikeway Improvements-Fryer Creek Bridge
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 10/26/2011 - Exaro Miller Pacific [Geotechnical]; Exaro [Potholing]; at Newcomb; DESIGN ONGOING;
7)[2011 CDA TAB Prj #26 3/9/2012 - GHD GHD [Right of Way] CONSTR START JUNE 2013 SONOMA 418,718.82 146,044.00 BONDS 10,410.00 10,410.00 10,410.00 $ 31,230.00
3/17/2011 - Winzler & Kelly ; Street Overlays: Curtin (5th W-7th W);
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects- 1/4/2012 - GHD [Design] Winzler & Kelly [Engineering]; GHD [Design] Church (4th W-5th W), [Palou & Fano non-|
8)[2011 CDA TAB PRJ #8,9,14,17 participating TAB funds]; SONOMA 660,480.03 615,576.00 BONDS 7,818.00 202,586.00 202,586.00 202,586.00 $ 615,576.00
Street Overlays: Napa Road (Broadway-
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 3/17/2011- Winzler & Kelly Winzler & Kelly [Engineering] Jones); DESIGN ONGOING; CONSTR
9)[2011 CDA TAB Prj #30 7/23/2011- Miller Pacific Miller Pacific [Geotechnical]; START AUGUST 2012 SONOMA 853,897.25 791,447.35 BONDS 6,538.00 261,636.45 261,636.45 261,636.45 $  791,447.35
Chase Street Bridge Replacement @
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - Nathanson Ck; (Local Match only);
2011 CDA TAB Prj # 29. Local Match for CalTrans Funding 3/17/2011- Winzler & Kelly Winzler & Kelly [Engineering/admin/CalTrans]; DESIGN ONGOING; ROW START
10)|Agreement dated 6/29/2011; CalTrans Grant $1.4 million. 9/16/2011- Quincy Quincy [Design/Environmental/ROW] MARCH; CONSTR START JUNE 2013 SONOMA 264,710.26 137,144.00 BONDS 24,932.40 24,932.40 24,932.40 24,932.40 24,932.40 $  124,662.00
Street Overlays: Fryer Ck Dr (hiking path-
Newcomb); Newcomb (FryerCk-
GHD (Engineering) Broadway); Malet (Broadway-1st West);
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - Miller Pacific (Geotechnical) DESIGN START JUNE 2012; CONSTR
11)|CDA TAB Prjs 4,10, 11 N/A Constr to be determined through bidding process START MAY 2013 SONOMA 514,152.00 359,326.00 BONDS 9,935.00 9,935.00 9,935.00 9,935.00 9,935.00 $ 49,675.00
Street Overlays: Oregon (5th West-6th
West); 7th West (Studley-W Napa);
Barachi (Perkins-Bachero);Studley St;
GHD (Engineering) Patten St (Broadway to Austin); 6th St
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - Miller Pacific (Geotechnical) (Oregon-Studley); DESIGN ONGOING;
12) |2011 CDA TAB Prijs #5,6,20,18 N/A Constr to be determined through bidding process CONSTR START MAY 2013 SONOMA 1,097,030.25 774,872.25 BONDS 22,111.25 22,111.25 22,111.25 22,111.25 22,111.25 $ 110,556.25
Design to start January 2013 Storm Drain Impr: Fryer Ck Bypass
Citywide Stormdrain Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB Prj Miller Pacific (Geotechnical) @Bettencourt, Arroyo Way; Robninson Rd
13) [#24,25 N/A Constr to be determined through bidding process pipe; DESIGN START JAN 2013; SONOMA 298,562.36 BONDS
Design to start January 2013 Storm Drain Impr: West macArthur culvert
Miller Pacific (Geotechnical) over Fryer Ck; DESIGN START JAN 2013;
14) | Citywide Stormdrain Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB Prj #23 N/A Constr to be determined through bidding process CONSTR START SUMMER 2013 SONOMA 400,000.00 0.00 BONDS $ -
Install ADA improvements to historic
15) | Sebastiani Theater ADA Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB N/A To be determined through bidding process theater for public access. SONOMA 142,000.00 0.00 BONDS
16)
17)
18)
19)
20) $ -
21) $ -
22) $ -
23) $ -
24) $ -
25) $ -
26) $ -
Totals - LMIHF $ 30,000.00 | $ 30,000.00 $ - Is - |Is - Is 7,500.00 | $ - Is 7,500.00 $15,000.00
Totals - Bond Proceeds $ 6,837,18920 | $ 3,657,232.10 $ 92,529.65 | $ 558,323.10 | $ 558,323.10 | $ 538,628.10 | $ 58,478.65 | $ - $1,806,282.60
Totals - Other $ 795,149.00 | $ 48,906.00 $ 4,075.50 | $ 4,07550 | $ 4,075.50 | $ 4,075.50 | $ 4,075.50 | $ 4,075.50 $24,453.00
Grand total - This Page $ 766233820 $ 3,736,138.10 $ 96,605.15 || $  562,398.60 || $ 562,398.60 || $ 550,203.60 || $ 62,554.15 || $ 11,575.50 || $ 1,845,735.60

* The Preliminary Draft Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) is to be completed by 3/1/2012 by the successor agency, and subsequently be approved by the oversight board before the final ROPS is submitted to the State Controller and State Department of Finance by April 15, 2012. It is not a requirement that the Agreed Upon Procedures Audit be completed before
submitting the final Oversight Approved ROPS to the State Controller and State Department of Finance.
** All total due during fiscal year and payment amounts are projected.
** Funding sources from the successor agency: (For fiscal 2011-12 only, references to RPTTF could also mean tax increment allocated to the Agency prior to February 1, 2012.)

RPTTF - Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund
LMIHF - Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund

Bonds - Bond proceeds

Admin - Successor Agency Administrative Allowance

Other - reserves, rents, interest earnings, etc




Name of Redevelopment Agency: SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY FORM C - Administrative Cost Allowance Paid With Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)
Project Area(s) RDA Project Area All

DRAFT RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE
Per AB 26 - Section 34177 (*)

Payable from the Administrative Allowance Allocation
Total Due During

Total Outstanding Fiscal Year Funding Payments by month

Project Name / Debt Obligation Payee Description Project Area Debt or Obligation 2012-2013 Source July 2012 Aug 2012 Sept 2012 Oct 2012 Nov 2012 Dec 2012 Total

Administrative Allowance for Perform mandated Successor Agency

1)[Successor Agency City of Sonoma duties SONOMA 250,000.00 250,000.00 JADMIN 250,000.00 250,000.00

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

19)

20)

21)

22)

23)

24)

25)

26)

27)

28)

$
3$
$
3$
$
3$
$
3$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
18) $ -
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
3$
$
3$
$
3$
$
3$
$
$
$

Totals - This Page $ 250,000.00 | $ 250,000.00 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 250,000.00 | $ - $250,000.00

RPTTF - Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund Bonds - Bond proceeds Other - reserves, rents, interest earnings, etc
LMIHF - Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund Admin - Successor Agency Administrative Allowance
*% . Administrative Cost Allowance caps are 5% of Form A 6-month totals in 2011-12 and 3% of Form A 6-month totals in 2012-13. The calculation should not factor in pass through payments paid for with RPTTF in Form D.




City of Sonoma

City Council
Agenda Item Summary

City Council Agenda Iltem: 7A

Meeting Date: 04/16/2012

Department Staff Contact

Planning David Goodison, Planning Director

Agenda Item Title

Discussion, consideration, and possible action on the appeal of Kevin and Bernadette Calhoun
regarding Planning staff's interpretation of the provisions of an easement pertaining to 19725
Seventh Street East.

Summary

The property located at 19725 Seventh Street East, although located outside of city limits, is subject
to a scenic easement granted to the City by its former owners in 1985. This easement was required
in conjunction with the annexation and development of the Laurel Wood subdivision, a 16-unit
single-family development at Avenue del Oro and Appleton Way. As stated in the City Council
resolution requiring the easement, its purpose is to ensure that “...no additional dwelling units be
constructed on the easterly portion of the subject property and not being annexed to the City of
Sonoma by this reorganization.” The easement document itself (attached) goes into greater detail in
implementing this intent and includes a requirement that no excavation or grading may occur on the
property without the prior written consent of the City. Early in 2012, Robert Bauman, an architect
representing the current property owner (Selma Blanusa), provided Planning staff with a proposal to
relocate an existing stable and to develop a new garage on the property. After evaluating this
proposal with respect to the terms of the easement, staff made written finding of compliance. This
finding was shared with interested neighbors as the property owner had been in communication with
them concerning the project. With specific reference to the relocation of the stable, this staff finding
has been appealed to the City Council by Kevin and Bernadette Calhoun (714 Appleton Way). See
the attached supplemental report and attachments for additional information and analysis.

Recommended Council Action
Deny the appeal.

Alternative Actions

Uphold the appeal or direct staff to conduct additional research.

Financial Impact

N.A.
Environmental Review Status
[ ] Environmental Impact Report [ ] Approved/Certified
[ ] Negative Declaration X] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested
X] Not Applicable
Attachments:
1. Supplemental Report.
2. Location map.
3. Appeal Package (includes attachments).
4. Correspondence from Richard Hicks on behalf of the appellants (includes attachments).
5. Resolution 8-84 (establishing the requirement for the scenic easement).
6. City Council minutes (note: references to the scenic easement are highlighted).
7. Annotated excerpts from the Laurel Wood EIR (note: references to the bypass easement and

the scenic easement are highlighted).
Correspondence.
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CC:

Easement appeal mailing list (via email)




SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT

Discussion, consideration, and possible action on the appeal of Kevin and Bernadette Calhoun regarding
Planning staff’s interpretation of the provisions of an easement pertaining to 19725 Seventh Street East

For the City Council Meeting of April 16, 2012

Background

The property located at 19725 Seventh Street East, although located outside of city limits, is subject to a
scenic easement granted to the City by its former owners in 1985. In 1981, this property was owned by
the Dowds. Their property comprised 8.74 acres, but they proposed and were granted the right to subdi-
vide the western 4.1 acres into 16 lots. The remaining 4.64 acres (the “remainder”) was retained by the
Dowds as their principal residence. The scenic easement covers the entirety of the remainder parcel. This
easement was required in conjunction with the annexation and development of what was the eastern half
of the property with the Laurel Wood subdivision, a 16-unit single-family development at Avenue del
Oro and Appleton Way. As stated in the City Council resolution requiring the easement (Attachment 5),
“the [Dowds] shall file with the City of Sonoma a scenic easement deed or other instrument acceptable to
the City Council guaranteeing that no additional dwelling units be constructed on the easterly portion of
the subject property and not being annexed to the City of Sonoma by this reorganization.” In conform-
ance with this requirement, a scenic easement document was crafted, accepted by the City Council, and
thereafter recorded. The easement document itself (included in Attachment 4) goes into greater detail in
implementing this intent and includes a requirement that no excavation or grading may occur on the prop-
erty without the prior written consent of the City. Early in 2012, Robert Bauman, an architect who repre-
sents the current property owner (Selma Blanusa), provided Planning staff with a proposal to relocate an
existing stable and to develop a new garage on the property. After evaluating this proposal with respect to
the terms of the easement, staff made written findings of compliance, which was shared with interested
neighbors. With specific reference to the relocation of the stable, this staff finding was appealed by Kevin
and Bernadette Calhoun (714 Appleton Way) as allowed under section 1.24.010 of the Municipal Code.

Proposed Development (Relocation of Stable)

The stable is an existing structure that is currently located approximately 379 feet from the western prop-
erty line (which adjoins the Laurel Wood subdivision). The existing stable features grooved plywood sid-
ing, to be replaced with board and batten siding, and asphalt composition roof, to be replaced with a metal
roof. It has a length of 42 feet and a width of 34 feet, with wall heights that range from 9 feet to a peak of
17 feet, and an existing cupola that extends to 18’-0” above grade. In conjunction with the relocation, two
cupolas will replace the single cupola, which would increase the peak height by 2 feet. Otherwise, the
proposed stable is the same size as the existing stable. Under the proposal, the stable would be moved to
the west, to be set back 60 feet from the western property line. (See attached site plan and elevations, in-
cluded within Attachment 4.) Because the subject property is outside of city limits, County zoning regula-
tions apply. These include a requirement that “Farm Animal Buildings” be set back a minimum of 60 feet
from adjoining residential properties.

Appeal

In their appeal to the City Council of staff’s determination that the relocation of the stable is consistent
with the limitations of the easement, the Calhoun’s make four main points:

1. The Calhoun’s, and other property owners on Appleton Way, relied on the assurances of City staff
that under the terms of the easement the subject property would remain open and undeveloped. Based



on their understanding of the limitations imposed on the subject property, they made substantial im-
provements to their residences to enjoy views of the property encumbered by the easement.

2. That in their understanding of the terms of the easement, *“... the use of the land for the storage of
movable property, including the housing of domestic animals and livestock...” is prohibited.

3. The placement of the stable on what is currently undeveloped land adversely affects the value and
character of their property.

4. The placement of the stable is inconsistent with the purposes of the easement, which, as informed in
their view by the EIR, was to prohibit any development in the western 150” of the remainder parcel.

In consideration of these points, the Calhoun’s are requesting that the Council affirm that the terms of the
easement prohibit the relocation of the stable and vacate staff’s finding of compliance. The complete ap-
peal package is attached, along with a supplemental letter and related materials provided by an attorney
representing the appellants (see Attachments 3 and 4).

Staff’s analysis of the terms of the easement in relation to the proposed project is set forth below. On the
issue of assurances that Planning staff may have made to residents of the Laurel Wood subdivision re-
garding the effect of the easement, it is possible that staff described the restrictions more broadly than
may be supported by a close reading of its specific terms. The easement is referred to in the minutes of
various Planning Commission and City Council hearings as an “open space easement” and as a “scenic
easement.” Describing the easement in this manner may give an incorrect impression of its true scope.
Planning staff strives to provide accurate advice regarding property conditions such as the easement in
question. However, if staff did indeed mischaracterize it, that mistake—while highly unfortunate—does
not alter the terms of the easement nor prevent the City from construing or enforcing the easement in ac-
cordance with its actual terms.

Easement Background and Provisions

Background. Complicating the analysis of this issue is the fact that two overlapping easements were re-
quired on the remainder portion of the Dowd property: 1) a 150-wide easement intended to accommodate
the Nathanson Creek Bypass; and, 2) the easement in question, which is a conservation easement applied
to the entirety of the remainder parcel. Although these easements had different purposes, both are referred
to in various portions of the record (in particular, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that was pre-
pared for the project) as “scenic” easements and both are referred to as having a flood control purpose. A
more detailed description of each follows:

1. Bypass Easement. This easement was required to accommodate the Nathanson Creek bypass, a large-
scale drainage improvement that had been planned by the Sonoma County Water Agency as a flood
control measure. This easement encompassed a 150-foot wide segment of the remainder parcel, ad-
joining the laurel Wood subdivision. It was vacated by the City Council in 1990 after the Water
Agency decided to abandon the project. There are number of references to this easement in the Laurel
Wood subdivision EIR in which this easement is also described as serving an open space preservation
purpose, perhaps because it was anticipated that a bike path/linear park would be developed in con-
junction with the bypass channel. (Relevant excerpts from the Laurel Wood EIR are attached, with
references to this easement highlighted.) In staff’s view, if the Bypass easement were still in place,
the stable could not be relocated as is now being proposed as it would potentially interfere with the
construction of a bypass channel. However, as noted, this easement has been vacated because of the
decision of the Water Agency to not implement the bypass project.

2. Scenic Easement. A scenic easement was required as a condition of the annexation and development
of the western portion of what was formerly known as the Dowd property. In essence, the Laurel
Wood development occurred on the western half of the property, which was annexed to the City,
while the easement was applied to the eastern half of the property, which remained in the County.
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Based on a review of Planning Commission and City Council minutes, it appears that the concept of
such an easement was proposed by the applicant early in the development review process. The ease-
ment was also identified as a mitigation measure in the Laurel Wood subdivision EIR. Somewhat
oddly, it is identified as flood control mitigation measure (along with the separate mitigation measure
requiring an easement for the bypass channel), which read as follows:

File with the City a scenic easement for the easterly 4.74 acres of the property. (Condition of Project
Approval 11.) [Note: See page 54 in Attachment 7.]

Ultimately, the requirement for this easement as a condition of approval was attached to the annexa-
tion of the western portion of the Dowd property through City Council Resolution 8-84 (see Attach-
ment 5), adopted on January 23, 1984, which included the following provision:

The applicant shall file with the City of Sonoma a scenic easement deed or other instrument accepta-
ble to the City Council guaranteeing that no additional dwelling units be constructed on the easterly
portion of the subject property and not being annexed to the City of Sonoma by this reorganization.

Both easements were subsequently adopted by the City Council as a consent calendar item on March 11,
1985. (Note: the project file for the Laurel Wood development was purged sometime prior to the City’s
file digitization program. As a result, the only remaining documents on file with the City are the Planning
Commission and City Council minutes and the various resolutions associated with the project. Fortunate-
ly, a representative of the appellants was able to locate a copy of the EIR.)

Purpose and Effect of Easement Provisions. In the attached minutes and excerpts from the EIR, refer-
ences to the scenic easement are highlighted. It is referred to variously as an open space easement, as a
scenic easement, as an easement required for flood control purposes, and even as a historic easement. In
staff’s view, the most complete discussion of the easement’s origin is found in the City Council meeting
minutes of the October 26, 1981 (see page 3 of the minutes, included within Attachment 6). In that meet-
ing, the applicant’s engineer describes the project as a “clustered development,” in which the residential
density allowance of the site as a whole would be concentrated on the west side of the site, with the east
side of the site to remain in a rural condition enforced by a covenant. With respect to the Council’s overall
intent in requiring the easement, it is staff’s view that the language in Resolution 8-84, quoted above, rep-
resents the adopted expression of the easement’s principal purpose. Indeed, Resolution 8-84 makes it
clear that, notwithstanding what may have appeared in the EIR or other documents and notwithstanding
what people were reported to have said about the easement’s purpose, the ultimate intent of the Council
was to be set forth in an instrument that the Council found “acceptable”. The instrument that the Council
found as an acceptable expression of its intent is that which is before the Council at the present time.

As for the easement document itself, in relevant part it states that:

“...the grantors transfer to the public the right in perpetuity to have the said land remain free of dwell-
ing houses and other structures designed or intended for human habitation, for control of building density
in the immediate neighborhood pursuant to City of Sonoma approval issued to the grantor for subdivision
development on adjacent property. Reference is made to the proceedings of the Planning Commission and
City Council of the City of Sonoma for further particulars.

“Ino] building or structures [shall be erected] . . . which by design or intent might be used for human
habitation in a manner which would increase the dwelling density of the lands owned by [the Dowds] in
the vicinity of the described property on the date of this deed, other than such improvements, buildings,
structures or other things existing on the said property at the time of this grant.”

In construing the intention of the parties to any document, one must first examine the words used in the
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document, and if they are clear, there is no need to resort to other evidence to ascertain their meaning.
Viewed as a whole, the language used in the subject easement makes it clear that (a) no additional struc-
tures may be erected and no existing structures could be remodeled to increase the property's dwelling
units, (b) specific uses were either proscribed or permitted only if consented to by the City, and (c) the
then existing structures and uses were expressly or implicitly allowed to continue.

It is significant that this easement and its restrictions were made applicable to the entire remainder parcel:
even that part which was occupied by the residence, garage, shed and stables. Thus, the first passage
quoted above that requires the property to remain “free” of dwelling houses cannot be taken at face value
because the property contained the Dowds' residence, but must, as indicated above, be read in tandem
with the other provisions of the easement. Although the easement states that its prohibition against dwell-
ing structures is to “control building density”, it does not state that additional non-dwelling buildings are
prohibited, nor state that existing structures or uses cannot be relocated within the easement. And, in any
event, the present proposal does not increase the number of buildings on the property.

A secondary set of limitations on the use of the property is set forth in the third paragraph on page 2. In
this section, it is stated that:

"Grantors also covenant for themselves and their successors and assigns that they will not use or permit the
use of the subject property for any purpose inconsistent with the easement hereby granted and with the
findings of the City Council of the City of Sonoma relative to the subject property. The said property shall
not be used as a parking lot, storage area or dump site, or otherwise be utilized for the deposit of mova-
ble property upon the said property or of anything else that is not natural or compatible to the neighbor-
ing properties.”

The first sentence appears to reiterate the previous restrictions, although it is not clear to staff what find-
ings are being referred to at the conclusion of that sentence. Although the easement states that the proper-
ty may not be used by anything that is “not natural or compatible to the neighboring properties”, that
prohibition cannot, by definition, be applicable to the uses to which the property was being put at the time
of its subdivision, namely, residential, horse stables, shed, and garage. Such uses are permitted by the
easement and implicitly determined to be compatible with neighboring properties. Therefore, the uses and
structures which were extant at the time the easement deed was recorded are permitted uses under the
easement. Because the easement covers the entire property, those uses and structures could and can be
located anywhere on the property (except as may be controlled by applicable land use restrictions). There
is nothing in the easement that prevents such structures or uses from being relocated within the easement
area. With respect to new structures and activities that might be proposed for the property (such as the
garage), it is Planning staff’s view the references to “storage area”, “dump site” and the like suggest that
these limitations are aimed at avoiding nuisance conditions and are not necessarily intended to preclude
accessory structures or uses that are permitted under the property’s zoning. (If and when a new structure
is proposed on the property that raises issues of compatibility, this question could be revisited by the
Council under the terms of the easement.)

Findings

Based on the appeal, staff has re-evaluated the proposed project in terms consistency with the easement in
light of the issues raised by the appellants and their attorney. Staff’s analysis and conclusions in this re-
gard are as follows:

1. The Easement Language Controls. While the background information summarizing the origins
of the easement requirement provides useful context in terms intent, it is staff’s view that ulti-
mately the proposed project must be evaluated against the language of the easement itself.



2. Easement Purpose and Primary Restrictions. Because the stable existed on the property at the
time the easement was recorded, the use of the property for stables is considered to be permitted
by and compatible with the terms of the easement. Even if the proposed stable was regarded as a
new structure, because it is not designed for human habitation and would not increase the residen-
tial density of the property, it is staff’s view that the relocation of the stable is consistent with
both the overall purpose of the easement and its specific limitations prohibiting increased density.

3. Secondary Restrictions related to Moveable Property. While it is the case that the stable is
“movable” in the sense that it is proposed to be relocated, it is a stick-built structure that is on a
foundation now and will be placed on a foundation when moved. In terms of the Building Code
and zoning definitions, this makes it a permanent structure that is distinct from mobile homes,
trailers, and similar items that would be considered “moveable property.” In their appeal state-
ment, the appellants appear to argue that horses and cows should be considered as “moveable
property” that would be “stored” in the stable. While this particular interpretation had not previ-
ously occurred to staff, we do not find it convincing. The stated purpose of the easement is to
prevent the subdivision of the property or its development with additional residences. Ranching
and agricultural uses and accessory structures that do not add residential density are consistent
with that purpose, especially as the stable existed prior to the establishment of the easement and
there are agricultural and ranching uses on other properties in the neighborhood.

4. Secondary Restrictions related to Compatibility. It is asserted that the relocation of the stable
is incompatible with neighboring residential properties, which would be contrary to the terms of
the easement. Because the stable existed at the time the easement was recorded, it is staff’s view
that it and the activities associated with it are considered to be compatible with the purposes and
limitations of the easement. Even apart from that, in the absence of any guiding language in the
easement itself, a test that staff suggests to assess compatibility is whether or not the structure or
activity is consistent with applicable zoning regulations, especially as the zoning of the property
has not substantially changed since the imposition of the easement. In this case, the stable is al-
lowed in the County’s Rural Residential zone as an accessory building and it meets the County’s
60-foot setback for “Farm Animal Buildings.” Based on the size of the property, up to 10 horses
may be maintained upon it without a use permit. (Note: If the zoning of the property were to sig-
nificantly change in the future, this approach might not be valid.)

5. EIR. In the follow-up letter provided by appellant’s attorney, reference is made to various discus-
sions in the EIR about the purpose of the easement and it is asserted that that a 150-foot wide
segment of the Dowd property was intended to remain entirely undeveloped. (See annotated ex-
cerpts from the EIR, Attachment #6.) It is staff’s view these discussions actually refer to the By-
pass easement, which, like the scenic easement was characterized as having an open space
protection purpose, as well as providing for the construction of a bypass channel. This conclusion
is based on the following: 1) the Bypass easement had a width of 150 feet; and, 2) there is no ref-
erence to any 150-foot area in the language of the scenic easement, which instead encompasses
the entire property. As discussed above, the Bypass easement was vacated in 1990.

In summary, it remains staff’s view that the proposed project complies with the limitations of the scenic
easement.

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the City Council deny the appeal. (Note: Whether the City Council chooses to de-

ny or uphold the appeal, this action should be taken by giving direction to staff to prepare an implement-
ing resolution that would be adopted at a subsequent City Council meeting.)



Attachment 2

*The Bypass Easement was vacated in1990
(City Council Resolution 75-90).
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Attachment 3

Appeal Package

Appeal Form

Supplemental Letter (April 9, 2012)

Appeal Statement

Photographs from Calhoun Residence (714 Appleton Way)

o0 w»

Note: In addition to the above-listed items, the appeal statement also makes reference
to: 1) the easement, 2) the project site plan, 3) the floor plan, and the elevations of the
stable that is proposed to be relocated, and 4) the staff letter dated February 24, 2012
making a finding of consistency for the proposed project. Because these items are also
included in the supplemental appeal material submitted by Richard Hicks on behalf of
the appellants (see Attachment 3), they are not included in this section.
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A copy of the rights of appeal and the City's appeal procedures may be found on the reverse of this form

The fee to file an appeal is $100.00 and must accompany this form

Appeals must be filed with the City Clerk within fifteen (15) calendar days of the action

Appeals must address issues raised or decisions made at previous hearings. Appeal hearings cannot be used
as a forum to introduce new issues

e [n order for your appeal to be valid this form must be filled out completely.

Feel free to attach additional sheets or supporting documentation as may be necessary.

APPELLANT INFORMATION: (Please Print)
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I/We hereby declare that I/We are eligible to file an appeal because:
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The facts of the case and basis for the appeal are:
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I/We request that the Appeal Body take the following specific action(s):
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April 9, 2012

The Mayor and Members of the City Council
City of Sonoma

No. 1 The Plaza

Sonoma, CA 95476-6618

Re:  Appeal of Finding of Consistency Re Proposed Construction Within an Easement
Pertaining to APN 128-031-053 (19275 Seventh Street East)

Hearing Date: April 16, 2012
Dear Mayor Sanders and Members of the City Council:

We bought the home in the Laurel Wood subdivision at 714 Appleton Way, adjacent to the
Dowd property, in late 2001. In 2006 we made improvements to the home to extend the dining
area at the rear of the house, where we added a bay of windows overlooking the open space
behind the property, and to add a fourth bedroom to the home, also at the rear.

We would not have taken these actions and made these investments if we had not received
assurances from both Dr. Dowd and from the City of Sonoma, through our realtor, Mr. Elvin
Case, that a portion of open space behind our property would remain open in perpetuity,
according to the terms of an easement on the Dowd property granted as a provision of approval
by the City for the Laurel Wood subdivision.

At this writing, the new owner of the Dowd property, Ms. Blanusa, plans to construct a horse
stable located 60 feet from the rear of our property. We estimate, based on a record of sales of
homes in the subdivision, with homes on the east side of Appleton Way invariably commanding
a premium because of their proximity to open space, that the value of our home on the open
market would be reduced by up to 20 percent if these plans were executed. Further, we believe
the character of our home, with a view of the back of the planned horse stable dominating its
main living spaces, would be dramatically and undesirably altered. Therefore we have requested
a hearing on the matter of whether these plans are consistent with the easement.

Our attorney, Mr. Hicks, has separately offered his findings regarding the easement and
associated documents, highlighting the provision of the easement that permits control of the use
of the Dowd property to ensure that it remains compatible with neighboring properties, including
ours. To this we wish to add that we cannot consider a use of the Dowd property that either
materially reduces the economic value of our property or significantly alters the character of the
immediate area a fully compatible use.



The Mayor and Members of the City Council
April 9, 2012
Page 2

Because the proposed plans would result in not one but both of these effects, we trust that you
will find in our favor and uphold our appeal.

We do not wish to abridge Ms. Blanusa's rights to the use and enjoyment of her property under
the law and under the provisions of the easement. We would consider a horse stable that is
placed 150 feet or more away from the rear of our property a suitably compatible use of Ms.
Blanusa's property, entirely consistent with the terms of the easement, with its reference to and
affirmation of the findings of the City Council regarding the Laurel Wood subdivision. We
would have no objections to such a placement and suggest it as a reasonable resolution to this

matter.

Respectfully yours,

ALl

NPT C@LUMMJ/)

John K. Calhoun
Bernadette Calhoun



Attachment 1

In 2001, through our realtor we consulted with the City regarding the allowable
uses of the portion of the Dowd parcel that are affected by the easement. We
were assured by the City that no structure could be placed there and that that
portion of the property would remain open and undeveloped; it was with that
understanding that we purchased and later improved our property. Neighbors at
708 and 720 were also given these assurances when they purchased their
homes. We believe the language of the easement prohibits the use of that land
for the storage of movable property, including the housing of domestic animals
and livestock, and presumably also prohibits structures used for the storage of

such property.

Naturally the placement of such things on what has previously been open ground
affects the value of our property and character of our dwelling, so we are asking
the City Council to reaffirm that the terms of the easement as they were
communicated to us in 2001, to continue to prohibit the use of that land for the
storage of movable property, and to vacate the approval for the relocation of a
stable, barn, or any structure used for storage of movable property onto the
portion of the parcel affected by the easement.
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Attachment 4

Letter from Richard Hicks (Supplementing Appeal)

Letter from Richard Hicks, Attorney for the Appellants (dated April 5, 2012)

Air Photograph

Summary of Actions related to Monte Vista Estates#5/Laurel Wood Subdivision
Excerpts from the Final Environmental Impacts Report for the Laurel Wood
Subdivision

Project Site Plan/Floor Plan and Elevations of Stable

Easement
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

April 5, 2012

The Mayor and Members of the City Council
City of Sonoma

No. 1 The Plaza

Sonoma, CA 95476-6618

Karin P. Beam
Lisa G. Carrefio
Mary P. Derner
Warren L. Dranit
Douglas . (DJ) Drennan
Albert G. Handelman
Richard J. Hicks
Lisa Ann Hilario
Annette L. Holland
Cameron Scott Kirk
Jocelyn Yeh Lin
Kim Marois*
Kevin J. McCullough
Mark A. Miller
Brian J. Purtill
Gregory G. Spaulding
Terry S. Sterling
Jan Gabrielson Tansil
Donald L. Winkle
*A Law Corporation

Re:  Appeal of Finding of Consistency Re Proposed Construction Within an Easement

Pertaining to APN 128-031-053 (19275 Seventh Street East)

Hearing Date: April 16, 2012

Dear Mayor Sanders and Members of the City Council:

I have been consulted by Kevin and Bernadette Calhoun who have appealed the above-
referenced Finding of Consistency reflected in the February 24, 2012 letter of David Goodison,
the City Planning Director. I am writing this letter to set forth my views and opinions after

having reviewed and analyzed this matter.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Kevin and Bernadette Calhoun live at 714 Appleton Way, which is part of the 16 lot
Laurel Wood Farms Subdivision approved by the City in 1984. Their backyard faces and looks
out over the approximate 4.64 acre rural parcel of property at 19275 Seventh Street East which,
until recently, was owned by Robert and Carol Dowd (“the Dowd property”). The Dowd
property contains a single-family home dating back to the early 1900s and various outbuildings,
all clustered on the eastern one-third of the property near Seventh Street East. The western two-

thirds of the Dowd property consists of open space except for an old dilapidated barn.

An aerial photograph showing the Dowd property and Laurel Wood Farms Subdivision
including the Calhoun property, with superimposed parcel boundaries from the Sonoma County
GIS Data Portal, is attached as Attachment “A.” The photograph also shows the current and
proposed locations of a horse stable on the Dowd property, which is an issue raised by the appeal

as discussed more fully below.

Before the Calhouns bought their property in 2001, they contacted City staff through their
real estate agent, and were informed that there existed an open space easement on the Dowd

90 South E Street Suite 200 -  Santa Rosa CA 95404 .  Tel 707 524 1900 -  Fax 707 524 1906

www.smlaw.com
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property that had been imposed as a part of the City’s approval of the Laurel Wood Farms
Subdivision. City staff made assurances that, among other things, the residential density of the
Dowd property would have to remain as a single residential unit, that no new buildings or
structures could be placed on the most western portion of the Dowd property near the
Subdivision including the property the Calhouns were purchasing, and that the open space area
was to remain undeveloped in perpetuity. We understand that similar representations have been
made by City staff over the years to other people who have bought property in the Laurel Wood
Farms Subdivision. Based upon those representations and assurances, the Calhouns purchased
their property, and thereafter proceeded with substantial renovations and improvements,
including the installation of large windows and open fencing to take advantage of the views of
the open space area on the Dowd property next to their property.

Although Mr. Goodison advises that he has been unable to date to find the City’s
Planning file or the project’s Environmental Impact Report, he has located and provided copies
of various Minutes and City Resolutions concerning the Laurel Wood Farms Subdivision. Those
records indicate that, at the time Dr. and Mrs. Dowd first submitted their application in 1981,
their property consisted of one legal parcel approximately 8.74 acres in size at 19275 Seventh
Street East. The property was located entirely in the County. Its western boundary adjoined the
City limits. The Dowds lived in the house at the eastern end of the property near Seventh Street
East. The Dowds’ application was to subdivide the westernmost 4.0 acres, which would be
annexed into the City. The Dowds would retain the easternmost 4.74 acres where they lived,
which would remain in the County. As ultimately approved, the Subdivision comprised
approximately 4.1 acres, and the Dowds retained the remaining 4.64 acres to the east.

From the very beginning of the application process, Dr. and Mrs. Dowd offered what was
variously referred to throughout the proceedings as a “scenic” or “open space” easement on the
property they would retain, in an apparent effort to address various concerns and objections to
the proposed Subdivision raised by neighboring property owners. Minutes of meetings of the
Planning Commission and City Council and various Resolutions repeatedly refer to the easement
as “a scenic easement,” “an open space easement,” or “an easement for open space purposes.”
Further insight as to what was contemplated by the Dowds and the City at that time are
comments made during various meetings that “Dr. Dowd will keep his [remaining] land as open
space with his one house on the parcel,” “Dr. Dowd’s willingness to legally bind himself to
keeping his parcel in open space,” and “the remaining acreage of [the Dowd property shall] be
restricted from any further residential development in perpetuity.” (See Summary of Actions
attached to this letter as Attachment “B,” and the referenced documents from the City’s files.)

In addition, I was able to locate as a part of my investigation the Final EIR certified by
the City in January 1984, which contains language stating that the “scenic” or “open space”
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easement was to include a provision reserving, in perpetuity, the most westernmost 150 feet of
the Dowd property from any further development. Please reference paragraphs 2 on pages AD-
38 and AD-39 of the EIR; the 150 foot wide strip in question also appears on two alternative
plans for the Subdivision on pages 66 and 67. At the February 27, 1984 meeting at which the
City Council approved the project, the City’s Planning Director at the time, in discussing one of
those alternative plans, commented that it showed the “reservation of the 150’open space
easement to the east of the subdivision which is a requirement of any subdivision map that you
approve according to the Conditions of Approval which we have listed in previous reports.”

We have provided a complete copy of the EIR to Mr. Goodison to include in the City’s
file. The referenced pages from the EIR are attached as Attachment “C” to this letter.

Those descriptions are consistent with the representations and assurances provided by the
City staff to the Calhouns before they bought their property, and comments made by staff to
others, to the effect that the existing residential density of the Dowd property was to be remain
unchanged, and that no new buildings or structures were to be allowed in the existing open space
area of the Dowd property located next to the Subdivision, including the Calhoun property.

Last year, in May 2011, Selma Blanusa purchased the Dowd property. Recently, in
February 2012, she submitted plans proposing to build a new, and larger, horse stable to replace
the existing stable situated on the eastern portion of the property near her house. The new horse
stable will be placed only 60 feet from the Calhoun property, in a location where it will dominate
the view from the Calhouns’ large picture windows and backyard. Her plans also call for the
construction of a new two-story garage/exercise room/home office building to be located
significantly closer to her existing house. A copy of the Site Plan prepared by Ms. Blanusa’s
architect is attached as Attachment “D.”

Ms. Blanusa, through her architect Robert Baumann, requested a finding from the City’s
Planning Director, David Goodison, that the new relocated horse stable and new garage/exercise
room/home office were consistent with and did not violate the easement granted by the Dowds.
In response, Mr. Goodison issued a February 24, 2012 letter that focused on some (but not all) of
the easement language and, based on that language, concluded:

“In essence, while the easement restrictions prohibit any increase in the residential
density of the property through either subdivision or the construction of any new
residence, structures that do not result in a density increase are allowed . . .. Because
neither of the structures is designed as a second unit or residence, it is my finding that the
proposed relocation of the stable and the construction of the garage/exercise building are
consistent with the limitations of the easement.”
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A copy of the February 24, 2012 letter is attached as Attachment “E.”

That finding is inconsistent with past statements made by City staff to the Calhouns and
others regarding the nature and effect of the easement and, in our opinion, overlooks language in
the easement indicating that it does more that merely restrict the residential density of the
property. It is also inconsistent with the statement in the EIR that the easement was to provide a
150 foot wide strip of land next to the Subdivision where no development was to be allowed. In
light of the significant adverse impacts Ms. Blanusa’s plans will have on the use and enjoyment
of the Calhoun’s property, they have appealed the consistency finding expressed in
Mr. Goodison’s February 24, 2012 letter.

DISCUSSION

As noted above, the February 24 letter observed that the easement prohibits any increase
in the residential density of the Dowd property. While that is clearly true based upon the
language cited and quoted in that letter, the easement contains additional language, not referred
to in the letter, imposing restrictions going above and beyond merely restricting the property to
its existing residential density of one single residential unit.

A complete copy of the Deed of Easement as recorded in the Official Records of
Sonoma County on April 3, 1985 is attached as Attachment “F.” The restrictions in the easement
are contained on page 2 and the top of page 3. They are quoted in full as follows:

“By this present instrument the grantors transfer to the public the right in perpetuity to
have the said land remain free of dwelling houses and other structures designed or
intended for human habitation, for control of building density in the immediate
neighborhood pursuant to City of Sonoma approval issued to the grantor for subdivision
development on adjacent property. Reference is made to the proceedings of the Planning
Commission and City Council of the City of Sonoma for further particulars.

In consideration of the said approvals prior to this date authorized, and as consideration
for acceptance of this grant, the grantors covenant and agree for themselves and their
successors and assigns, singularly or in any combination, that they will not at any time
erect, construct, place or maintain or permit the erection, construction, placement or
maintenance of any improvement, building or structure or other thing whatsoever on the
subject property which by design or intent might be used for human habitation in a
manner which would increase the dwelling density of the lands owned by grantors in the
vicinity of the described property on the date of this deed, other than such improvements,
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buildings, structures or other things existing on the said property at the time of this grant.

Grantors also covenant for themselves and their successors and assigns that they will not
use or permit the use of the subject property for any purpose inconsistent with the
easement hereby granted and with the findings of the City Council of the City of Sonoma
relative to the subject property. The said property shall not be used as a parking lot,
storage area or dump site, or otherwise be utilized for the deposit of movable property
upon the said property or of anything else that is not natural or compatible to the
neighboring properties.

Grantors covenant for themselves and their successors and assigns that they shall not
divide or subdivide the said property or any portion of it, and that among themselves they
waive and surrender any rights as co-owners to have the property partitioned in kind.

Grantors also covenant for themselves and their successors and assigns that they will not
excavate or grade or permit excavation or grading of the said property without the written

consent of the City of Sonoma.”

In stating that the easement restricted the residential density of the property, the

February 24 letter quoted portions of the second paragraph above, and its reference that the
property could not be further subdivided was a reference to the fourth paragraph. The
February 24 letter made no reference to the first, third or fifth paragraphs quoted above,
including the following provisions and references:

l. The statement in the first paragraph that the easement is “for control of building
density in the immediate neighborhood,” to be distinguished from the reference to
“dwelling density” in the language of the second paragraph quoted in the
February 24 letter.

2. The end of the first paragraph states: “ Reference is made to the proceedings of
the Planning Commission and City Council of the City of Sonoma for further
particulars.” Those “particulars” include references at various meetings and in
resolutions that this easement was to be for “scenic” and “open space” purposes,
and to language in the EIR and comments made by the Planning Director stating
that the “scenic” or “open space” easement was to include a provision reserving,
in perpetuity, the most western 150 feet of the Dowd property from any further
development.
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The statement in the third paragraph that the Grantors and their successors and
assigns “will not use or permit the use of the subject property for any purpose
inconsistent with the easement hereby granted and with the findings of the City
Council of the City of Sonoma relative to the subject property.” As noted above,
the easement was for “scenic” and “open space” purposes and, according to
language contained in the EIR, was to prohibit any development within 150 feet
of Subdivision.

The statements in the fourth paragraph that, besides prohibiting the property from
being used as a parking lot and other specified uses, it not be used for “anything
else that is not natural or compatible to the neighboring properties” which, we
would note, would include the Calhouns’ property and other properties located
within the Subdivision.

Therefore, whether or not Ms. Blanusa’s plans for a new horse stable and a two-story
garage/exercise room/home office will increase the existing residential density of the property, is
only the beginning of the inquiry, not the entire inquiry. In our opinion, there are other questions
that must be answered in determining whether or not Ms. Blanusa’s plans are consistent or
inconsistent with the easement, including the following:

1.

Is relocating the horse stable from the developed portion of the property to the
undeveloped portion of the property within 150 feet of the Subdivision
inconsistent with the “scenic” and “open space” purposes of the easement which,
as clarified in the EIR, were to prohibit any development within that area? We
suggest that building structures within the open space area of the Dowd property
is not consistent with the scenic or open space purposes of the easement,
regardless of whether those structures constitute dwelling units or other structures
such as a horse stable. Ms. Blanusa’s plans, if allowed, will have a significant
adverse impact on the scenic and open space attributes of that portion of the

property.

Is the proposed relocation of the horse stable over 100 yards west, where it will be
located only 60 feet from the Calhoun property and situated so that it will
dominate the views from the Calhoun and other properties, something “that is not
natural or compatible to [those] neighboring properties?” The Calhouns, and
others, feel strongly that the answer is yes. Those views are understandable.
Essentially, Ms. Blanusa proposes to relocate her horse stable, which could be
considered a nuisance, from a location very near her own house over 100 yards
away where it will be located next to her neighbors.
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Our view is that the appeal of the consistency finding in the February 24, 2012 letter has
merit, and should be upheld. We would add the Mr. and Ms. Calhoun have no objection to the
proposed new horse stable provided it is located at least 150 feet from the eastern boundary of
the Subdivision including their property. We suggest that would constitute a reasonable
resolution of this matter.

The Calhouns have no objection to the proposed location of the garage/exercise
room/office building structure.

Respectfully yours,

s

Richard J. Hicks,
Of Counsel

RJH/kIm
Attachments

cc: David Goodison, City Planner
Jeffrey A. Walter, City Attorney
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ATTACHMENT “B”

This Summary was initially prepared by David Goodison, and edited/supplemented by Richard Hicks.

Summary of Actions Related to the Monte Vista Estates #5/Laurel Wood Subdivision

Date

Review Body/Action

Document

September 3, 1981

Planning Commission. Review of negative declaration,
prezoning and tentative map for Monte Vista Estates #5.
Following a public hearing, the item was continued with
direction to develop additional information. The minutes
note that the adjoining *““easterly 4.74 acres would remain
perpetually as a single parcel. This will be assured by means
of a “scenic easement’ granted to the City or by any other
legal instrument that might be satisfactory to the City
Attorney.”

Minutes

October 1, 1981

Planning Commission. Continued review of negative
declaration, prezoning and tentative map. Neighborhood
opposition includes concerns that, if project allowed, there
will be a “[d]ecrease open space in area since this
subdivision would ‘open the door’ to other developments.”
“[City] Planner Steinbeck explained that further development
would not be allowed on Dr. Dowd’s property.” Motion on a
recommendation to the City Council to deny project
approved on a vote of 5-2.

Minutes

October 26, 1981

City Council. Consideration of prezoning, annexation, and
tentative map for the Dowd subdivision. Following the public
hearing, the City Council voted 3-2 to adopt Resolution 77-
81, approving a tentative map and prezoning the property to
R-1. The Minutes include the following: “Planner Steinbeck
replied [to a Council member’s question] that Dr. Dowd will
keep his [remaining] land as open space with his one house
on the parcel.” Mayor Tuller also referred to “Dr. Dowd’s
willingness to legally bind himself to keeping his parcel in
open space.” The prezoning component of the approval
included a condition in the Resolution that “the remaining
acreage of [the Dowd property] be restricted from any
further residential development in perpetuity.”

Minutes
Resolution 77-81

July 27, 1982

City Council. As a consent calendar item, Council adopted
Resolution 57-82 initiating the annexation of Monte Vista
Estates #5 and set a public hearing for August 23, 1983. (3-0
with 2 absent.) Included in the Resolution is the following
requirement: “The applicant shall file with the City of
Sonoma a scenic easement deed or other instrument
acceptable to the City Council guaranteeing that no
additional dwelling units be constructed on the easterly
portion of the subject property not being annexed to the City
of Sonoma by this reorganization.”

Minutes
Resolution 57-82




Note: In July 1982, Judge Kenneth Eymann of the Sonoma County Superior Court issued a ruling in
response to a legal challenge brought by neighboring landowners opposed to the project that an
environmental impact report on the project was required. (See Final Certified EIR, pages 1 & 8.)

August 23, 1982

City Council. The hearing on the reorganization is continued
indefinitely at the request of the applicant.

Minutes

October 6, 1983

Planning Commission. Consideration of Draft EIR, General
Plan amendment, and prezoning for the Laurel Wood Farms
development (formerly known as Monte Vista Estates #5).
The Commission agreed on a recommendation to the City
Council that an “area wide review” be undertaken in
conjunction with the General Plan amendment. However, it
was subsequently determined that this did not constitute a
final action on the project, so an additional Planning
Commission hearing was scheduled.

Minutes

November 3, 1983

Planning Commission. Consideration of Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), General Plan
amendment, and prezoning for the Laurel Wood Farms
development. On a vote of 4-2, the Planning Commission
recommended to the City Council that the application be
withdrawn until a larger General Plan review of the vicinity
is completed.

Minutes

December 12, 1983

City Council. Hearing on Draft EIR for Laurel Wood Farms
project. By consensus, the City Council ordered the
preparation of the Final EIR.

Minutes

January 23, 1984

City Council. Consideration of EIR, General Plan
amendment, prezoning and tentative map for the Laurel
Wood Farms development. After the public hearing, the
following actions were taken:

o Certify EIR, 5-0. (Resolution 5-84)

o Direct staff to investigate process for larger General Plan
study of area, 5-0. (Minute motion)

Approve General Plan amendment, 4-1. (Resolution 6-84)
Approve prezoning, 4-1. (Resolution 7-84)

Order annexation, 4-1. (Resolution 8-84)

Continue the discussion of the tentative map to a
subsequent meeting and direct staff to return with design
alternatives. (By consensus, per Mayor.)

Included in Resolution 8-84 is the following requirement:
“The applicant shall file with the City of Sonoma a scenic
easement deed or other instrument acceptable to the City
Council guaranteeing that no additional dwelling units be
constructed on the easterly portion of the subject property
and not being annexed to the City of Sonoma by this
reorganization.”

Minutes

Resolution 5-85
Resolution 6-84
Resolution 7-84
Resolution 8-84




February 27, 1984

City Council. Consideration of the tentative map for the
Laurel Wood farms development. Following the public
hearing, the City Council voted 4-1 to approve the tentative
map (design alternative #1), subject to conditions including
those conditions included in Appendix B of the Certified
Environmental Impact Report. The Final Certified EIR
includes language stating that the ““scenic” or “open space”
easement was to include a provision reserving, in perpetuity,
the most western 150 feet of the Dowd property from any
further development. (Please reference paragraphs 2 on pages
AD-38 and AD-39 of the EIR; the 150 foot wide strip
appears on two alternative plans for the Subdivision on pages
66 and 67.) The City’s Planning Director, in discussing one
of these alternative plans at the meeting, commented that it
showed the ““reservation of the 150’open space easement to
the east of the subdivision which is a requirement of any
subdivision map that you approve according to the
Conditions of Approval which we have listed in previous
reports.” (Meeting Minutes.)

Minutes
Resolution 18-84

March 11, 1985 City Council. As a consent calendar item, the City Council Minutes
accepts “Dowd Easements for Open Space and Nathanson Resolution 15-85
Creek Bypass” (see Minutes). The Resolution refers to “the | Easement
Deed of Easement offered by [the Dowds] for open space
purposes.”
November 7, 1990 | City Council. As a consent calendar item, the City Council Minutes

approved the vacation of the Nathanson Creek Bypass
easement as the Sonoma County Water Agency decided not
to pursue that project.

Resolution 75-90
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LAW OFFICES

FOSTER, MONROE, FLITNER & BUCHANAN
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JAMES C. MONROE"
JOHN O FLITNER®

LAWRENCE C BUCHANAN
ICERTHIY # ALY LAV SPECIALISTI TELEFHOINE
December 7, 1983 1707 3208.3866

ELLEN D VOGT

Mr. EQ Steinbach
Planning & Building Director E
City of Sonoma Clrty CL
No. 1 The Plaza

Sonoma, California

re: Laurel V%ood Farm project
Dear Mr. Steinbach:

Enclosed please find the questions raised by me at the planning
commission meeting of October 6, 1983, relative to the draft EIR.
As I had indicated, the questions I presented referred to pages

of the Administrative Draft. As was noted, the Planning Commission
then had before it the Draft EIR. I have revised the comments
mostly by page references to refer to the Draft £IR. Consequently
the comments would now address the discussions set forth in the
draft EIR.

Very truly yours,

HV . FLITNER
JDF/ jes
Encl.
cc: [lalcolm Stone

AD-37



QUESTIONS RAISED BY THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (HEREIN-
AFTER REFERRED TO AS THE dr. EIR) WHICH ARE EITHER NOT ANSWERED
OR REQUIRE FURTHER CLARIFICATION

1. If this is a full EIR as stated on page 1, (Section 1.1, third
paragraph), where does it consider the potential impact of the
project on the overall county and city general plans and any other
land use or general plans or studies prepared for the area?

2. In view of the observations by the Court and arguments made

this evening, how can the City of Sonoma be assured that any acreage
". . . be excluded in perpetuity from future development . . ."

by any known planning or zoning tool as inferred on page 6 (Section
C, second paragraph) of the dr. EIR?

3. Is the City of Sonoma being placed in the position of finalizing
a project because of previous actions taken by other public agencies,
such as the Local Agency Formation Commission and the Sonoma Valley
Sanitation District? (Page 9 (first paragraph) of the dr. EIR).

4, Regardless of how traffic is routed or controlled, that is

by cul-de-sac on the project, by an extension from Seventh Street
East or by some future street stub, will not any of these alterna-
tives have a traffic impact upon the existing residence on Avenue
Del Oro and depending on the selection made, won't any street
extension or street stub have additional growth-inducing impacts?
(Page 10, first 2 paragraphs, Figure 3, page 13).

5. Existing policies prohibit the extension of sewer beyond the
urban boundaries. How can the project be considered to be consistent
with that policy (page 20 dr. EIR, paragraph numbered 3), unless

the City makes it consistent through the pending proceeding?

6. How was this project consistent with existing City policy
regarding the discouragement of development east of Fifth Street
East as stated on page 22 (paragraph entitled "Potential Impacts")
of the dr., EIR?

7. The statement that the "recently updated housing element indi-
cates very little available land i1n the western portion of the
City" which was found at page 22 paragraph 2 of the Administrative
Draft of the EIR has peen removed from the dr. £IR. The number

of dwelling units per acre has been omitted from lines 5 and 6

of Section A of "Section 3.3 ZOMING", page 23 of the dr. EIR.

8. In view of the fact that development to the north, west, east
anc south is all low density or vacant land, how can a relatively
hic¢h residential density project be considered at the site? (See
pages 4, 6 and 15 of the dr. =IR), '

9. How can all of the policy decisions suggested at pages 24 and
25 or the dr. EIR be made for the City of Sonoma from this project?

AD-38



Response to Mr. Flintner's Letter of December 7, 1983

1.

Page 17 of the DEIR contains a table showing the land use
designations for the site according to four different planning
documents:

o the County of Sonoma General Plan

o the City of Sonoma General Plan

e the South Sonoma Valley Specific Plan
e the Sonoma Growth Study

Pages 20 and 21 provide a detailed analysis of project consistency
with stated planning policies in these four documents,

The EIR concluded that the project application was not consistent
with any of the four documents' directive for land use on the site
(page 22).

A standard public easement would be established to reserve the 150
foot strip. Language would be incorporated into the easement which
would specify its use and state uses not permitted. Development
would be a non-permitted use. The language of the easement would be
reviewed by legal counsel to ensure that uses within the easement
conform to its intent.

The consultant cannot speak for the City. This question should be

directed to the Planning Director, Planning Commission and/or City
Council.

AD-4%



area which surrounds the City. Lands to the west include the
existing Monte Vista Estates subdivision which is developed to
a density of roughly four single family units per acre. The
area north of the project site is generally vacant with the ex-
ception of dispersed single family residences receiving access
from East Napa Street. To the east are single family rural
residential properties which are accessible from 7th Street
East. To the south lies the Becker property which fronts on East
MacArthur Street and contains a residence and two associated
structures. The property just east of the Becker parcel also
receives access from East MacArthur Street and is developed
with six structures.

PROJECT HISTORY

In the summer of 1981, Robert F. Dowd and Carol J. Dowd made
application to the City of Sonoma to consider a request for an-
nexation of a 4 acre portion of an 8.74 acre parcel to the City
of Sonoma, prezoning of the 4 acre parcel to R-1 (single famil-
residential district) and subdivision of the 4 acre property

to provide 16 lots to be developed for single family residential
purposes.

The original site layout design proposed 16 lots on the westerly
4.37 acre portion of the property with the remaining easterly
parcel (4.37 acres which contains the residence of the project
sponsor) to be excluded in perpetuity from future development by
means of a scenic easement or other instrument acceptable to the
City Attorney.

The circulation system proposed at that time consisted of the
easterly extension of Avenue Del Oro to a cul-de-sac which would
terminate approximately 100 feet west of the easterly property
line of the project site. No through roadways were proposed.
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/i @it? Ut éunuma Sonomn Sister Eities: j
No. 1 The Plaza - p Aswan, Arab Rebublic of Egypt
Socnoma, California 95476-6618 ' '

Chambolle-Musigny, France
Phone (707) 938-3681 Fax (707) 938-8775 Greve in Chianti, ftaly
E-Mail: cityhall@sonomacity.org

Kaniv, Ukraine
Patzcuaro, Mexico

February 24. 2012

ATTACHMENT "E"

Robert Baumann
729 Broadway
Sonoma. CA 95476

Re: Finding of consistency regarding proposed construction within an easement perfaining to
APN 128-031-053 (19275 Seventh Street East)

Dear Mr. Baumann;

As you are aware. the property owned by vour client (Selma Blanusa) located at 19275 Seventh Street
East. also designated as APN 128-031-053, is encumbered by an easement assigned to the City of
Sonoma that places restrictions on the development and subdivision of the property. As required under its
terms. you have requested a written determination from the Cily as to the consistency of proposed
construction with the easement restrictions prior to excavation or grading in conjunction with your
building plans dated February [7, 2012 (attached). The project elements relevant to the easement are as
follows: 1) the relocation of an existing stable: and 2} the construction of a garage/exercise room with
second-floor home office space.

With respect to construction within the easement. the its terms prohibit ~__the crection. construction,
placenient or maibitenance of any improvenent. building or structure or other thing whatsoever on lhe
subject properiv which by design or infent might be used for lnonan habitation in o manier wihich wounld
increase the dwelling density of the leds ovened bye grantors in the vicinity of the described properiy on
the date of this deed. other than such improvenrents, huildings, structures or other things existing on the
sald property at the iime of this grant.” In essence, while the easemnent restrictions prohibit any increase
in the residential density of the property through either subdivision or the construction of any new
residence, structures that do not result in a density increase are allowed (subject to applicable planning
and zoning regulations, which in this instance are administered by Sonoma Coumy PRMD).

Because neither of the structures is designed as a second wnit or residence. it is my finding that the
proposed relocation of the stable and the construction of the garage/exercise building are consistent with
the limitations ot the easement. In addition. the proposed structures are well outside of the 10-foot wide
drainage easement located along the western boundary of the property. However. neither structure may be
designed or converted for use as a residential dwelling though the addition of a kitchen, cooking facilities,
or bathing facilities.

| would like to thank yeu and to your client for working with the City to verify compliance with the terims
of the easement. Please let me know if you have any other questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely.

AT —

David Goodison

\ Planning Director
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Bernadette Calhoun
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REBORDED, ¥ REQUEST oF

When recorded

mail decument to APR. 3 =iﬂ 1y ﬂﬂ 'HS
CITY OF SONOMA R
No. 1 the Plaza OFP!mAL REﬂﬂRD‘s
Sonoma, Ca 95476 . BONOMA GOUNTY 0AL
ROTE, 2 BERNICE &, BETERSOR

CITY OF SONOMA
DEED OF EASEMENT

FREE

o . R |
WHEREAS, the wundersigned Grantors, ROBERT F. DOWD and

CAROL J. DOWD, husband and wife, are the owners in fee simple
of the property described in this deed, situated in the unincor-
porated area of the County of Sonoma, State of California,
adjacent to the corporate boundary of the Grantee, CITY OF
SONOMA, and it is Lhe desire of the grantors to convey to the
City of Sonoma an easement on, upon, over, across and under the
property described below to satisfy conditions imposed upon the
grantors for the subdivision approval of adjacent property now
owned by them within the corporate limits of the grantee; now

therefore, for valuable consideration:

The undersiéned grantors hereby grant to the CITY OF

SONOMA, a municipal corporation, an easement on, upon, OVEr,

across, above and under the following described real property
in the County of Sonoma, State of .California:

BEGINNING at a point on the Northerly line

of the parcel of land conveyed to Robert F.
Dowd and Carol J. Dowd by deed recorded in
Book 3595 of Official Records, page 273,
sonoma Gognty Records, sald point being dis-
tant S.82°57'35"E. 520.00 feet from the
Northwesterly corner of said parcel conveyed
to Dowd; thence, from said Point of Begin-
ning, S.07°03'57%W, 347.61 feet to a point

on the Southerly line of said parcel conveyed
to Dowd, said point being distant 5.82°950'50"E.
520.00 feet from the Southwesterly corner of
said Dowd parcel; thence, along said Southerly
line of said Dowd parcel, S.82°50'50"E. 422.94
feet to an angle goint on the boundary of said
Dowd parcel, N.08758'C. 97.00 feet and
5.84921'30"E. 207.57 .feet fo tha Westerly

line ol Seventh Street LEast; thence, along
said Westerly line of Seventh Street East,
N.06°29'E. 248.79 feet to the Northeasterly
corner of said Dowd parcel; thence, along the
aforgsaid Northerly line of said Dowd parcel,
N.82°57'35"W. 635.43 feet to the Point of
Beginning.

A.P, 128-031-37 (Ptn.)

ATTACHMENT "F"
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By this present instrument the grantors transfer to the
public the right in perpetuity to have the said land remain
free of dwelling houses and other structures designed or intend-
ed for human habitation, for control of building density in the
immediate neighborhood pursuant to City of Sonoma approval
issued to the grantor for subdivision development .on adjacent
property. Reference is made to the proceedings of the Planning
Commission and City Council of the City of Sonoma for further
particulars. .

.In consideration of the said approvals prior to this date
authorized, and as consideration for acceptance of this grant,
the grantors covenant and agree for themselves and their succes-
sors and assigns, singularly or in any combination, that they
will not at any time erect, construct, place or maintain or
permit the erection, construction, placement or maintenance of
any improvement, building or structure or other thing whatsoever
on the subject property which by design or intent might be used
for human habitation in a manner which would increase the
dwelling density of the lgnds. owned by grantors in the vicinity
of the described property on the date of this deed, other than
such improvements, buildings, structures or other things exist-
ing on the said property at the time of this grant.

Grantors also covenant for themselves and their successors:
and assigns that they will not use or permit the use of the
subject property for any purpose inconsistent with the easement
hereby granted and with the findings of the City Council of the
City of Sonoma relative to the subject property. The said
property shall not' be used as a parking lot, storage area or
dump site, or otherwise bg utilized for the deposit of movable
property upon the said property or of anyﬁhing else that is not
natural or compatible to the neighboring properties.

Grantors covenant for themselves and their successors and
assigns that they shall not divide or subdivide the said

property or any portion of it, and that among themselves they
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waive and surtvender any rights as co-owners to have the property
partitioned in kind.

Grantors also covenant for themselves and thei; successors
and assigns that they will not excavate or grade or permit
excavation or grading of\the sald property without the written
consent of the City of Sonoma. ’

It is expressly understood that the City of Sonoma does
not obtain or reserve any right by reason of this grant to open
the property for public recreation .or any other use by members
of the public generally.

By this deed only the City of Sonoma acquires the right
but not the obligation to enter upon the subjeét property for
the purpose of removing any building, structure, improvement or
other‘ thing found in wviclation of the covenants contained in
this grant, and otherwise to enforce this grant for the benefit
of itsélf and the general public. The parties agree that the
stated purposes, terms, conditions, restrictions and covenants
set forth herein and each and all of them may be specifically
enforced or enjoined by appropriate proceedings 1In any court of
competent jurisdiction upon application by the City of Sonoma
oTr grantors, its successors or assigns, only.

The grant of this easement and its acceptance by the City
of Sonoma does not authorize and is not to be construed as
authorizing the public or any member of the public to trespass
upon or use all or any portion of the subject property, or as
granting to the public or any member thereof any tangible
rights in or to the subject property or the right to go upon or
use or utilize the subject property in any manner whatsoever,
It is understood that the purpose of this easement is solely to
restrict the uses to which the subject praperty may be put.

* Grantors reserve the right to use the subject property in
any manner conslstent with the stated purposes, terms, condi-
tions, restrictions and covenants of this instrument and with

existing =zoning and other laws, rules and regulations of the
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State of California, the County of Sonoma and the City of
Sonoma, their successors or assigns, as such laws, rules and
regulations may hereafter be amended from time to time.

In the event the subject property or some portion thereof
during the term of this easement is sought, to be condemned for
public wuse, the easement and each and every term, condition,
restriction and covenant contained herein shall terminate as of
the time of the taking in condemnation or taking under threat
of condemnation as to that portion of the subject property
taken for public use only, but shall remain in effect relative
to all other portions of the subject property. The Grantors
shall be ‘entitled to such compensation for—the  taking as they
would have been entitled bad the subject property not been
burdened by this easement; provided, however, that each and
every stated term, condition, restriction and covenant of this
easement shall be observed by grantors, their successors or
assigns, during the pendency of such action and provided further
that in the event such action 1is -abandoned prior to the
recordation of a final order of condemnation, or the subject
property or some portion thereof 1Is not actually acquired for a
public use, the subject property shall, at the time of such
abandonment, or at‘the time it is determined that such property
shall not be taken for public use, once again be subject to
this easement and to each ‘and every stated purpose, term,
condltion, restriction and covenant of this easement.

This easement shall not be rescinded, altered, amended or
abandoned in whole or in part as to the entire property or any
portion thereof or as to any term, condition, restriction or
covenant of this instrument‘without the written approval of the
City of Sonoma. The City of Sonoma may abandon this easement
in any particular on its own motion if it finds that no public
purpose will be served any longer by the keeping of it,
abandonment of this easement or of any right hereunder at the

request of the grantor or grantors' successors or assigns shall
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tion apdgca:pnant contained in this 4dnstrument is intended for
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thgb beqéklx of the public and consitute. enforceable restric-
tidﬁs intended to bind grantors and their successors and assigns
and each and all o©f them, and shall and are intended to run
with the land.

This easement 1is granted in perpetuity, but subject to

abandonment by the grantee or its successors, in the manney
provided by law.
Dated: February 28, 1985

PO

ROBERT F. DOWD

s i

This 1s to certify that the intersst in

real property conveyed above is hereby
accepted by order of the Council of the
City of Sonoma by Resojution 115-85 on
March i1, 1885 and grantee consents to
racordation thereof by its duly a‘uthurized
officer.

CITY OF SONOMA

A Municlpal Corporation

a Mayor
DaYed: *March 28, 1985




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

SS.
County of _Sonoma )
On this 28thday of February , 1985, before me,
Eleanor BeTTO ., a Notary Public, State of California,

duly commissioned and sworn, personally appeared ROBERT F. DOWD
and CAROL J. DOWD, personally known to me (or proved to me on
the basis of satisfactory evidence}) to be the persons whose
names are Subscribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged
to me that they executed the same.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and affixed
by official seal in the State of California, County of _Soncma

QPAlh@vdﬁﬁgaﬁﬁgﬂgggghmgg_ e in this certificate.

DFFICIAL SEAL
ELEANOR BERTO
HOTARY PUBLIC-GALIFORNIA
PRINCIPAL OFFICE IN 42"¢;1L45é'//

~Rotary Public
SONOKA COUNTY State of Callfornia

8404058



Attachment 5

o CITY OF SONOMA

RESOLUTION NO. 8-84

ORDERING REORGANIZATION OF TERRITORY DESIGNATED AS AVENUE DEL ORO
REORGANIZATION NO, T INVOLVING ANNEXATION TO THE CITY OF SONOMA AND
SONOMA VALLEY COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT AND DETACHMENT FROM SCHELL-
VISTA FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

WHEREAS, this Council has been notified by the Local Agency Formation Com-
mission for the County of Sonoma that said Commission by Resolution No. 772, as
amended has approved,subject to certain terms and conditions,a petition filed with its
execut1ve officer for the proposed reorganization of territory described by attachment
to the resolution by which said territory would be annexed to the City of Sonoma and
simultaneously annexed to the Sonoma ValTey County Sanitation District and detached
from the Schell-Vista Fire Protection District; and

WHEREAS, the City of Sonoma has been designated by said resolution as the
conducting authority of the proposed reorganization and this Council has been directed
to initiate reorganization proceedings in compliance with the said resolution of the '
Local Agency Formation Commission;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by this Council as follows: (1) this Council
finds that all of the owners of the land included in the said reorganization proposal
have consented to this proceeding and that the territory described in Exhibit A,
attached hereto, Subject to this proceeding has been found by the Local Agency Formation
Commission to be uninhabited by legal definition; (2) that pursuant to Resolution No. 772
as amended by the Local Agency Formation Commission Council does hereby reorder re-
organization proceedings in compliance with said resolution including the following
terms and conditions: (a) the applicant shall file with the City of Sonoma a scenic
easement deed or other instrument acceptable to the City Council guaranteeing that no
additional dwelling units be constructed on the easterly portion of subject property
and not being annexed to the City of Sonoma by this reorganization; (b) the applicant
shall file a certificate of compliance or other instrument acceptable to the City Council
guaranteeing that the easterly portion of subject property not being annexed to the City
by this reorganization will be annexed when and if the City requests such annexation;

(3) the boundaries of the subject territory are accurately described in Exhibit A,
attached hereto, and made part héreof by reference; (4) reference is made to the petition
filed by Robert F. Dowd and accepted for filing by the executive officer of the Local
Agency Formation Commission on March 29, 1982. The Council understands and acknowledges
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that the reasons for this reorganization are to acquire the usual city services as

well as sanitary sewer service from the Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District;

(5) the City Council has certified a final environmental impact report which discusses
environmental issues associated with this annexation and has considered the information
contained in the final environmental impact report prior to adoption of this resolution;
(6) this territory shall be taxed for existing bonded indebtedness or contractual obli-
gation; (7) the City Clerk is hereby directed to certify passage of this resolution and
make the filings required by Section 56450 of the Government Code.

*hkk

IN COUNCIL DULY PASSED this 23rd day of Januahy , 1984 by the
following roll call vote:

AYES: (4) CIm. Ruggles, Tuller, Mayor pro tem Markson, Mayor Riboni
NOES: (1) Clm. McTaggart '
_ABSENT: (0) None

T TS ()

ity Clerk

I hereby certify that the foregeing resclution was duly and regularly passed by the
City Council of the City of Sonoma at a regular meeting thereof held the 23rd day
of January » 1984.

¥

City Clerk



CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFORNIA Attachment 6
CITY COUNCH.

REGULAR MEETING: NOVEMBER 7, 1990

I declare under penalty of perjury that the agenda for this meeting was posted on
November 2, 1990 on the Bulletin Board at City Hall, No. 1 the Plagza.

CALL TO ORDER 7:50 p.m. — Municipal Court/
Council Chambers, 177 First
Street West - Mayor

McTaggart presiding

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE Mayor McTaggart

ROLL CALL: Present: Clm. Carter, Markson, Murphy, Riboni, Mayor McTaggart
Absent: None
Also Present: City Clerk Berto, City Mgr. Arner, City Atty. Wilson,
Fire Chief Mazza, Comm. Dev. Dir. Moore, Bldg. Off. Wirick,
Admr, Asst. Mazza, PW Super. Montana, Secty. Douglas

CONSENT CALENDAR

CC.1 Council Minutes of October 17 and 25, 1990 - at the request of Clm.
Carter the minutes of 10/25/90 were deleted. The Minutes of 10/17/90
were approved.

CC.2 Requesting Cancellation of Taxes on Certain Parcels of Property
Recently Acquired by the City - adopted Resolution #71-90.

CC.3 Grant Deed from REMIF for West Napa Street Right~of-Way at Fourth
Street West -~ adopted Resolution #72~-90.

CC.4 Grant Deed for Storm Drain EaSements in Parcel Map No. 89
(Markiewicz) - adopted Resolution #73-90.

CC.5 Regquest to Write Off $5,280 in Uncollected Ambulance Accounts
and Refer to Collection Agency - approved.

CC.6 Claim Against City from Helen Gordon,-890 West Spain Street denied;
Referred to Redwood Empire Municipal Insurance Fund.

CC.17 Contract with Valley of the Moon Hospice for Ambulance Service

’ - approved.
CcC.8 Cooperative Agreement Between CalTrans and the City for Work

at the Fifth/Napa Streets West Intersection - at the request of Mayor
McTaggart this item was removed for separate action. Mayor
McTaggart explained that he wished to abstain from this item due
to a possible conflict of interest.

CC.9 Request for Sidewalk Construction Deferral at 238 Bettencourt Street
- granted a deferral of sidewalk construction until such future time
that sidewalk construction is required by the City subject to the
property owner entering into an agreement with the City providing
for future construction of the sidewalk.

CcC.10 Vacation of the Nathanson Creek By-Pass Drainage Easement on
A.P. #128-031-53 (Dowd Property) - adopted Resolution #75-80.

CC.11 Payroll Register 10/25/90; Warrant Register 11/7/90 - approved.

CC.12 Jail Booking Fees Established by Board of Supervisors - received
County of Sonoma Resolution #90-1990.

CC.13 Designation of City Council as Building Board of Appeals - Set Public
Hearing for November 20, 1990 at 7:30 p.m.

CC.14 Sonoma Valley Veterans' Building Use Policy - approved with Clm.
Murphy abstaining due to a possible conflict of interest.
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City Council: regular meeting: November 7, 1990 Page 2

CC.15

ITEM CcC.8

ITEM CC.15

PRESENTATIONS

PR.1

PR.2

PR.&

Making Certain Findings Regardi
Located at 19337 Filth Street
this item be acted upon separat
Clm. Riboni and Mayor McTag

ng the Appeal of the Gullotta Project
st - Clm. Murphy requested that
as he wished to record a NO vote.
L also requesled that this item be

acted upon separately as they wished to abstain from the i
) Ak he
to a possible conflict of interest. tem due

It was moved by Clm. Murphy, sgconded by Clm. Markson, to adopt

the Consent Calendar with the CXE
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) Clm, :

It was moved by Clm. Riboni,
Resolution #74-90 authorizing

tion of Items CC.8 and CC.15.
arter, Markson, Murphy,
Ribomri, Mayor McTaggart
Noes: (0) None
Absent: (0) None

sgconded by Clm. Murphy, to adopt
Mayor to execute a cooperative

agreement between Caltrans andbl-,{-he City for work at the Fi
Napa Streets West Intersection. ' Y e Titth and

ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (4) Clm. Carter, Markson, Murphy, Riboni

Noes: (0) None
Absent: (0) None
Abstaining: (1) Mayez McTaggart

It was moved by Clm. Markson, seconded by Clm. Carter, to adopt

Resolution #78-90 making certa
the Gullotta project located at 19
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (2) Clm. -

findings regarding the appeal of
Fifth Street West.
Carter, Markson
Noes: (1} Clm. Murphy
Absent: (0) None
Abstaining: (2) Clm. Riboni, Mayor McTaggart

Mayor McTaggart staled that singe he was not at th i

. 1 : e meeting of
Octobel: 25, 1990 he could not miake the findings as stated ingthe
Resolution, therefore he would absisin from the jlem.

Presentation by Audience Memb

Wishing to Address the City Council

on Items not Appearing on the #genda

1.

Mel Hoskins, Comminity Cenzer, thanked the Council for approving
their use of the Veterans Memorial Building and gave a report

of the activities they wlll be holding there, including a teen
dance.

Nancy Weres requested that the presentaion, by Mayor McTaggart
to the Sister Cities be adsanced on the agenda but alter
discussion it was decided leave it on the agenda as scheduled.

Kathy Gillion, representiné;Sassarini and Prestwood Schools, thanked

the Council [or the use of “the Veterans Memorial Building for
their Halloween Party. Ower 2000 pe ople attended the event.

Introduction of Police Officer David Pockrus

Police Chief Rettle introd}uced new Police OLficer DPavid Pockrus,
hired in October. '

Certificates of Appreciation te Bud Malmanis and Michael Ross

Certificates of appreciation will be presented to Bud Malmanis
and Michael Ross for theix efforts in developing the URM
rehabilitation ordinance, ihe presentation being made at a later
date at the suggestion of Mayor McTaggart.,

Request for Assistance on Espimdola Adcbe Project

Robert Parmelee reported to the Council the results of the
archeological study of the Espindola Adobe site located north
of the Court/Council/Poliwe facility and asked Council whether
they should continue the project.

Clm. Riboni stated he was wholeheartedly in support of the project.



CITY COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING: MARCH il. 1885

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ﬁ d CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFORNIA

ROLL CALL: Present: Cim. Murphy, Riboni, Tul]

il Chambers, 177 First
West - Mayor Markson

Maypr Marksan

Mayor Marksan

Absent: Clm. Parmelee [excused]

Also Present: City Clerk Berto, Gity Magiager Arper, Planner Steinbeck,
City Atty, Klein. PWD Rowiand

CONSENT CALENDAR:

al

b)

cl

d]
el

fl

gl

h)

i

k1

m]

It was moved by Clm. Tuller. seconded by
Calendar as presented.
ROLL GALL: Ayes: [4) Cim. Murphy. Riboni,

Councii minutes of 2/11/85 and 2/25/85 ~

Request from Sonoma Fire Muster Team Zor $1,200 to participate in

State competition - approve.

Authorization to destroy unneeded police:#ecords ~ Adopt

Resolution #14-85.
Spousal Expenses of Mayor when Represagting the City - approve.
Architecturai Review Commission Atten ce Record for 1984 - Receive.

Acceptance of Dowd Easements for Ope ace and Nathanson Creek

Bypass - Adopt Resalution #!5-85.

Accept Improvements in Creekside Subdi¥ysion. a Planned Unit

Development - Adopt Resolution #16-85,

Final Map for Sonoma Medical Center C };:Iuminiums - Adopt:
Resolution #17-85.

Acceptance of Grant Deed from Gerald Egsce - Adopt Resolution #18-85.
Letter to Wally Tweden - approve.

Payroll Register 3/7/85; Warrant Registe

et Creekwood Gardens Use
» Set Public Hearing for

Appeal of Planning Commission's Decisigj
Permit and Minor Subdivision Applicatio
3/25/85 at 7:30 p.m.

Second Progress Payment to Benson Can ction Company in the
amount of 54,411 for Dog Kennel -~ Appray

. Riboni, to approve the Consent
uller, Mayar Markson

Noes: [(0) Nane
Absent: (1] Cim. Parmeles

PUBLIC HEARINGS

al

FINAL EIR ON HILLBROOK/KNILL ANNEXATION

t she has reeeived some telephone
sing at best. People don't quite
il is going to do tonight. What
¢ is kind of like grading a reference
d grade so to speak. The decision
ds as reference material? Does
with those things that the Council
needs to know in order:ito make a good, sound decision?
Tonight, the Council is gt making a final decision on the
motel or anything else atiFour Carners. Tonight, the Councl)
ia looking at the adequacyigf this Report.

Mayor Markson reported zf
calls that bhave been co
understand what the Cag
the Council is doing toni
report.Jt's a pass or a fg
is: "Does it meet our :
it provide the City Coun

Clm. Tuller: | would jugf like to say that the process that
Mayor Markson has referggd to has several steps to go through
and one of them is the &ddequacy of this Report. In addition
to that., there are four ather steps and they will not be gone
into tonight., Those are:ithe General Plan amendment. the

prezoning, the annsxatigh and the tentative map approval.
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CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFORNIA
CITY COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING: FEBRUARY 27, 1984

CALL TO ORDER 7:32 p.m. - Municipal Court/
Council Chambers, 177 First
Street West - Mayor Riboni
presiding

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE ] Mayor Riboni

ROLL CALL: Present: Clm. McTaggart, Ruggles, Tuller, Mayor pro tem Markson,
Mayor Riboni
Absent: None
Also Present: City Clerk Berto, City Mgr. Arner, City Atty. Klein,
Planner Steinbeck, PWD Rowland

1. CONSENT CALENDAR:

a) Council minutes of 2/13/84 - approve. j~7’g7[

b) Deeds for acceptance of Easement for Water Line in Spanish
Pueblo Subdivision, Unit #5 - adopt Resolution #17-84.

c) Set Public Hearing on Water Rate Increase - set Public Hearing
for 3/12/84 at 7:30 p.m.

d) Payroll Register 2/23/84; Warrant Register 2/27/84 - approve.

It was moved by Clm. Tuller, seconded by Clm. McTaggart, to
approve the Consent Calendar as presented.
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) Clm. McTaggart, Ruggles, Tuller,
Mayor pro tem Markson, Mayor Riboni
Noes: (0) None
Absent: (0) None

2. GENERAL HEARING

a) Laurel Wood Farms Tentative Given to the Council in the
Map Design Alternatives Agenda Packet were the
. foliowing:

1) Planner Steinbeck's MEMO dated 2/22/84 regarding alternative
tentative map configurations for Laurel Wood Farms. 1In his
MEMO, Plapner Steinbeck stated that Staff recommends that the
City Counciil apprave Alterpative Design I as submitted by the
app11cant Cayn

2) Parce1'Map No. 5]10, Lahds)of Lou1s Ch1ott1, et ux.
. o 3) Letter dated 2/6/84 from Louis and Sally Chiotti, 865 East
e e Napa Street, suggesting to the Council‘toi'strongTy-consider i
the north and south stub out streets: 1n the Laturel Wood~ Farms:

property. Vet gdenr o dypee Pk
4) A 16-unit Tentative Map showing the kgl 1ntersect1on
COIDGE PF it A i i
e 5) Alterpative "A" Tentative Map from the Draft Environmental
e - Impact Reportqsh?w1ng a,12-lot, S)ngle 1‘"am]‘,l,y,| upd]y1s1on
_with pisdingle cul-de sac. for' Laurel Wood Faris.

ey
RN

'
Sy -

TP 6) A]ternat1ye Design, 1y

T,a 16zunit. Teptatiye Map.yhich shows
i a,,doub]g hammerhea eyl-d

essac for Laure] Wood Farms.

(6, 0 caoaneu?) Alternative Design 2 - a 16-unit Tentative Map which shows
! . a cul-de- sac conflgurat1o? for Laurel Wood Farms.
o Tene vy, e B - apniuee,
8) Alternative Design 3,.r a 16run1t Tentative Map Wb1CP Shows
a.cule de—§ac elboy wlth a. d1rect stubqto tha, $out

R N AN = Thy o CWpre Remr T G0 a0 g i v e Heaoene
Mayby Ribonis” First NPt Steinbeck, give the Staff Report,
P]e:asg.e"“ H -3{-‘,1 B R R U R UELIETS B S TR S 1 A e e,

- H ‘ Anrd by T BT fo

1 ] Tt T 4 yr i S

Lt L v L Moo gy ot e
Mawn o ned Ea My s Moy Oheg
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Planner Steinbeck: Thank you. Mr. Hayor and the Members of the Council, in
reviewing my MEMO of PFebruary 22 which’the Council as well as the people
listed at the bottom of the MEMO have had since last Friday, in the January
23 meeting, the Council considered and:approved, certified, actually, the
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for Laurel Wood Farms as being
adequate, approved the General Plan revision for the Laurel Wood Fams
property to urban residential, approved the prezoning on the property to
single family residential and annexed®the property to the City of Sonoma,
all by resolution. :

il requested Mr. Bonmoitt, the
various, different alternmative
1th street configuration. The
rve the Council's future option for
reets in the area dependant upon an
e eage side. We have submitted as
submitted fentative Map showing the
labeled as Alternative Design 1,
e we have another Alternative *a%,

After considerable discussion, the
applicant's engineer, to come back w
designs for the Tentative Map, deali:
discussion at that time wag how to pi
either street egtension or cul-de-sa
overall General Plan review of the en
an attachment to the memo, the orgi
" intersection, an alternative des:
that was orginally labeled "AY, but
we changed these three to 1, 2 and 3. “Alternative Design 1, which shows a
double hammerhead cul-de-sac, I guess:it's the way we describe it, with a
small parcel along either end of the ndrth and south stubs of the cul-de~gac
to give the Council better future co 1 whether or not to extend those
streets at sometime in the future, se maps alge indicate the potential
alignment of a future street if and when it would be extended comnecting to
the north to the 50°' right of way ea t shown on Parcel Map 5110, Mr,
Chiotti's, and I belleve we also haw « Chiotti's letter attached for the
Council's review, and to the south a ential street could go along the
Becker and Del Secco property line. in, Alternative 1 iz the Staff
recommended alternative because we £ this will give the Council an option
dependant upon what happens in the s unding area. I might alsc note that
on Alternative 1, 2 and 3 I sketched the pond area which was omitted from
these particular maps. Alternative 2ghows the criginal cul-de-sac
configuration as first proposed by t spplicant before the Staff requested
to see the *I" intersection, again r ting in 16 lots. Altermative 3 is a
cul—-de-gac elbow with a direct stub he south. That direct stub to the
south could also be changed to anoth ul-de~ sac as shown in Alternative
Design 1 to give the Council an option:if you wish to have that opticn.
Alternative "A* vas reproduced out of <the FEIR. This was prepared as one of
the alternatives as part of the EIR esg, shows a single cul-de-sac and
12 lots as well as reservation of the:150' cpen space easement to the east

previocus reports. Again, Staff is reéommending approval of Alternative
Design 1 and any action by the Counc hould be subject to the Conditions
of Approval which were formerly passedion to you. We did not reproduce them
for this meeting. I'm sure you still e copies from the last meeting. 5o
with that I'll try to answer any of dquestions. The City Attorney may
have something to say at this -pacti point. I don't know, Mr. Mayor,
when it would be appropriate to say sdinething about the lawsuit that you
have a copy of.

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Steinbeg According to the question that I
have asked redarding the lot square tage that you could present on the
board, if you could go over that, I that would be what the average is
in Monte Vista Bstates as well as wha proposed in the various
altermatives.

Planner Steinbeck: Back in 1981, locking at a Staff Report after you had
contacted me today, Mr. Mayor, we di culate an average lot size and ghow
the minimum lot size for the existing lots that are encompassed by the
heavy dark line on the map here known as Monte Vistas Estates Subdivision,
Units 1 through 4, The swallest lot in that area was 6,623 square feet with
an average lot size of around 9,000 square feet, sightly less. The first,
the Tentative Map that is actually sulimitted by the applicant at this time
with the *T* intersection has a 7,000-square foot minimum and a 9,000 square
foot average lot size. 3Alternative 1l;:which is being recommended, shows a
6,360 square foot minimum, with a 8,748 suare foot average. and then

could read them, or, if not, I*1ll jusk go through them amyway. Altermative
2, minimun lot size 6,000 square feet;-:average lot size 9,150 square feet.
Altermative 3, 7,175 square feet minimm, 9,175 square feet average.
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Alternmative "A", about 8,500 square feet minimum, and about 12,700 square
feet gverage, lot size. That's the alternative with 12 lots. i

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Steinbeck. - Before we move on to possmly any
comments from Mr. Klein, we'll ask if there's any questions on Mr.
Steinbeck's report from the Council? No questions from the Council. Thank
you, Mr. Steinbeck. Mr, Klein, do you have any comments to make?

City Atty. Klein: Very briefly, Mr. Mayor and Manbers of the Council. Mr.
Steinbeck referred to a lawsuit that was f£iled earlier today by Concerned
Citizens for City of Sonoma as an wnincorporated association and various
other people against the City and against Robert and Carol Dowd, which
challenges the adequacy of the City's General Plan to support the
subdivision and the adequacy of the EIR which the Council has certified and
contains an allegation, generally, that the residential zoning of the
property under the circumstances constitutes kind of a spot zohing. The
matter will be set for hearing by -the Court 3 to 4 weeks from now if the
plaintiffs wish to pursue it to an application for a preliminary injunction.
There is no judicial restraint at the present time. I would advise the
Council to proceed with the hearing as if the lawsuit didn't exist. I don't
think it's necessary to make any further comment upon it or to consider it
except, of course, to the extent that anybody in the audience may wish to
make some point concerning the lawsuit and ask for your consideration,

N Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Klein. Any questions fram the Council of Mr.
Klein? Hearing no questions from the Council of Mr. ‘Steinbeck or Mr.-Klein,
I'd like to hereby declare the hearing open (7:44 p.m.). This is a general
hearing, Anyone wishing to speak, will step forward te the microphone, give
their name and their address so that the City Clerk may have a proper record
of their comments. So the General Hearing is now open.

John Flitner: Mr. Mayor and Meambers of the Council., My name is Jchn
Flitner. I'm an attorney at law with law offices in Santa Rosa, California.
I'm here representing the Concerned Citizens. I do have another meeting to
attend so0 I will excuse myself fairly quickly after my remarks. But I-do
wish to respond to Mr. Klein's remarks and also the Council. As you know,
this matter has been before you before. It is a matter of some controversy,
at least insofar as my clients see it. My reason for being here this
evening is to offer you an olive branch, if possible, as well as acknowledge
the fact that a lawsuit has been filed. As you know, the EIR was certified
as adeguate last month and the last filing date was on the 26th of January,
ard 3¢ days thereafter, if the plaintiffs wished to have raise any of the
issues they feel are inadeqguately addressed to in the EIR, they must
institute a proceeding. That was one. The lagt day was the 25th, which was
Saturday, which carried it forward to this day. No restraining order was
filed at this time because it's thought that this matter might be resolved
by the Council and that's a better place to resolve it than in the courts
since you are the ones who resolve this matter generally with regard to
zoning and land use matters. But I would like to make these comments, and I
thimk the Coumcil, at least some of them, have acknowledged them in their
remarks, that I have read relative to this matter., I know they have been
acknowledged by the Planning Commission because I was present at some of
those meetings, the meeting when they considered that, that is, the General
Plan. I think there is a question about consigtency with the General Flan.
I will acknowledge that you amended the General Plan to deem it to be the
same and to allow this development, but the larger issue also arose as to
whether or not it was proper, at least important enocugh, to consider the
whole area before this developnent was considered, . We submit to you that it
was. That issue, we think, is still one that is worthy of your
.consideration. Secondly, there were some questions about the EIR in its
adequacy. One of the things that was not addressed in the pleadings today
was the traffic. I know one of the recommendations recommends a "I
intersection which will open up the traffic to the north and to the south.
It seems to me that is a question that these people have addressed and I
don't know that the EIR adeguately -respornds to thats I'm not here to
criticize or to litigate those matters before you this evening., I do think
the people that I represent have some proposals. I discussed this with Mr,
Steinbeck on occasion on the telephone and he has indicated to me that the
Concerned Citizens never brought forth for the Council consideration what
they thought would be a reasonable alternative to these development
proposals. T would also like to allay any beliefs that they're against any
form of development whatsoever. But I would observe that they feel it
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should be consistent somewhat with what their uses are. They're located on
the edge of the City. They're locafed next to a rural-type atmosphere and,
generally speaking, cities do recowrilze lesser densities as you extend to
the ocuter limits of the City. So, ¥ think it's reasonable for them to
consider that the densities to their east would be less dense than those
that they had. At that time this wis not in the City limit. Those
questions, I think, they would -like:ito address at greater length to you,
with you and offer you some alterndtives to those that have been proposed.
With that I'1l close my remarks and:thank you very much.

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, sir., Amydhe elee at this time? Mr. Bonnoitt?

John Bonnoltts Hr. Mayor and Member
East Napa Street and representing Bo
brief. As you know, we were asked
presented 3 alternates to you, all o
you've granted to the property. Thg
requirements of the R-1 zone and a

of the Council. John Bonnoitt, 145
and Carol Dowd. I'1ll make my camsments
do these alternate lot designs. We
which confom to the R-1 zoning, which
all significantly exceed the

three of these plans, together with the
original one that we suobmitted, are.all comparable to the lot sizes in the
adjoining subdivision., We do feel t after looking at these plans, that
the Alternative 1, which Staff is rgcommending, seens-to us to answer all of
the various concerns that you had £ the street patterns because thé
gubdivision, as we have designed i Alternative 1, is actually a cul=de~
gac, It can be finished as a cul-de-zac with no need for barricades or
anything that would indicate an intention on the part of the City to extend
the streets. On the other hand, t cul-de~sacs are located at the
property lines, with a parcel in een as you are well aware from Mr.
Steinbeck's report, which would give you the option of going to the north or
the north and to the south or neith@gy place. It would seem that if your
studies of tlhe enst. 3ide of Scnoma icate, whatever that study indieates,
this Map No. 1 will respond, and can be workable into any of those schemes.
So, we seem to think this one should take care of the concerns that you
have, On the other hand, the otherfg are certainly, if you do select ome of
the others, certainly no objection ¢n our part. So with that, Mr. Mayor,
I'11 close my comments. Thank you. -

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Bonnoftt. Anyone elgse?

Ron Cuda: My name is Ron Cuda. I e at 20 Quedo Court, Sonawa. For the
record, I would like to say that I personally believe that Dr. Dowd should
not be allowed to build any more than 8 homes on 4 acres. For almost three
years we've been hearing nothing but-problems. Tonight, I would like to
offer what I feel is a solution. ave two plans which we feel that the
neighborhood could live with and Drs:Dowd could live with. Mr. Steinbeck,
could I get you to put these on thewall?

Planner Steinbeck: Which one do you want first?

Ron Cuda: Thirteen. Our first plan:is called Alternate Design 13 Units,
We didn't call it 1, 2 or 3. We had:to come up with something so we called
it as it was. This utilizes the entirze 4 acres., Let me first preface by
saying that I'm not a civil engineer; and that I'm mot a designer of
property lots, nor do I profess to He. S0, the configuration of the gtreet
design or all that, may be a 1littd f and I apologize, I tried to de it
as close, as accurate ag posgible. Fhe average lot sizes in Monte Vigca are
approximately 9,000 square feet as Mp. Steinbeck noted. What we have tried
to do here is come up with some comprable lot sizes, or, maybe, just a

_little bit bigger. You also notice:that the street design reflect that of a

cul-de-sac, yet with an opportunity:to open the street up, if, in fact, it
is ever justified at a later date. . i i i
would require Becker, Del Secco, or:gny future owners of the property to the
south, to petitiocn to the Council t& put the street through, rather than to
expect it if it were a stub street. :All right, Mr. Steinbeck, my second
plan. Are there any questions on 3 ona? My second plan, our second plan
is called Alternate Design 14 Units;. What we have done here is include an
additional 50 feet to the east and dhanged the whole project plot from 520'
x 346", approximately 4 acres, to ' x 346°, approximately 4.39 acres.
Again, we have utilized the same stpget design, but as you notice, we have
designed it in such a way where theywould all reflect nice lot sizee te
complement the theme: Laurel Wood ¥amsB. We honestly feel that Dr. Bowd
would not lose on either of these degigns, monetarily. In fact, it's my
personal belief, that Dr. Dowd wouldigain monetarily because these lots
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would be of greater value because of their size. The idea of the street and
the nice neighborhood that the project abuts all preponderately produce a
better than average subdivision. In addition to the Conditions of Approval
that were dated August 28, 1981, I believe, Mr. Steinbeck, those would be
the corditions you were referring to just a few moments ago, we would add
the following:

1. 211 lots would have single driveways, and again, they would
reflect similar lot sizes of cur Alternate Plan 13 or 14. Again,
I'm sure some designer, or builder, or whoever could prove me wrong
on some of the actual dimensions, but to try to keep consistent with
that idea is what we're asking.

2. That the additional land known as County and Dr. Dowd, Dr.
Dowd's ranch, would be placed in perpetuity, never to be developed
as Dr. Dowd has originally proposad.

3. That a construction street be designed to enter from Dr. Dowd's
property off Seventh Street East and that Avenue del Oro not be put
through until after completion of the project.

4. Consideration is given for dust control.

5. Prior to erecting any buildings, the neighbors affected would
have the opportunity to present to Dr. Dowd solar locations where
future proposad solar locations so that no building would affect the
same.

6. Strong, and I underline the word strong, consideration be given
in saving some or all the willow trees. ,

7. In reference to Appendix' "B®, Conditions of approval, page B-1
of the Final EIR, paragraph 5, item d., it states: Prior to project
approval the appropriate sewer alternative should be selected by the
County Sanitation District and necessary improvements required of
the project develaper.

8. We would ask all recommended mitigations in- the Final EIR be
strongly considered by the City Council before fimal approval of the
Tentative Map.

As you, the Council, are now aware after the meeting of January 23, 1984,
we, the neighborhood, felt that we have been done such an injustice that we
instructed our attorney to reinstate our lawsuit. He did so, and as a
result, a trial has been set for about the middle of March. If either of
these plans and conditions are accepted, we, the neighborhood collectively,
would pledge to you that we would drop the lawsuit and promise never to
oppose this particular project again. - We hope you view these proposals as a
spirit of cooperation from cur neighborhood and see it from our part as a
gensroug compromise. Thank you.

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Cuda.

Planner Steinbeck: Mr. Mayor, just a point of clarification, if I could,
please? .

Mayor Ribonis Yes, Mr, Steinbeck has a point.

Planner Steinbeck: On the Conditions of Approval as listed on our Staff
Report to the City Council for the 23rd (of January) which was dated January
19th, Ron, I think you had a copy of that, we recommended approval of the
subdivision subject to the Conditions of Agproval as listed in Appendix "B"
and then we added 12 Conditions of Approval which were a direct reflection
of the mitigation measures proposed in the Draft and Final EIR. When you
consider it appropriate I can go through seme of those. They do, in some
cases, duplicate what Ron was just proposing. Whenever you feel that's
appropriate, Mr. Mayor.

Mayor Riboni: Right now is fine.

Planner Steinbeck: The following additional conditions suggested as
mitigation measures in the EIR were read.
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1. The first condition was that access for construction equipment
ard vehicles shall be from Seventh Street Bast across the remaining
portion of the Dowd property. #(That's for all construction
equipment and vehicles.)

2. The underground storm drafi i alluded to in Condition 5{g) shall
connect to the existing 48" storm drain located near the frontage of
672 East MacArthur Street. = l

3. The px:eln.mnary s0ils re shall recommend the proper
construction, foundation and Bilding pad requirements for the
davelogment.

4. The developer shall be reguired to use watering for dust control
on and arownd the project sit ring construction. (I might say
that's a very usual condition approval and one that's enforced,
we hope, very strenuously. It*s a daily operation on our
inspector's part.)

& vehicles within the site during
a maximm of 15 miles per hour.

5. The speed of all trucks
conastruction shall be limited

6. Dust control after consty
continued as necessary until

ion has been completed shall be
etation has taken place.

7. A 150" strip of land loca
proposed subdivision shall be
agreeable between the Sonama ¢

bypass.

8. The applicant shall make all reasonable effort to restrict noise
during site and building consgruction so that it will not exceed .

directly to the east of the
sexved by a method mutually
ty Water Agency and the City of

levels normally associated with such projects. (T might also say
that the applicant's contractop or whoever would be building the
property would be subjesct to gtandard noise ordinance limits fer
construction of 8 a.m. in thesmorning to 7 p.m. in the evening.)

9. A1l homes shall be oriented and designed to maximize solar
access. -

10. A1)l homes shall be complet
standards as per Title 24 of

ly insulated to State energy
California Administrative Code.

1l. The existing ditch runnisg through the Dowd property on the
slte's western boundary shall,l:ae replaced by an underground stom
drain system.

12, Curb inlets at the west b@,«mdary of the subdivision shall be
installed and connected to thé.new stomm drain so that run off from
the new subdivision would notElow into Monte Vista Estates
Subdivision along Avenue del .

That, along with the Conditions list

#1n Appendix *B” in the EIR, wete the
recommended Conditions of Approval. .

Mayor Ribonis Thank you, Mr, St:eu.nbe{:k Any questions of Mr. Steinbeck?
Sir? i '



345

City Council: regular meeting: February 27, 1984 Page 7

Gregory Rodeno: Good evening, Mr, Mayor, ladies and gentlemen of the City
Council. My name is Gregory Rodemo. I am an attorney for Robert Dowd. I
would like to make a couple of comments, Now that this matter has been
shuffled over into the litigation field, I feel a little freer to comment,
First of all, I recognize, in that light let me say, I recognize that the
objectors to this project feel that their proposal constitutes a compromise
for the dismissal of their litigation. First of all, I think that's an
inappropriate thing for you to consider at all. Second, because that is
primarily a concern of my client. Secondly, until the statutory time period
as set forth in the Code of Civil Procedure 1094.5 passes, which is sometime
in early May or late April, the plaintiffs in this lawsuit really have
nothing to offer us since the City Council action can be challenged on
grounds other than the EIR adequacy. The EIR deadline, which expired today,
is a public resources code something like the 26000 section. These are two
independent grounds. So, pending the running of that statute of limitation,
there really is nothing that they can offer you because they cannot control
or hinder ahybody except the four named plaintiffs. A1l the rest of the
citizens of the City of Sonoma have an open shot umtil sometime in May.
Okay. Secordily, the number of lots, -well, let me say I find it a little
surprising, if you will, that after all the lengthy hearings that you have
had some of which I have been a part, we come down to two lots: 14 versus
16. I think the presentation by Mr. Bonnoitt, the three alternatives, is
responsive to the zoning of this property which is R-1, is responsive to the
City's concerns regarding future traffic and future development on the east
side of the City of Sonoma. I think it's encumbent upon you to make a
decision to approve a tentative map based upon planning and zoning
considerations and not on peripheral ones. I think those are the primary
issues which must concern you, from the issues which have been raised. I
think Mr. Bonnoitt has responded to all of the issues which have been raised
in the course of these hearings with regard to planning and zoning. His
submittal -is appropriate and I urge yeur approval of what was submitted as
Design Alterpative No., 1. Thank you. If you have any questions I'll be
happy to answer them. If you have any guestions about what the statutes
mean I would prefer that you ask Mr. Klein. I'm sure he'd advise you.

Thank you.

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, sir. Anyone else?

. Malcolm Stone: Malcolm Stone, 65 Sereno Court. Just a guick rebuttal, Mr.
Redeno's argument to Mr. Steinbeck. I beliéve I just heard it a few minutes
ago, request that the City never received anything from our crew and that's
why we did present it tonight. This was something that was requested so I
did want at least to reply to that. I just have one quick question. On
these lots that are Alternative Design 1, most of these are 60 feet wide and
I'nm just wondering how could a house be built on that narrow of a lot
considering the setbacks? Maybe Mr. Steinbeck or somebody else can answer
that for us.

Planner Steinbeck: Mr. Mayor, do you wish me to respond to that?
Mayor Riboni: Yes, please.

Planner Steinbeck: The smallest lot-width would be on Lots 14, 15 and 16 of
the subdivision, listed as Alternative Design 1. There are others in there,
too, that have the 60 foot width, I see Lot #13, now upon further looking. -
A 60 foot width lot with a side yard sethback of a combined 15 feet, 5 foot
minimmm, leaves you a 45 foot width for a house. They are built upon all
the time at that particular width, That's the minimum lot width allowed by

-~-th€mmdhance~furthatﬂpamﬁarnrﬂ”of~lot.“ But with-the: setbacks-
of 15 feet combined in the side yard, you could end up with a house that
could be 45" x 86", roughly, if it was a square house totally built out to
the building setback line. So, 40' x 80' is 3200 square feet. That's still
a rather large house. -So, yes, in answer to the question directly, it is
possible with the setbacks.

Mayor Ribond: Thank you, Mr. Steinbeck. Anyone else? Any other comments?
'Cause when I close the general hearing I will receive no other comments

unless they are specific questions asked-of Councilmembers or Staff or the
City Attorney. S0, I want this made clear before I do close the Public
Hearing. If you wish to make any statement, now is the time to do it. Last
call. .
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Ed Mitchell: Mr. Mayor, Councilmembéis, My name is EQ Mitchell and I live

at 3745 Grove Street, Scnoma, Beforg I start on my comments I want to make

a few comments, First of all, I &o believe I know any members of the
Concerned Citizens group, nor am I 1 acquainted with Dr. Dowd. I think I
have met Dr. Dowd on two separatce sions, but I'm not a friend. I don't
consider myself a close friend (of }» The third thing I want to say is

that I am a developer and builder i is area. I guess what I'm more
concerned about is not whether the s are 13 or 16 (in mmber) but rather

that this subdivision be approved. rst of all, this last year we've built '

48 wnits in the County here, in this ounty, 'cause I've never been able to
get those kind of densjities and whatyidt approved in the City limits. I
think we've still done a fine job ofimaintaining the integrity of the land,
the caks, things like that. That wag:apparent last week in Miriam Ansell's
comments when the Planning Commissi when they reviewed our project out at
Oakwood. She made those comments. t I'm more concerned about is, I
meved here approximately 8 years ago™and I could not find a home to buy or
live in of this type or the type that 'people live in. You could find
condominiuns ail over the valley, thiusand square foot, nine hundred, seven
hundred, whatever. These are nice, médium priced homes. That's what we
need and, frankly, vou know, I don'i“¢hink their approach, I don't think
they would intimidate me by filing awsuit and that bothers me a littie
bit that that was their approach. e been coming to these meetings apd
I've never said a word. I've watched vou over the last 2-3 years struggls
with this thing. I don't know that this alternative which they sulmitted
tonight was ever submitted to you before 'cause I never saw them and I was
at all of these meetings. And you e a lawsuit, and turn around and want
less cdensity units. That, to me, is.jntimidation in the wrong manner,

These alternatives should have been Sibmitted previously and they should
have been considered by you first. still maintain that whether there®s 13
or 16 (lots) it still can be done well. The other thing that I want to uxge
you, is to aporove this, simply be this is what we need. and if you
don’t appreve this, then maybe thereare some of us on the west side owver
here, I live in Diamond &, maybe we d ste you for not buying this kind
of houzing because we're getting all:the condominiumms. ¥You know, we're .
getting out here at Fiesta Market, we're getting 83-90 wits, I don't know l
what it is. We're getting the same thing over here at Vista Hemmosa, 7 to 8
units to the acre, and I just think this is the kind of housing we need and
it's time you approve this thing. Thank you.

Malcolm Stone: Malcolm Stone, 65 Seano Court. I'd just like to say again,
back in the days when we were with LZ and the Sanitation and our County
Supervisor, Beb Adams, invited the géhtlaman to our neighborhood meeting and
submitted a compremise for them to werk out with Dr. Dowd and we were turned
flat down, in the LAFCo meeting. I just want it for the record.

Mayor Riboni: All right. Any other-comments? Or Statements? Not hearing
any further, I'll declare the Public Eeneral Hearing closed (8:05 p.m.) and
will come back to the Council for théir comments and possible action. ¥r.
Tuller?

Clm, Tuller: Mr. Mayor, I wonder i
us just a little bit more of the &
today? Are there alternatives to-

» Klein or ¥Mr. Steinbeck would inferm
line that we're working under. Is it
so~we-know how-we'te working under?

Planner Steinbeck: I'm not exactly gi;ire, Mr. Tuller, exactly what dead line

you're talking about? :

Clm. Tuller: The one I'm talking
understand it, if the Council does
autcmatically approves or sets this 3

t, Mr. Steinbeck, is the one, as I
take action that the law
to motion.

question of ¥Mr. Klein earlier today in
and he indicated that because of the

Flanner Steinbeck: T agked that s
a telephone conversation, Mr. Tull
court action that was filed that w
period we're dealing with there, and:

'd asked John to expound upon that.
Clm. Tuller: I'd appreciate it.

City Atty. Klein: That's true, but i
were anticipating the possibility o
would have the effect of stapping t
was no application as the suit wnfo.

n the important qualification that we
tamporary restraining ocder which
Council from acting tonight. Thexe
ded, There's no application made, as
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Mr. Flitner said, for an immediate restraining order. That's why I made
that opening comment to you that I would suggest you proceed as if the suit
didn't exist. At the present time, I don't think that that time limit is
effective. When the time limit is important, the Statute does provide that
the development project stands approved as submitted. Now, I'm not clear
nyself, though, as to the position of the tentative map in the overall
development project. Mr. Steinbeck might have a comment on that or Mr.
Rodeno. As you know, you've approved the annexation, the prezoning and so
forth in the. project as it was nriginelly submitted. Whether the tentative
map is something of a later origination or whether it's still within that
stretch of time as it has been extended. Mr. Steinbeck indicates yes.

Planner Steinbeck: It was all filed at the same time, Mr, Klein.

Gregory Rodeno: HMr. Klein, if I may comment, Gregory Rodeno. - It's my
understanding that if all elements of the proposal were submitted
concurrently, that the 2B 884 dead line does apply to the tentative parcel
map which hag been sutmitted and it's my understanding that that dead line
is March 3rd or thereabouts.

Clm. Tuller: March what?

Gre\gory quéno: Third,

Planner Steinbeck: Second or third, I believe.

Mayor Riboni: Thank yvo'u. Anything further, Mr. Tuiler?

Cim, Tuller: Mr. Mayor, I asked a question simply because I find it very,
very difficult at the Council level to do the planning on this. One of the
reasons we have a Planning Camission, and one reason we have a staff,
alternate plans come in to get a fair type of look at it. It really needs
to go through the process that is set up to do that and for us to be put in
a position of doing the planning, I just think is a very difficult position
to be in. It's late. It's very late.

Mayor Riboni: Is there any other comments from the Council? Questions? No
one? Mr. Ruggles?

Clm. Ruggles: Is there any great reason why (Alternative Design) #2
couldn't be adopted?

Planner Steinbeck: That's Alternative Design #2 as submitted in the packet?
Is that what you're talking about? ‘ ‘
Mayor Riboni: If that's a question, Mr. Ruggles, there's no reason why it
could not be adopted. No, that is one of the alternate designs which has
been presented. The first alternate, Design #1, was the one recommended by
Staff for approval. There's absclutely no reason why #2 nor #3 could not be
adopted. No reason, whatsoever.

Mayor pro tem Markson: Your Honor, if it's in order, I would like to

-discoss -arlittle bit-Alternmate-Design #17 ~It, personalily; appeals to me
because it ‘does, indeed, give us the option that we, the City Council, I
feel, need. It gives us the option of providing access and egress to
different streets on different parts of town. As we look at the overall
area and the length of Avenue del Oro, I would feel that the traffic
concerns by opening this up would probably enchance that area from the
standpoint that not everyone would have to go down Avenue del Oro. They
could alsc go cut other streets., In the future, as it stands now, they
would be cul-de~sacs and also, that, in the future, if it doesn't work out
we really have kept all the options open. That's my feeling at this point
in time. I really want to keep as many options open as possible. Regarding
the filing of the lawsuit, to me it wasn't totally unexpected. It happens
that the decisions of city govermment rest with Planning Commission and City
Council, in this regard, and we hope to carry them out to the best of our
ability.

Mayor Riboni: Thank you. Anyone else?

Clm. Tuller: Mr. Mayor, I will speak up for Alternate Design No. 1. I
won't go through what the Vice Mayor just went through as the reasons again
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for supporting it. But I find this has: the greatest possibilities of amy of
the designs that have come through. have some concern, as did Mr. Stome
who brought up the question of the lot§ that are the 60 foot wide lots, the
three of them, especially the long na ones, but I do know that what Mr.
Stelnbeck says is very, very accurate,ithat they're being built upon all the
time and, certainly, that size lot thete's going to be lots and lots of
space; despite the fact it is so much parrower. So, I would like to say
that Alternate Design 1 bas some merd

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Tuller. -Is there any comment regarding
designs? I'll just make an initial cofment. T prefer the elbow design,
Design #3, with the addition of a cul-de-sac at the property line between
lMr. Becker and Mr. Del Secco's propert '"Cause with a "T" street it means
that the street could automatically xtended. I just feel that the elbow
design with an exit to the south only not only of the best interest te
the adjacent parcels, being Mr. Becke parcel and Mr, Del Secco's parcel,
kbut it is the closest exit to a main thiproughfare, that being Bast MacArthur
Street. I feel that any circulation, @fter loocking at the overall
comprehensive map, any additicnal circulation from any development £rom
praperties to the north, that circulation patterns could be made cut
properly for entrance and exit on East Napa Street as well as FPifth Street
East without the necessity of bringing'in additdonal traffic through this
proposed street that may bring those r@gidents directly to East MacArthur
Street. So, I would feel that Design with the addition of a cul-de-sae
at the intersecting property lines of #r. Becker and Mr. Del Secco as shown
on the plan would be an appropriate dg I feel, again, that Avenue del
Oro is a long street and I certainly o I £ee] that by extending it to
the north could make it even longer, that sounds appropriate. I just
feel that Monte Vista is a well-desig subdivision in itself. I feel that
the addition that was provided for with a stub street, when Avenue del Oro
was put in, for the development of adjiacent property is proper. I feel that
with this development of Dr. Dowd's cel, that an exit to the south only
is appropriate and that, again I say, any further development to the north
can find a circulation pattern to Pifth Street East and to Bast ¥apa Street.
Those are my initial feelings. M. ;

comments and give ny thoughts on
, and I think it's inmappropriate to
tion here for the simple reason that
get up and probably shouldn't get up
that kind of thing. The thing was

ak I'm in a positieon to, as a city
typically when the presentation is
then we'd settle the lawsuit. I
think the problem is that this
fraction of a percent of the
uncilmembers up here are elected by
ople as we bope that's the richts of
the mincrity. As to the rights of

Clm. McTaggart: I would just make a
the subject. The first comment would
talk about what's involved in the 14
all the people involved are not able
ina public forum and talk about sett
made in good faith but I just den’t
councilman, to settle lawoults up he
that if you do what we'd like you to &
don't think it was done in bad faith.
Chamber is never filled with more th
population of this City and yet we 5
6200 or 6400 pecple, To govern those
a majority, always respect the rights
the minority, we start talking about constitutional rights, which can
include land use. What we don't see Hére is the benefit of the alternate
plans as compared to the problems thatg:the Concerned Citizens have with the

- -BIR,Bs-T- see ity plans proposed may-He -compromises but- they -really -don’t

address the things in the BIR that you:may feel are wrong. So, the remedy
to this problem, the problems exist in:the EIR and if they wish to continue
litigation that's their prerogative te:ido so. The Court will have to decide
whether the City was at fault or 1loo something or whatever. I think the
proposals and everything that's been made, pays lip service to lower
density. I realize that if you'd ha our druthers you'd have no density
whatscever. I respect that position t that's not what we're here to deal
in. I don't think that's the way it oing to end up. At least as far as
the Council's action is concerned. ink Design No. 1 is the best beczuse
it dossn't burn any bridges, it doesn®t automatically do anything. Putting
artificial barriers such as constrai on sewer or streets or lichting or
fuel or anything else is an excuse to:gontrol, is rather a club—footed way
of going about controlling zoning. ink it would be a real mistake to
cut off the options here by not having the configuration that Staff has
recommended and that is known as Design 1. For all those reasons, I could
support Design 1.

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Mc’I'aggart, Ary other comments? Any further
considerations? Mr. Ruggles?
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Clm, Ruggles: I feel that Mr. Dowd should have his 16 units and, I guess
I'1]l say as I said before, put another nickel in so to speak, I think #2
would make everybody happy including these people who buy the lots. But in
looking over the maps, in theory, it looks all right, there's that close up
{1 foot strip) space, that future councils have the ability to stop it and
the whole neighborhood, including the 16 people who buy these houses, plus
all those of Monte Vista, would be just as unhappy with the extension of
future streets as they are now. I have a question on Altermate 1. Would it
be legally possible in the future to put 2 houses on that cul-de-sac in the
north and 2 on the south and to let the:people who live on the south side
continue to live on a cul-de-sac?

Planner Steinbeck: You mean to actually extend the street a bit further and
put a different cul-de-sac bulb? Is that what you're talking about?

Cim. Ruggles: No. No. If Alternate 1 is adopted, is it possible for
future planners to have 2 lots in the north face of the cul-de-sac and the 2
lots in the south face of the cul-de-sac?

Planner Steinbeck: Are you asking like in a situation what's like at the
end of Cordilleras Drive now on the north side, the Preston/Smith Lot? Is
that what you're thinking about?

Clm. Ruggles: No. Lots 5 and 6, in my opinion, is it possible to have 2
lots there to face on the cul-de-sac?

Planner Steinbeck: I see what you're saying. Actually create 2 cther cul-
de-sac lots. Not without those properties to the north or to the south
going through the same type of application procedure that Dr. Dowd's going
through for subdivision approval on his property.

Clm, Ruggles: They would have to get permission to have those lots face in
that direction? .

Planner Steinbeck: That is correct. The Council would also have to grant
access no matter what the lot design.

Mayor Riboni: Any further comments?

Clm, Tuller: Mr. Mayer, if it's in order I'd like to move for the adoption
of Resolution #18-84 approving Alternate No. 1 for the Laurel Wood Fams.

Mayor Riboni: 1It's moved. Is there a second?
Clm. McTaggart: Second.

Mayor Riboni: It's moved and seconded for the adoption of the Resolution.
Arny further discussion on the question? May we have the roll call on the
Resolution?

City Clerk: Clm. McTaggart: ZAye
el 51 x4 Ruggi;esr* — AYE'—'_"""“" ©ermemmees e e e
Cim, McTaggart: &Aye
Mayor pro tem Markson: B&ye
Mayor Riboni: No

Mayor Riboni: The Resolution was adopted on a vote of 4 to 1 adopting
Alternate Design #1.

Mayor Riboni declared a recess from 8:26 p.m. to 8:38 p.m.

FWD Rowland was excused fram the meeting.



CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFORNIA
CITY COUNCIL
REGULZR MEETING: JANUARY 23, 1984

CALL ‘TO ORDER 7:31 p.m. - Municipal Court/
Council Chambers, 177 First
Street West, Mayor Riboni

presiding
lEIXSE OF ALLEGIANCE Mayor Riboni
 ROLL CALL: Present: Clm. McTaggart, Ruggles, Tuller, Mayor pro tem Markson,
Mayor Riboni
Absent: None

Also Present: City Clerk Berto, City Mgr. Arner, Planner Steinbeck,
PiD Rowland, City Atty. Klein, Brenda Gillarde of
WEM Planning Tezm
1. CONSENT CALENDAR:
a) Council mimates of 1/8/84 - approve.
b) Minutes Joint Public Hearing November 21, 1983 - approve.

c) Payment #12 to McDevitt and McDevitt in the amount of
$40,417 ~ Pire Station Reconstruction - approve.

d) Payroll Register 1/12/84; Warrant Register 1/23/84 -
approve,

Mayor pro tem Markson requested that typo error on page 4
be corrected to read: 7) Tennis Courts at High School.
It was moved by Clm. McTaggart, seconded by Clm., Tuller,

and unanimously adopted, to approve the Consent Calendar as
presented,
2. PUBLIC HEARING
a) Consideration of Final EIR, Planner Steinbeck
General Flan Revision, introdiced Brenda
Prezoning, Annezation and Gillarde of WPH
Subdivision Tentative Map - PLANNING TEAM, who
request for Laurel Wood Farms would give a brief

) presentation on the

’ : i ’ ~ Final Environmental
Impact Report for Laurel Wood Fams, Planner Steinbeck
reported that the Envirommental Impact Report was prepared
in accordance with State Guidelines and it adequately
discusses all environmental issues and comments on these
issues. As per the City's Guidelines for Envirommental Review,
the Council has the fimal authority, as you do in subdivisions,
annexations and prezonings, Eor the adoption process of the EIR.

This Final EIR (FEIR} contains: (1) The draft comments and
recommendations received on the Draft EIR (DEIR) (2) The
consultant’s responses to those comments (3) A list of persons,
organizations and public agencies commenting on the DEIR.

In the Staff Report done last Thursday and Friday, we quoted
Section 15151 of the State EIR Quidelines which discusses adequacy
of a FEIR, I would remind the Council that the FEIR is a tool
which allows a decision making body to take inte account
envirormental consequences of a project. An important part of
Section 15151 states that the evaluation of envirommental effects
of the proposed project need not be exhaustive but the sufficiency
of the EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably
feasible in this particular case. So with that setting the stage
for your consideration of the FEIR, Brenda (Ms. Gillarde) can give
us a brief summary of some of the major points in the responses.
Thank you.
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Ms. Gillarde: Good evening. The document before you is the FEIR
which consists of two parts: the response to comments which is in
blue and the remainder of the text is the body of the EIR which is
in white. Some minor textural changes were made to the DEIR but
in essence the document remaing pretty auch the same as it
appeared to you as the DEIR. I'd like o briefly outline the
scope of the comments that were received and our response to some
of the more outstanding issues or, alsoy if additional information
was created as a result of these comments,

e level and that was from
- believe, we did. discuss
last time but it concerns biotic resoutfes of the site. As I gaid
at that time I did talk with the Fish Game people and their
concern was focused on the willow treegiand their potential
wildlife resource. We recommended thatia qualified botanist visit
the gite to ascertain the health of theitrees and to make a .
recommendation as to their preservatios:or removal and to
recommend a list of suitable replacemes

Only one comment was received at the s

Two comments were received from county :dgencies. The first one
was from the Sonoma County Planning Depértment. They had two
concerns: one wWas with a consistency eyiluation that the EIR made
concerning one of the policies of the Q@mty General Plan. Their
comment: was that the project was not *
EIR stated but actually "inconsistent” :and from a policy
standpoint we concur. That evaluation .wae amended in the text of
the EIR from "partial” to "inconsisteng:® The second issue that
they brought up was concerning growth inducement. They noted that
based on their review, the EIR did not .discuss growth inducement
with relation to urban residential develepment. I pointed cut the
pages where the EIR did discuss that. :Bhey also asked a question
regarding: is there some distinguishing feature about this site
that sets it apart from other parcels this south east area.
From a physical standpoint it's similag in its physical
characteristics of other parcels, being flat and without extensive
vegetation on it. Perhaps, a couple of things that might make it
a little bit different is that it is adjacent to an existing urban
residential density area. It also has‘g direct connection via an
existing street. But there are other garcels in this south east
area that also have these characteristigs, so it's not wmigue in
that sense. ’

The second letter received from a county agency was the Songma
County Water Agency which simply stated.that they found the
drainage calculations and conclusions as%equate. There was really
no response needed.

I'd now like to discuss comments received from the public sector.
There were approximately 7 major letters from various groups or
individuals or comcerrned citizens, some:rather extensive
consisting of 20 questions or more. In-the front of the document,
in the blue pages, is a complete list ¢f all pecple that submitted
letters or expressed oral comments. I:won't attempt to go through
all those comments as we would be herez long time but I would
like to focus on a couple I thought wodld be particularly
significant. The first is from Mre. B&ll and she was concerned
about the adeguacy of the 48® culvert, iI attempted to have that
resolved by the County Water Agency. Héwever, they indicated
their f£iles were incomplete regarding pum—off calculations for
some of the existing projects in the area. So what that meant wes
that additional calculations needed t generated before that
determination could be made. That requsst was taken back to Mr.
John Bonnoitt, who did do an additional™set of calculations baged
on run-off from Monte Vista Estates. Those additionmal
calculations used a standard hydrologic:method of calculating run-
off from impervious surfaces. The resgilts of those calculations
yielded that the project run—off woul i
flows by 1.0 cubic feet per second at West MacArthur Street or
1.5%, Using that flow rate in combinaffon with the run—off from
Monte Vista, the Sonoma County Water A wag then able to lock
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at those figures and make a detemination on the adequacy of that
culvert. They found that the culvert was designed adequately to
handle that run-off. The culvert is actually designed to handle
run—off from that entire water shed, which, I believe, is shown on
the figure that is provided in the blue section of the DEIR. The
results also detemmined that the installation of the 36" line
north of MacArthur Street would take care of the run—-off that is
now flowing out of that ditch, across the street, and on to the
Bell property. So instead of that being free-flowing, it would be
transported via pipe to that 48® culvert. It was also stated that
conditions south of Este Madera would slightly worsen as a result
of this 1.5% increase and that is due to the ditch at the southern
end of Este Madera which is not completely adequate to handle _ .
storm run-off. But that in no way would affect the capacity of
the 48" culvert.

There was an extensive letter from the Concerned Citizens of
Sonoma and there were 3 issues that I would like to specifically
point oute One is their concern that the EIR stated that 48 homes
would be serviced by Avenue del Oro, where, according to their
calculations, it would be 57. The EIR estimate was based on field
observations. It's possible that a few homes could have been
missed.” Additional homes that would use Avenue del Oro would not
affect the calculations for Scenario I which was based on the
standard 10 trips per day. Scenario II was based on actual trips
generated by existing homes using Avenue del Oro. If there are
additional homes actually using that street, the actual trips per
day would decrease because you have the same total traffic volume
per day but more people generating those trips. The -second
concern was about the safety of Avenue del Oro, the width being
less than what the EIR stated. The EIR stated it was about 407,
It's actually 34' and that's approximately 2' less than what the
standarxd residential street in Sonoma is. However, two parking
lanes and two travel lanes could still be provided for and it is
the judgment of the City's Department of Public Works that that
would not create an undue safety hazard and there are diagrams in
the blue section of the EIR which illustrate the differences in
the street configurations. Those were the two main issues that I
wanted to bring up. A lot of the other concerns had to deal with
additional traffic questions, questions on sewer, some, I think,
which were raised at the last hearing, We have responded to all
of the citizens concerns and other people from the private sector
that have submitted comments. We tried to do it in as complete
and clear manner as possible and I am available here to discuss
individual responses if there are questions. Thank you.

Mayor Riboni: Thank you very much. Mr. Steinbeck, is there
anything further?

Planner Steinbeck: Not on the FEIR.
Mayor Riboni: Any questions from the Council on the EIR?

Mayor pro tem Markson: From what you told me and from what I
could realize, it would seem that Mrs. Bell's flooding problem
would be made better than what now exists from the calculations
that you have presented.

Ms. Gillarde: Yes. That is the conclusion.

Mayor Riboni: Any other questions? The action that is desired is
that we adopt Resolution #5-84 certifying that the FEIR has been
completed in compliance with the California Envirormental Quality
Act and the State Envirommental Impact Report Guidelines and that
this City Council has reviewed the information contained in this
FEIR. That is the action desired and the action in order to bring
this EIR to its conclusion before we move on to the other items,
specifically on the parcel itself.

Mayor pro tem Markson: Your Honor, I make a motion that we adopt
Resolution #5-84 certifying that the Final Envirornmental Impact
Report has been completed in compliance with California
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Environmental Quality Bct and the Environmental Report Guidelines
and that the Council has considered and reviewed the information
contained in the Final Envirormental : mpact Report prior to
consideration of actions relating to £his project.

Mayor Riboni: It has been moved for the adoption of the
Resolution. Is there a second?

Clm. Tuller: I second the motion, Mps Mayor.

Mayor Riboni: And second. Any furthar discussion on the
question? :

Clm, Tuller: Yes, Mr. Mayor. I Just ike to comment on what I
consider the thoroughness that has gone to in answering
concerns and in the manner that the amswers are laid cut. I Find
it very readable, very understandabley and I think that whether
it's proponents, opponents, Staff, il, whoever may have read
them, must recognize and appreciate work that went into them
and I, for one, would just like to express that I thought it was
exceptionally clear. :

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Tuller.: dny further comments on the
question? No further comments on theiguestion, will the City
Clerk please call the roll,

City Clerk: Clm. McTaggart — Aye.
Clm. Ruggles - Aye.
Clm. Tuller - Aye.
Mayor pro tem Markson - A:z'__ °
Mayor Riboni - Aye.

Mayor Riboni: All right. The Final Fnwironmental Impact Report
has been certified and now, Mr. Steinbeck, we move on to the other
particular items and then at that t I can open up the Public
Hearing and invite any and all oamxen_ regarding the specifics.
Mr. Steinbeck.

Planner Steinbeck: Yes, Mr. Mayor and the members of the Council.
The remaining acticns for the Council to consider and we request
that you take their consideration sepérately but you can hold the
Public Hearing jointly on the items e: a General Plan amendment
application for Laurel Wood Farms, cifically; a prezoning,
again for the 4.1 acre portion of the property that we are dealing
with; the anrexation of that 4.1 ac#gé property; and then, the
tentative map application on the same:Property.

First of all cn the General Plan amepgment., The Planning
Conmission, as you know from reading:the minutes, has recommended
that a General Plan amendment for thé:entire east side of town be
considered before the Council takes apy action on the itaws T have
just ocutlired. Staff is recommending that you go ahead with the
General Plan revision, prezoning and“annexation but witbhold
approval of any tentative map requesti:since that involves a
specific street pattern. We feel the General Plan revision
or a look at the General Plan in the:gast side of town is
necessary in order to properly asce n where the actual streets
should go through the proposed Laur ood Farms Subdivision. We
do feel that there is ample precede or the Council to consider
individual General Plan revision appiications as we indicated jn
the (Staff) Report. There have bee revisions processed since
1974, nine of which involved individial properties and indivicdual
requests. 2Again, we adree that add
on the east side of town. We believe that the circulation pattern
must be established before the Council takes action on the
tentative map.

On the prezoning portion of the appligation, the Council, if it
follows the Staff recommendation and-ghanges the General Plan
designation to urban residential, the:consistent zoning for urban
residential would be Single Family dential and that would be
my recommendation, also. As to the amnexation, the Local Agency
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Formation Commission, by their Resolution #772 on July 1, 1982,
approved the annexation of the westerly portion of the Dowd
property, the Laurel Weod Fams property, into the City of Sonoma
and te the Sonoma County Sanitation District and it also
authorizes the detachment, at the same time, from the Schell Vista
Fire Protection District. This Resoluticn was attached for your
review as part of this report. Our recommendation on the
annexation is that the Council adopt your Resolution #8-84, which
is attached in draft fomm, ordering reorganization of the
territory that was designated by LAFCo as Avenue del Oro
Reorganization #1. That's LAFCo's name for the Laurel Wood Famms
property as we all know it.
As to the Tentative Map, again our recommendation is that you
withhold approval until street configuration in the area can be
better ascertained but we did include a list of Conditions of
Approval if the Council decides to do ahead this evening and
approve the Tentative Map. These Conditions of Approval would

. include all those listed in Appendix B of the Draft and Final EIR,
as well as the additional 12 Conditions of Approval as listed in
the Staff Report that were taken directly out of the Draft EIR.
Those were the mitigation measures that were suggested in various
sections of the Envirormental Impact Report.

As the Council is aware, you've received many letters both for and
against the project. Instead of copying a volume of letters we
listed names and addresses of persons against the development, and
attached those to Staff's Report. We also listed persons in favor
of the proposal, with addresses. I might indicate now, that after
reading over the Staff Report again today, I made an error on the
bottom of page 3, Persons in Favor, that included some agency
letters which should not have been listed as such., Then we
included the Resolution from LAFCo and we also included the
petition that was submitted back in Auqust to the Planning
Commission from the Concerned Citizens of the area., So with that
we'll stand ready to answer any of your questions, Mr. Mayor.

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Steinbeck. BAny questions from the
Council on the Staff:Report?

Clm, McTaggart: If I understand the staff report correctly you're
recommending approval of all actions except the Tentative Map until
the design of the subdivision could coincide with the General Plan
study and development north and south of the Dowd property?

Planner Steinbeck: That is correct.

Clm. McTaggart: As it stands now , neither the property to the north
nor the south is in the City limits and neither is zoned more dense
than suburban residential. Is that correct?

Plannet Steinbeck: I believe the correct County zoning is a rural
residential zoning with a 3-acre minimum, S5-acre density. At the
present time that is correct. It's not in the City limits,

Clm. McTaggart: Another question. What if we complete the annexation
and prezoning and when the result of the study of the east side which
calls for a General Plan amendment concludes that there might not be
substantial development north or south, what would happen, then, on
the Tentative Map? That would go to a cul-de-sac?

Planner Steinbeck: That would be my recommendation. Yes, if that's
what the study, in fact, shows, that would indicate there would be no
additiomal development that would hook up to Avenue del Oro. If, on
the other hand, it showed the north/south street configuration, it
would go with the configuration as shown on the existing Tentative
Map.

Clm. McTaggart: Thank you.

Mayor Riboni: Any other questions on the Staff Report?

Mayor pro tem Markson: I'll ask mine later.
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aring no further questions at
: Hearing opened (7:57 p.m.).
i1l step forward to the
ddress for the recoard that
£ of the proceedings of

Mayor Riboni: All right. Therefore,
this time I'll hereby declare the Publ
Anyone desiring to speak on this subj
microphone and give their name and the
the City Clerk can keep an accurate ac
tonight's meeting.

Adrian Martinez, 117 East Spain Street,:architect for the project: I
would just like to briefly go over theflesign concept of the project

so that we can look at this as a physicgl thing and, also, what the

physical impact will be visually on thepeighborhood. As far as the

street configuratien, the course is no t. My feeling is that a f
subdivision like this should be something that integrates into the

fabric of the commmity of Sonoma, hot y Scnoma historically but

also the existing neighborhood adjacen! it with small houses.

They're above average parcels. They a ge about 9,000 sguare feet

minimum. Parcels in an R-1 zone 15 6, sguare feet and one of the

things I particularly want to keep as of the design is a sense of

openness, space and this is being done the so-called linear park,

which will be essentially an easement the residents of this

development that it be treated as sort iof a unit, not unlike the State

Hospital. At any rate, we have blended one long lineal street into

another. We have significant street trees that recreate an

atmosphere, a rural residential charac to the development.

Now, the houses are to be custom desig
number of the houses that will be desi
possibly by our own group and involvin
to be what you might call the simplifi
using: sloped roofs, horizontal sidin
covered porches, dormers., This is the
design something that is essentially S
come in and been imported as we have se
that have been done in other parts of
wall is a conceptual design. This is
We will plant significant street trees
sense of cpenness and sense of style tha
you. :

I will be involved in a

fam house that we'll be

ood siding, earth tones,
sential laycut. I want to
oma, not samething that has
in a few of the subdivisions
oma. So, what you see on the
cifically the intent we want.
reating a linear park, a
belongs to Sonoma. Thank

Mayor Riboni: Thank you.

the Council. My name is John
Civil Engineer for the

You're all; of course, very
G engineering ramifications

3 esentation to you, I would

, I'd Iike to once again
1on and the proposed General

John Bonnoitt: Mr. Mayor and members o
Bonnoitt, 145 East Napa Street. I'm &
project, representing Bob and Carol Dow
familiar with this project and its var
and so I'm not going to make a lengthy
just like to highlight three igiuds.™ Fi
point out that the design of the subdivi
Plan amendment and rezoning are entire
development within the City limits adjac
Vista Estates Subdivision. The lot si
comparable to the lot sizes in Monte V.
configuration, I once again sutmit to y¢
any street configuration (sic. northerly
Council feels is appropriate. Their inggial proposal to the City was
to put in a cul-de-sac street with no ts either easterly or
westerly. The Staff, at that time, felt-ithat it was appropriate to
provide a *T™ intersection to allow for :possible future development to
the south and to the north and 50 our proposal was amended, I believe, l

nt to it, that is the Monte
in our project are

2 BEstates. On the strest
that the Dowds will put in
or southerly} that the

1. Dowd was perfectly
cul-de-sac or a stub street
south only. As to the Staff
the Tentative Map, I'd just

ig will be to delay this

season instead of the 1984

- process correctly, which

project likely into the 1985 constructi
construction season. If I understand £k
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to engage a consultant to prepare an envirommental impact report on
your proposed General Plan amendment and go through the various
hearings that are pertinent to the act, just as we have done, and it's
unlikely that it can be done until, certainly, within about a six
month period. I think it's reasonable to assume that you wouldn't
conclude the final action on this General Plan amendment until some
time in the late summer and, if the Tentative Map is held up until
that time, it would be unlikely that we could proceed with the project
until the next season. So, of course, we would ask you to consider
making a decision on the street pattern this evening, if you can, and
approving our Tentative Map and allowing us to proceed with the

l project. Thank you very much.

Mayor Riboni: All right. Aryone else?

Ron Cuda, 20 Quedo Court: On November 3, 1983 that the Planning
Coamission voted 4 to 2 and asked, they proposed to the Council,
recommended to the Council, that Doctor and Carol Dowd withdraw their
application for a subdivision until a General Plan study has been done
on the entire east side. MNr. Steinbeck, tonight, has recommended,
also, that the City Council deny or ask Dr. Dowd to withdraw his
Tentative Map until a study has been done and Mr, Steinbeck, I would
like you to know that the entire Monte Vista Estates agree with you on
this, We'd also like to see this done. We feel that the application
should be withdrawn until such time as a complete study is done. So,
everybody seems to be in cooperation on the review hearing with the
exception of the bujlder, himself. We would also recommend that no
prezoning, no annexations, or no resolug?ls be adopted until such time
as a study has been done. It would only make common sense that before
you push through the project you would know exactly what the project
is.

I know we've seen some nice pictures tonight, but really, that's no
assurance as to how many homes, what sort of configuration the streets
would be, and many, many, marny other things that would take into
consideration for this project. Let's just take for a moment what

. would happen if a General Plan were amended tonight and later on the
east side study showed that, in fact, the east side should be left
intact. Because of the pogsibility. just thinking, that the study
wouldn't be, we hope, wouldn't it be a factor that Dr. Dowd was
allowed to slip under the wire. In other words, Dr. Dowd was allowed
to go ahead and build his project and then, later on, they found out
that this little stub sticking straight up was not in compliance or
did not go along with the General Plan study. It is my recommendation
and our recommendation that you cannot do a General Plan revision, you
cannot change the zoning fram urban to suburban, you cannot ask to be
annexed into the City with good conscience until a study has been
made., Therefore, again, we would ask you to simply ask Dr. Dowd to
withdraw his application until the study has been made.

One other thing I want to point out is that we're kind of losing sight
of what's going on here, all of a sudden I'm hearing that we're
building a project adjacent to Monte Vista. It sounds like all of a
sudden that there's this little field there, we're just going to add
some houses to an already existing project. We have to remember that
development stops somewhere. You have city, then you have county.
CoTr Tt T TERACEly Eight Tthereis ‘cbﬁnf‘y"éiﬁﬂ”ﬁﬁtﬂ"ft*g_anne"' xédinto " the city it
is right now, I believe, 3-acre parcels. So it doesn‘t go along with
the rest of the neighborhood. Yeah, it's land, it's all next to each
other, but it's zoned totally different. You*ve got county. You've
got city. You've got a totally different General Plan that suggests
that it should stay rural.

So, in ordsr tO go on tonight and rush through all these little
annexations, these prezonings and all these other things you want to
do, you'll change it totally without a study and why should this
little plot of land that sticks straight up into the county and allow
it to be built and then let's study all the rest of it around, to the
sides of it, and top of it, and if it doesn't coincide, then no one
else can build., Mr. Becker, sorry but the General Plan says you can't
build but "How come Dr. .Dowd was allowed to build” "Well, that's
because we had 2 1/2 years of meetings and everybody got tired." I
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think the most sensible course to tak
project or ask Dr. Dowd nicely to with
as we all study it and we all cculd a
built or it should not be built and I

is evening is to demy the
w his project until such time
that, in fact, it should be

Frederika Evans, 657 Denmark Street:
Streets East. I can give yocu a perso
we are having on Denmark Street now.
most evil smelling polluted water. Ve
isms in the water without loocking thr
to Sonama 3 1/2 years ago, my neighbo
cane and told me: “Yeu know, your pr
winter. I didn't know if I should te
go and tell her, she's new, and I thi
work and found a ditcher, Carl Eliase
helped me run a 24" pipe for in exCes
rest of it down the east side of my p
$10,000 which I could substantiate in
property. The 5 acres to the east of
back of me on Napa Road and some othe
was flooded ocut last winter. The sit
every winter. It's becoming worse. e, Whatever happens to the
development of the Dowd property is i erial. Sconer or later
someone is going to have to handle the:run-off water that we are
dealing in down on Demmark Street and Read. It should come now.
I phoned Dr. Dowd personally. I said t you have a chance to do a
wonderful thing. ¥You can set your heels and say I want to do
something and to resolve a piece of p vty but first the county and
the city are going to have to deal wi hat's happening to the east
side of town, Sooner or later it has be handled. To turn yocur
back on it is going to amcunt to a th law suit one day because
there aren't too many people here goi: 0 come to town and spend
510,000 to save their property. Horsegiare walking in mud. People
can't use their property. The fields back of me can't be used and
it should be in relation to the proper:methods dealt with now. I'm
not the only person on Dermark Street who's getting up, but I mean,
I'm the only person who's talking. I've talked with every media I can
talk to. But there are other people s@ffering just as much as I am.

£'s between PFifth and Seventh
experience in the water that
live in the spring in the
see the micro, whatever,
a microscope. When I moved

ou that, but my husband said
he should know.™ 1 got to
ho very kiklly came and

150 feet. I ditched the
rty. I have spent over
gures to you in saving my

is a swamp. Carl Eliason, in
ople I know there, his office
on becomes more aggravated

Janet Smith, 21500 Broadway: I feel
have seen flooding at the south end of own in the county. I feel the
City should watch where their water's ny 'cause you're hurting not
only the county but the pecple that come here. Thank you.

came as this woaman does. 1

Dave Chambers, 19800 Eighth Street Easti That's in the County. that
was our choice to live in an area of or density and when we came to
the Soncma area and spoke with realtoriiwe found that there was an
action proposed by a resident in the for a subdivision and that
that action had been denied. We were ieved by that because we took
that to be a signal regarding policy i
county. That was a factor in determi
property that we did, that is, what w
window now. If the action you take i
will now look at houses of considerab
thought we were going to look at when purchased the property. A
fair number of us in that area are nowiin the county and we feel that

be wmfaizr.

Lee Bell, 707 Bast MacArthur Street: I!'d like to endorse the comments
of all the previous speakers and add comment of My own that Mr.
Steinbeck has been at great pains to say how there are ample previcus
precedent for a zoning amendént for this property. I would like to
say that one more zoning amenc}éht ig joat going to establish one more
precedent for all the other people in &he area to say "I should be
able to do it, too.®

Malcolm Stone, 65 Ssreno Court: I justilike for the record on the
Final Environmental Impect Report and fzdon't mean to belabor but for
the record there are a lot of things here that have not been
answered. I'm not going to get into it:tonight but mavbe down the
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stream, I would like to present a letter or at least point out to the
City Council and particularly Brenda Gillarde, I have a letter here
from the Depariment of Fish and Game dated December 20, 1983 and one
of their major points that they say here is that the 'project be
redesigned so that the willow growth and pond, both, the area can be
retained as a wildlife habitat. We also recomend that the project
incorporate cluster housing to provide larger areas of open space.
Changes we propose can save much but not all of the wildlife value of
this area. We encourage you to work within the City of Sonoma to
implement these changes to protect wildlife. Strong local involvement
is usually much more effective than state agencies comments.
Sincerely, Theodore Wooster, Wildlife Services Supervisor.'! This

gentleman is saying that he’d like to see both of the areas saved. Up

to within the last 48 hours and many times previcusly, our group has
tried to work compromises with Dr. Dowd. We felt that this was one of
the ways of resolving this problem as ladies and gentlemen. There are
answers to problems, to anything, if you can sit down as ladies and
gentlemen and hope you can work them out, As to this meeting date at
this time, Dr. Dowd has not ever responded to any one of these offers,
even to sit down or discuss the matter with us. We feel we have a
wnique neighborhood and we're going to fight for it. If we have to
pursue other means, we will. It is very important to us., We spent a
lot of time, a lot of money. We are raising our children here.

People are retired here. We've got older people that aren't here
tonight that because of their health, they can't speak or they just
can't get involved. But they've given us moral support as well as
monetary and I think those people, if we need more signatures, would
be glad to get them. We had, at one time, we had over 300 signatures
of people that oppose any further annexations to the City of Schama
and if we need more signatures to prove to the City Council to listen
to the people and to what we're saying, we'll go get them. Thank you.

Mayor Riboni: Any one else?

Fred Reichardt, 830 Cordilleros: For people who usually don't get up
and talk and I'm one of them, I've been here for two years now on this
project and I usually don't say too much, but I'd just like to ask a
few questions and one particular. When we went to court with Judge
Byman and he talked and he gave a problem, he was for instancing, I
don't know if it was ever answered. I really came here on Page AD-7
on the Blue and then Page 19 on the White (FEIR), where we got to
talking about how many homes are allowed on each acre. And like the
Judge said a year ago, if I had 50 acres that means I can build 100
homes if we had two homes per acre. But if I want to keep 45 acres to
myself that still means I can build 100 homes on f£ive acres. So, in
your study, I would like this to be defined., Maybe, the word
clustering is great, but it really confuses a lot of people when we
get down to talking about it. Thank you.

Rick Maffioli, 507 Avenue del Oro: that's spelled m-a-f-f-i-o-1-i,
mispelled last time. I'm a native son here. This is 1984-1985.
You're not going to stop growth but I go along with the rest of these
people here. Let's look into the whole east side. I have a sister
who lives down on Watmaugh Road. Her mother-in-law donated this land
here for this building. Her land is flooded down there. She don't
want to get involved in this thing. She's too old to come up here.

"“She—gays they “doh"t~1isten and-all thato —I"go alomy with the other
people. Take all the east side in and study it before we put one
little finger out there whether it's a cul-de-sac, a "I" or not,
because they're all going to go in front of my house, if it's cul-de-
sac or a "T" and I'm here for the traffic problem. I don't know where
all you people up there live., I know where Riboni lives because my
son just bought a house next to him on the west side of town. Maybe
he got away from the traffic over there, He'll tell me later or when
we get over there. That's all I can say., Thank you.

Mayor Riboni: Just one simple correction if I could. I usually don't
interject in the public hearing but the land that this building is on
was not donated. It was purchased, I believe, for the amount of
$175,000 or $180,000 from Annie Montini,

Rick Maffioli: But you (the City) also had a piece of property down
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there on Eighth Street that you sold for abOUt a third that the City
sold. Let's not get into that.

Mayor Riboni: Right. Any one elsge?

Gloria Barbieri, 630 Avenue del Oro: JusE 2 1/2 years ago, my husband

and I zetired to Soncma and the first wirter we were here I was

totally aghast at the wakter coming down Avenue del Oro. I thought I

vas going to have to get a rowbocat to getout of my house. And now,

after leoking at these homes, I'm sorry €6 say that they look more

like townhouses and I'm really worried abaut how you're going to '
develop this area. Because since I've here, I come from

Millbrae, down the Penipsula, and I came Millbrae 230 years ago and

Millbrae was a very small community. Bu e people took a very big

interest and it grew but it grew beautif . The homes were put into

the right places and if you ever go to M rae it's a beautiful

community and we came to Sonoma hoping ifiiwould be the same. So, I

have & lot of faith in the Council that will make Sonama a

beautiful place.

Mayor Riboni: Any one elgse? If I hear
Public Hearing, I'll close the Public He
back to the Council for their comments,

Clm, Tuller: Mr. Mayor, my only que
proceed at this time? Are we going
additional issues one by one or are
together? What is your pleasure?

ther coments wnder the
ing (8:22 p,m.) and come
jestions or statements.

n is how are we going to
proceed with these four
going to group them

Mayor Riboni: Mr, Tuller, it is desi
of these have to have their own spec
discuss them in general in the Publi
to adopt each one as an individual x
understand it from Staff, and I beli
Klein, from our legal counsel. We o
resolutions,

ted, I believe, that each

¢ resolutions. We did

earing section. We do have

ukion, at least as I

that's correct, too, Mr,

ave to adopt each I

City atty. Klein: You have to adopt
Mr. Mayor, but, I think it is inteqgr
considered without breaking it down

e resolutions individually,
d and can be discussed and

Mayor Riboni: Thank you.

Clm. Tuller: Mr. Mayor, I'll get star
find myself, I believe, in agreement
that the east side ghould have a Gen
disagreement with that. The Planning: Commission had recommended

ed on the General Plan. I

considered by the City Council. Up te that point, at least, I
agree with that portion of it. I th it is olwicus that there's
a great concern out there how that's developed. I share that
concern. I do hope our Clty will deve cp ag the last speaker

should be undertaken, I have no prob;i.
Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Tuller, 3

bbi/ézg pro tar;-b}arkson. I, too, am in avor of a General Plan
study. I realize that people who have moved here recently, two

you must have progress and progress w
shows its concern with its 200 units

say and to the envirormental impact report. I am going to push
very strongly for a General Plan study on the east side. I think
it's been 10 years. I think we need ta look at it from the
standpoint where growth should cccur, i
balanced tcwn.

Clm. Tuller: Mr. Mayor, I have a questmn for Mr. Steinbeck. Mr.
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Steinbeck, our General Plan was adopted in 1974. Is that correct?

Planner Steinbeck: Land Use Element, Circulation, Open Space and
a couple of cothers that escape my memory now, were 1974. We have
added the Safety Seismic, the Safety and Noige and Housing
Elements since that time over the years. But the Land Use element
which shows the land use designation was '1974.

Clm, Tuller: Does my memory Serve me wrong, but, I thought prior
to 1974 that under the area (sphere) of influence that that was
zonad R-1, R-2 out there? I am reasonably sure, but I'm not
certain, Can you confim it?

Planner Steinbeck: I haven't looked it up recently, Clm. Tuller,
0 I couldn't say for certainty one way or the other.

Clm. Tuller: Mayor Riboni, do you recall that? I just bring it
up as a point of interest.

Mayor Riboni: No, I do not.

Clm, Tuller: That this area has been studied and it has gone both
ways.

Mayor Riboni: The part I recall is the Bth Street area prior to
'74 was R-R. The answer is rural residential. Specifically fram
5th to 7th (East), I don't recall.

Clm, Tulier: Just a question.
Mayor Riboni: Any other comments? Questions?

Clm, McTaggart: Mr. Mayor, I have a question of Mr. Steinbeck.
Ed, with respect to the proposed General Plan study that is being
discussed for the east side, would that require an environmental
impact report document? .

Planner Steinback: Yes, no doubt about it.

Clm. McTaggart: More general than what was reguired of the
applicant?

Planner Steinbeck: That is correct. An envirommental report for
a general plan study can be more general in mature than a specific
project environmental impact report. Yes. -But you still need to
have one. We will be the lead agency and the preparer of that
through a consultant, most likely.

Clm., McTaggart: Another question, I guess, could be the area that
you would specifically refer to would be "the east side - Napa
Road to MacArthur ~ 5th to 7th — city limits to Bth".

Planner Steinbeck: Yes. City limits to 8th, Napa Street to
MacArthur,

Clm._ McTaggart: Yes. I meant Napa Street. _ .

Planner Steinbeck: That was the area as specified by the Planning
Camnission, Clm. McTaggart.

Clm. Tuller: To the south?

Clm. McTaggart: The existing City limits to 8th East, from
MacArthur Street on the south side to Napa Street on the north
side.

Mayor pro tem Markson: What would be the anticipated length of
time that study would take, Mr. Steinbeck?

" Planner Steinbeck: I would guess you'll probably be looking,
with all the public hearings involved and the input that you would
need early on from the members of the public, at a year. We talked

309




310

City Council: regular meeting: January 23, 1984 Page 12

earlier at the Planning Commission level 0£ 6 months. I think
that's a real optimistic quess. :

Mayor pro tem Markson: Let me ask the consultant what you think?

Brenda Gillarde: MNine to twelve months.

Planner Steinbeck: Just as an exsmple, 1974 General Plan
study was about 18 months long. By the you got to the actual
adopted document there were, if I remember:correctly, about 4
months of just public hearings on that G al Plan at that time.

Mayor pro tem Markson: In knowing how thé Coupcil takes a very
cautious step in most every manmer we could have 2 1/2 years of
meetings on this one. I don't foresee ussfushing into that nor
rushing into anything nsw.

Planner Steinbeck: And I wouldn't want te rush into it, either.

Mayor pro tem Markson: Right. Of coursey I don't consider

rushing into anything tonight, either,
Mayor Riboni: Mr. McTaggart?

Clm. McTaggart: Just a couple of comment§ here responding to the
audience's comrents and so forth. Ron C says it's city and
county and so forth and I appreciate that; but then you're inside
looking out you don't want the outsider ing in. But, where
you're living now used to be the county t 15 years ago before
your subdivision took place, So we're net: saying everybody who's
being critical of 1t lives in Monte Vist Where you live now
used to be what you're looking at, it's ant next door. That's
not a good excuse to £ill up what's next:door but, if you like
living in Sonoma, but unless you live in Pueblo, scme one
built your house and he was “a guality® developer and you're just
enjoying the hell out of it. The second point I want to make....

Voice in the audience: We paid for it.

Clm. McTaggart: Well, that's right and
property, too, in defense of his positio
baing quite honest with you, I'm trying
objective. I find it difficult to respo
because I'm here, these others shouldn't

¥, Dowd paid for his
Let's not point, I'm
be rational and

Voices in the audience: No. No, That's n&t true.

Mrs. Barbieri: We want people to come.
properly and we'll be hapwy. That's all
come. We came here. We have nothing ag
done properly.

want is for people to
st the project if it's

Clm. McTaggart: Properly is some questi
here and talk about reasomable devel proper development,
but when we sit down and have to make th cision, then we have
to get a little bit more specific and that's where the buck stops
right up here. We're going to have to make that decizion somehow
and I hope that it's equitable to everybo: The point I'm making
is that because you see grass on one si £ the fence doesn't
mean there wasn't grass on your side of fence at one time,
either,

£ a well thouaht out

will create in tems

e are solutions to

flooding the last two

history for 20 years

e been extremely heavy
n Northern California
that, if you were even

Secondly, it has been ny experience th
development will cure more problems than
of flocoding, sanitation and so forth.
them, Thirdly, everyone's talking about
vears. Jf you lock at the City's floodi
you'll f£ind the last two or three years
years. That's just the story of £loodin
the last three vears and three years befg}
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here then, you would realize we had drought. Sure, I could go cut
last year and I go out this year in late December and see flood
water running in front of my house. I don't go up the street and
curge my neighbor and say you made the rain come down the hill.
Because he didn't. The density of the rain is what made it come
down. So, I'm through wrestling with all of these.

I do have a problem with the General Plan amendment with this
particular project. I think the problem I have is how to design a
street in a subdivision where you don't know for sure where that
street is geoing to end up. The problem that I don't have is that
the stub street at the end of Avenue del Oro is intented to go
somevhere besides that fence. I can say that, because I can
recall back in '74 or '75 either at Planning Commission or City
Council, having a discussion about that very street. The
discussion we had, I think, was with the County. The County said
we are redoing the General Plan becatse they were doing a county
area plan on the east side of the City. The topic of the
discussion was -that the City is looking to that area.,......I have
a difficult time saying that-the island should not exist at all
because I don't think that was the intention. I don'tithink
that's what the configuration shows and I just can't support the
concept of no development there as that, I don't think, was ever
the mtent.

I don't know what compromises have been discussed between the
neighbors and Dr. Dowd, but I haven't been a party to any
compromises not have I had any npeighbors call me to come look at
it or talk to me about it. I don't know what you have in mind,
What I'm trying to do is not sit and count heads or signatures on
petitions. When it's all over I intend to talk to all of you.
And if you offer me a cup of coffee, fine. And I will buy you a
cup of coffee. If we can't, there's something wrong. I don't
know what my answer is yet. I'm just thinking out loud.

Mayor Riboni: Mr. Tuller?

Clm. Tuller: Mr. Steinbeck, regarding Resolution #6-84, is this
basically authorizing the study in that general area? I'm hot
sure I'm reading that right.

Planner Steinbeck: In our Staff Report recommendation, we made a
two-fold recommendation regarding the General Plan. First of all,
to approve the amendment for this particular piece of property and
following that, to authorize us to look into different: ways,
methods and costs of an overall General Plan study. The
Resolution #7-84 deals with this specific applicatmn before you.
only.

Clm, Tuller: What about Resolution #6-84?

Planner Steinbeck: You're right, Resolution §6-84. I was looking
at the wrong one. It deals with this application only.

Clm. Tuller: Okay. We're not talking about that one now. As I
understand, Mr. Mayor, we're talking about authorizing the general
study of that area. Am I right or wrong?

Mayor Riboni: There was as a discussion point, yes. What you're
asking was the wording of the resolution. The resolution is
specific.

Clm, Tuller: Right. You don‘t have the resolution or do we need
a resolution?

Planner Steinbeck: At this point we were hoping that the Council
would adopt a minute motion asking us to look into the procedures
for conducting the study and come back with further details and
gpecific information at another meeting date. We feel strongly,
alsa, that the study needs to be done but we do need to present
specifics to you on how we recommend that study be done.

311
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Clm. Tuller: The motlon that I want ©o put forth, then, is for
the general study of the entire area t specifically for the
Dowd property at this time. 8o, Mr. Mayor, if it's in order I
would like to move that we authorize Staff to look into the
meang, methods, whatever it takes, to initiate a General Plan
study for the easterly side: b5th Six Bast to 8th Street East,
from MacArthur to Napa Street, that arex In there.

Mayor pro tem Markson: If that's in form of a motion, I shall

second the motion.

nded. On the question I

Mayor Riboni: It has been moved and s
¢ Mr, Tuller, is a

have a question. What you're asking
feasibility report from the Staff?

Clm, Tuller: That's right.

Mayor Riboni: And not the authorizati;jéﬁh to proceed with a General
Plan revigion?

Clm, Tuller: That's exactly what I'm &Bking. I think we should
give Staff an opportunity to have inpuf to us to what we might
even want to know what it's going to and things like that
before we decide to do it, although, ¥ithink this Council is
pretty well determined to do it; regardless. But nevertheless, I
think Staff should have that opportun to tell us all the nuts
and bolts and whereforealls and maybe give us some time, a better
time schedule on it, too. I think it*H in our best interest to
have that first. .

Mayor Riboni: All right., Guestion onfthe motion.
Clm. Ruggles: This resolution, then? :

Mayor Riboni: No. No, this is not a -fesclution. This is a
motion. ‘

Clm. Ruggles: This motion has no effeit on the other
deliberations that have taken place tahight?

Mayor Riboni: No, it does not.
Clm. Ruggles: I favor the General Pl study.

Mayor Riboni: Okay. Any other comments? Mr. McTaggart?

Clm, McTaggart: I gquess a rhetorical imiestion, then. The reason
we're talking about a General Plan r ion for the “east side®
and talking about costs is for this praject and no other reason
I'm aware of. I don't know of any o applications before the
City at this time.

Mayor pro tem Markson and Mayor Ribo Ho.

seyond this project, I think
. concern in that area that
roject. I would feel that
influence, out that area.
t study behind us.

Cim. Tuller: Clm, McTaggart, I feel,
we have reached the point in growth
we need this study, regardless of thi
e .~ .that _is imder our influence, the Cii
I think it makes goed planning to get

Clm. McTaggart: Well, as a matter ofifact then, we can justify a
special study to the socuth and to the:gouthwest because we have,
in fact, annexed a great deal of new Eerritory, with a great deal
of more houging to the soutiwest. e proposing a major hotel
immediately to the south, atc. etc. we really saying: look at
the whole General Flan? I could see concern because this
project is here and we should have 1 at it before that, I
was wondering, if this project is not-gpproved, then we're talking
about a General Plan Study. Is that ihe intention?

Clm. Tuller: Mr. McTaggart: I think#part of the answer there is
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% ust may be, that c{our thoughts will be incorporated in the
taff's report back to us. Indeed, we will need to think of this
General Plan anendnent asg more than the area that I said. So, I
think what you're saying is probably good input to the Staff and,
maybe, that's what exactly what they'll come back to us with.

Mayor pro tem Markson: That doesn’'t surprise me, either. We have
to start somewhere and the where that we start is on the east side
of town and I concur we should probably, in our step by step

l deliberation, take a look at everything.

City Manager Arner: For the Council's information. We started
the preliminary work on the 1984-85 budget and that would be one
- - - ..of the programs. we.would. recormend. be included in the !84-'85 .
budget is the entire review of the Circulation, Land Use elenents
of the General Plan. We would request, in a conversation with Mr.
Steinbeck that we bad, that it include analyzing growth on the
east side of town, all the way to Napa Road, as well as, I said,
the Circulation element. The Circulation element, the traffic
- problems and growth questions surrcunding the commmnity will be
the two major issues -the community will confront. I have no idea
at this point in time, we're looking in terms of dollars and
cents, I'd anticipate that Mr. Steinbeck and Ms. Gillarde are”
too optimistic in their projection on the time frame. We're "~~~
looking at 18 months or more before that type of process can be
completed.

Mayor Riboni: I'd just comment that this motion is for a
procedure to follow in that Staff is directed to do a general
feasibility study, present data back to the Council on whether we
should proceed with a General Plan Study in the area. I would be
in favor of the motion. I am not too much in favor, generally, of
studies upon studies. 1 speak sametimes very point blank about
it. I think a lot of these studies are a waste of morey. I think
we postpone a lot of things and put a lot of money and a lot in
consultant's pockets, with all due respect, that I feel that a lot
of good common sense can handle these situations without spending
tens of thousands of dollars on a lot of data and spending a lot
of years, a lot of hours at meetings. If Staff will prepare and
present back to the Council some of its particular data on what
the costs and time factors are involved, I certainly would be in
favor of that motion, but I certainly would like it tO be noted
that I reserve the right that I may very well vote against the
proceeding of any General Plan amendment if I feel there is a
"waste of time" in that matter. Not that we should not study or
update our General Plan but some of the criteria established of
what we have to follow, I feel, is an excessive amount of
bureaucratic red tape for all concerned, residents, City, City
costs, applicants, everyone involved, Just too much red tape.
Now, back on the motion. We have a motion made and seconded.
We're on the question. Anything further on the questian? All in
favor of the motion signify by saying aye.

Ayes: (5)
Mayor Riboni: Opposed?
Noes: (0}

l Mayor Riboni: Motion carried 5 to 0 to proceed with the
feasibility study.

__Mayor Riboni: Now, anything further on the specifics?
Clm, Tuller: Which one shall we take up?

Mayor Ribomi: Whatever is the pleasur:e of the Council, Mr.
Tuller.

Clm, Tuller: Mr. Mayor, the next issue in front of us as we go
down the list here is the approving or the discussion of approving
a General Plan amendment for the Dowd's property for Laurel Wood
Fams. I f£find myself in agreement with my colleague, Cim.
McTaggart, where I feel that this property was intended to be
developed and that I, myself, feel that the General Plan revision




314

City Council: regular meeting: January 23, 1984 Page 16

to include this is in order and I have no
would cause me not to support it. I hav
for 2 1/2 years on this and I appreclate
on this and it really has been one of the
say this as a compliment, best organized :@pponents that I have
ever been involved with in a long time. ‘ve had the applicant,
proponents, the opponents. We've had the:fourt. We've had the
Staff, the public, the Planning Comnmissi the City Council, the
commmity at large on this and every co vable thought and idea
has been put forth and as a member of tha Gouncil, of course, I
had the privilege of reading all the mir , and all of that,
and, irkleed, I have read it, every one of:ithe 13 to 14 meetings on
it, those public hearings on this, and Mr, Mayor, I just don't
have any trouble going ahead with this. had some trouble going
ahead with it, otwiously, but I find that-it's something I'm going
to support. :

rticular feelings that
ead, I have listened
e input that has come
st organized, and I

Mayor Riboni: Is there any discussion fx:gn the Council on the
specific resolutions? Mr. McTaggart?

Clm. McTaggart: I'm just wondering. Wha¥ we're saying in the
Staff recommendation is that we would anrgz, prezone as part of .
the annexation., That will be processed ; but the Tentative Map
on this particular subdivision applicaticly will be withdrawn or
withheld until the General Plan revision for the area was
ocxnpleted 80 we could decide, not if the Bibdivision will exist,
but its configuration as it £imally form t will comply.
Rhetorical or otherwise, what happens if We do the annexation, the
prezoning and complete that and we now have a stub of R-1 zoned
land out there but, either the General P amendment study or the
applicant decides to do nothing. Seems me we've annexed
property Eor this specific purpose of deaiing with this specific
subdivigion and it could very well end up without ending there but
with some R~1 land. Am I reading sometbifly that's not there?

Planner Steinbeck: Aanything's possible.
Clm, McTaggart: All or a cambination.

Mayor Riboni: Yes, Mr. Armer.

City Mgr. Arner: The Council recalls f
mapagement Dlan limiting regidential gr
to 100 planning units per year? We also
“are we driving up the value of land wi the City limits,
therefore, making housing less affordable;- less available to our
children, our neighbors, our friends and those people we don't
know.® In that regard, in Walt Smith's Report, we talked about
annexing properties directly adjacent te City. The City
Council bag a policy that says properties-are annexable if public
services can be provided and if they bor on City limits. 1In
that regard, if Mr. Dowd did not move £ rd with the actual
construction proposal, the City Council d not err. In

i residential growth
have not been set

nsideration the growth
within the comunity
alt with the problem of

for a future date. ¥Your planning polici
aside,

Mayor Riboni: One question I have is regiérding this Tentative
Map., Mr. Steinbeck, if I could. Exanpl if we proceeded with
the adoption of these particular resolut and doing what was
just mentioned, annexing this land into Cxty into an R-1
designation, why is it necessary that thig would have to go into a
complete General Plan study, or revision,: amendment in that
entire quadrant prior to the time that vaiying types of Tentative
Maps with different configurations - ™I's® or "L's” or "Cul-de-
Sac's* or whatever could not be present ck within another
reasonable amount of time prior to this ed 9 months to a
year?

rt of what would be
ne of the things that
« Mayor. You would

Planner Steinbeck: Well, the circulatio
planned in the east side of town would be:
would fall cut of the rest of the study, ¥
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have to first deal with the issue of how far do we want growth in
the area, what effect will that growth have and if we are going to
have growth in the area, what kind of street pattern would we
recommend. .I see it as one of the later items as far as that
study. - Is that typical of what you would say, Dick (Public Works
Director Rowland)?

. PWD Rowland: I think you've got to detemmine whether you're going
to have additional rcads before you can detemine where you want
the streets to stub out in this particular subdivision.

Planner Steinbeck: Again, in our recommendations, as far as the
Staff Report, we're saying straicht out: “Commit to a development
on the property.” We're just not sure of the exact street
configuration of that particular development.

Mayor Riboni: But you still feel that with the latter end of a
study regarding that entire quadrant from Fifth and Seventh
(Streets East), East MacArthur to Napa Street before we could
determine whether we want to accept a "I™ or an “L"? I think I
could look at a map now and say what I feel could probably be
appropriatly two possible ways to go.

Planner Steinbeck: It's been discussed in public meetings that we
could run a street north or south from this particular development
now. It's not a physical imposeibility. We have become aware
that Mr. Chiotti has an easement that's coming southerly from his
property on Napa Street as part of the EIR process and his letter
was included as pait of thé FEIR. "That 50' rcadway easement is
called by the County at the time of his minor subdivision Sixth
Street East, ig only one property away from Dowd's, only a few
hundred feet., The extension to the south could go along the
Becker/Del Secco property line, the joint property line, and go
all the way to MacArthur without any obstruction. So, the
feasibility of extending the street is really not a question.

What the question becomes is: where, how far, are you going to go
with extending those streets, with extending growth in the east
side and that question has to be decided before you say and yes,
that growth will be serviced by these streets.

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Steinbeck.

Mayor pro tem Markson: Mr, Steinbeck, as a point of information
for myself, Avenue del Oro at this present time does end in a stub
street?

Planner Steinbeck: That's correct,

Mayor pro tem Markson: It didn't deter the people from buying the
property because the stub street was there. It could go without
saying that if there were stub steets on Laurel Wood Famms it
would have probably the same kind of effect as it has in Avenue
del Oro in that it is there,.

Planner Steinbeck: Except that you're saying that we're providing
for future growth- in the area and, I think, we shouldn’t do that
blindly, that we should know what the consequences of that might

Mayor pro tem Markson: And in the beginning what they said was
that Avenue del Oro and this stub street was that we were planning
for future growth in the area.

Planner Steinbeck: That could be inferred from the stub street,
That's correct.

Clm, Ruggles: What would be the attitude and what would be the
effect on the General Plan study we're talking about’ if there was
just a cul-de-sac as originally designed?

Planner Steinbeck: As we stated in the Staff Report, if the
Council chooses to go with some sort of cul-de-sac configuration

3195
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ther street circulation
just couldn't be

« It also may be a
side is appropriate.
ulation pattern in the

that would pretty much indicate that mo
through Avenue del Oro would ever hapgen
provided for through individual private
way of saying: "No other growth on the
We're not going to provide for a proper
area.” And that's what I'd be looking a

Clm. Ruggles: Why would you say that?

Planner Steinbeck: Well, there would be k¢
Oro, either in the water system or in ©
future bleeding off of some of the traff
Ga-sac street. So what I'm saying is if
which is an opticn before you as present
then that would, it would not provide fo
streets as the "T" intersection would.

looping of Avenue del
utilities or for

£ you went to the cul-
go for the cul-de-sac
n the Staff Report,
actual extension of

Mayor Riboni: Mr. McTaggart?

rs and years of
aintiff and various

, it seems to me that
to go along with the
the applicant will not
Staff is saying: "Do
give the man his

Clm. McTaggart: After due reflection and:
study, in the name of the defendant, the
other things not spoken or not admitted
the problem is that as much as I would 1
Staff recommendation for all good reasons
be benefitted by his application because
the annexation. Do the prezoning hut do
right to develop until we have a General Plan revisich.® It seems
to me preeminently ratiomal to say that hould do nothing until
we have the General Plan revision amentment because Dr. Dowd isn't
going anywhere in a hurry without that. ther than sit here and
sgueeze the toothpaste tube until it's dry then decide we need
more toothpaste, what I'm going to sugge 8 that we deny the
Tentative Map application, the annexationgithe prezoning, all the
stuff without prejudice in so far as Dr. has spent and
opponents have spent a great deal of time this, to decline the
Tentative Map to coincide with the Gener lan revision. I don't
see what we're doing for the applicant or: pecple who live over
there. This is really not favoring eith ide, to throw Dr. Dowd
a bone, and make some commitment and then:iwhile we're studying,
deciding what the heck the General Plan says, where, in fact we
follow Staff's recommendation saying Dr. Dowd, you withdraw or
we'll deny it anyway and you come back when the General Plan
revision has been done. Although we're saying only the
configuration of streets, it strikes me asibeing as effective as
any other reason we're saying it for. So#hy not stop burning our
bridges and bring it back. To add to what I say, if we're not
going to do a General Plan amendment then 711 not go for the
gubdivision. The reasons being there ar conditions that will
be appended to the Tentative Map., One © ge Conditions has 10
sub-conditions, all of which add up to mesiing all of the
problems, which actually would improve drainage, improve sewage in
the area and not be a blight in the neighborhood that the
antagonists say this plan would be. However, there's the problem
of the General Plan amendment. If we're g&ing to do a General
Plan amendment, it seems to me if we do a gtudy, do it for
everybody. Logically, I just can not ¢go any other way because Dr.,
Dowd is not going to go anywhere until we £ that General Plan
study and other subdivisions until we know:what the country is out
there, So, Dr, Dowd is not going by Staff ‘recummerdation or by my
approach.

Mayor Riboni: Any further comments. Mr. HL*Engets':’

Clm. Ruggles: It's time to give my speechzhow. I've gone up and
down that street a mumber of times and I've-asstmed that anybody who
would buy a home there, see the end of thig street, could assume
that sometime in the future that something else was going to
happen at the end of the street. I favoreda cul-de-sac
originally. I wasn't involved in the suit:ibecause I did vote
against that plan for various reasons. There was two of us who
did for different reasons. WNot that I wasizogainst the development
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for that particular piece of land. It seems to me for the
happiness of the neighborhood that a cul-de-sac is the answer,
nyself. Alternmative "A" or something like that, depending on the
econamics of the thing. It seems to me, then, everybody that
lives on Avenue del Oro for the forseeable time knows where
they're living and knows what to expect. Now, I comprehend that
the police and the fire are not enthusiastic because of the time
element to do what we're talking about tonight. Seems Dr. Dowd
will be in for another 2 1/2 years, whatever, and the neighbors
will be in tumoil for 2 1/2 years before anything happens. This
Nathanson Creek thing would make it possible te have a bicycle
path, that sort of thing, hiking trail, that could commect up with
other parts cf town, and so the nelghborhood for the next
generation would know where they stand and there could be some
kind of access to a future bicycle and hiking trail so they would
not necessarily have to feel any sense of being closed in. I've
gone up and down that street and I don't see one house where
anybody could say they really aren't enjoying open space. So in
so far as you go to the end of the cul-de-sac there's two houses,
maybe, from their bedroom windows, into .the backyard. I looked at
property both north and south. It's mostly large homes, large
acreage., It seems to me that all that area could be develaped in
some kind of same fashion without hurting Dr. Dowd, without
hurting the neighborhood. I don't know how many lots Dr. Dowd
would have to have to make it economically feasible ‘cause one plan
here shows 12 lots from the consultant. I'm very uneasy about
dealing with everybody for 2 1/2 years and I don't know,- I can't
think of a soul who'll be happy. As you say, who got the fees for
doing all the work?

Mayor Riboni: 1I'll just make my comments so it's generally
understood where I feel. I would be in favor of the General Plan
amendment and in favor of the prezoning to single family
residential. I'm in favor of the reorganization of the territoy
into the Avenue del Oro Reorganization #1 but I would like to loock
at 3 or 4 different planned outlets for that location,
specifically, in the cul-de-sac, a southern exit. I am not in
favor of a northern exit. I do not feel that -the area should have
a through street, I would certainly feel that if anything should
be considered it should be a street towards the MacArthur Street
side. A configuration of the lots is also something that could be
designed, Overall, I am in favor of the proposal but I do not
feel that a year to look at a map and determine whether a street
to come out or whether we should cul-de-sac it, why that can't be
gecided mthm the next month or two at the very most. Overall, I
am in £for of the General Flan amendment for this particular
parcel “and would like to see some various configurations of lot
layout be proposed and brought back in the very near future, not
next year.

Clm, Tuller: Mr, Mayor, I'd like to say that I could basically
support your thoughts there very closely. I feel very very
strongly that a delay for a year or 18 months or if it should
take longer than that, quite hopeful it shouldn't take longer than
that on the outside, I just think that it's unfair to everyone. I
think it's unfair to those who are the opponents. I think it's
unfair to those who are supporting it. I think it's unfair on
staff, also. I .-think there's an area of responsibility. I share
it. It's my fault as much as anyone else and I think all of you,
all of us, share it, that, if indeed, the general study of that
area i necessary, and I agree to that, made a motion to that
effect a short time ago, if that's necessary and we all see that
rather clearly then I would say to you that that should have been
done a year and half ago. I should have said it a year and a half
ago. I should have said it two years ago and so should have ycu.
We're all in this planning, we've gone through like I've said, 12
to 14 different public meetings and we share that responsibility
and to ask those who are trying to develop it to be punished or
deny a good project, and I agree with the Mayor, and I agree with
Mr. McTaggart, that I think this is a good project. I think it is
eminently unfair. So I make it very specific, Mr. Mayor, I agree
with the General Plan amendment in that area to R-l, agree to the
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prezening which is R-1 and the annexatigh and then the Tentative
Map, I'm sure we can get some agreement ©n and discussion further.
But upon your direction we can take aciion on Items 2, 3 and 4
and get down to Tentative Map discussi
appropriate time.

Mayor Riboni: That's up to the pleasur
action do they wish to take tonight?

Mayor pro tem Markson: I think the plez
that we deal with what's at hand and w
future and I cannot believe that 4.1 a
dramatic impact in planning for the fu
being the one that wasn't here 2 1/2 y
study the General Plan, I will be the
make a motion, to adopt Resolution #6-
amendment on the westerly portion of
Wood Farms.

al with planning for the
s is going to make a
2. So, therefore, I
5 ago to say why don’t we
that will say, that will
approving a General Plan

Clm, Tuller: I would like to second that, Mr. Mayor.

Mayor Riboni: Motion is made to adopt
the General Plan amendment. Ay disc
Madam Clerk, the roll call on the Reso!

City Clerk: Cim. McTaggart: HNo.
Clm. Ruggles: Aye.
Clm, Tuller: Aye.
Mayor pro tem Markscn: Aye. .
Mayor Riboni: Aye. .

Clm., Tuller: Mr. Meyor, if it's in ord
the adoption of Resolution #7-84 for p
portion of the Dowd property consistin
to R-1, Single-Family Residential.

¢ 1'd like to move for
oning the westerly
of approximately 4.1 acres

Mayor Riboni: It has been moved. Is thére a second?

Mayor pro tem Markson: I'll second 3?.1:.j:f

discussion on the
Resolution?

Mayor Riboni: And a second. Any furthe;
quetion? Hay we have the roll call on

City Clerk: Clm. McTagoart: No.
Clm, Ruggles: Aye.
Clm, Tuller: Ayes. ;
Mayor pro tem Markson: Aye.
Mayor Riboni: Aye. "
Clm, Tuller: Mr. Mayor, I believe we alzo need the annexation and
then we can get down to the Tentative Map discussion. I'd like to
move for the adoption of Resolution #8-84 ordering the
reorganization of territory designated gs Avenue del Oro
Reorganization No. 1 involving annexat to the City of Sonama
and Scnoma Valley County Sanitation District and detachment from
Schell-Vista Fire Protection District.

Malcolm Stone: Any discussion on ary these items?

Mayor Riboni: Just a moment. There's :
sacond?

motion. Is there a

Mayor pro tem Markson: I second it.

Mr. Stone: I just see it here in the mihiates (agenda) that's all I
see it. )

Mayor Riboni: 1Is there a second?

Mayor pro tem Markson: Yes.

Mayor Riboni: On the guestion we have # question frem the
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audience and and not from the Council. Mr. Stons?
Mr. Stone: My question was and I'm reading from the minutes

{agenda) here, it says public hearing on prezoning, public hearing
on the annexation.

Mayor Riboni: We had that. I said, initially, we were combining
all the items together under the Public Hearing portion.

Mr. Stone: So we can't, at this point, the public cannot speak or
camment on these items?

Mayor Riboni: You can ask queéstions. ' But once the Public Hearing
is closed, and that's why I hestitated and asked if there were any
further comments on these particular items. Anything further on
the question? May we have the roll call on the Resolution on the
reorganization.?

City Clerk: Clm. McTaggart: No.
Clm. Ruggles: ZAye.
Cim. Tuller: Aye.
Mayor pro tem Markson: Aye.
Mayor Riboni; aye.

Mayor Riboni: Now, is there any further discussion on any item?

{At this point in the meeting, most of the audience left the
Counicil Chambers.)

Mayor pro tem Markson: Now we have the Tentative Map?

Cim. Tuller: Mr. Mayor, if it's in order I would like to have Mr.
Steinbeck give us a review of the possibilities before us here on
this Tentative Map.

Planner Steinbeck: Excuse me, Mr. Tuller, I didn't hear you.

Clm. Tuller: What I'd like is a sumary on some of the problems
in the various configurations of the subdivision that have been
discussed. I'm not asking for a detailed explanation, going into
the various plans, but we have several here that were brought out
and discussed.

Planner Steinbeck: I1'd be happy to review them with you, Mr.
Tuller. As shown on the map in the DEIR, the actual Tentative Map
application that was worked out between City Staff and the
applicant on the street configuration at that time, was a "T"
intersection providing for possible future street extensions both
for the north and to the south., That is one alternative. We
discuseed the feasibility of that alternative earlier saying that
it could happen, that there is nothing really standing in the way,
physically, of extending those streets to the north and to the
south at the present time. It becomes mcre of a policy question
for the Council than a feasibility question. A second alternative
would be a loop street, kind of an "L" street, with a stub street
only to the south or only to the north, either way. The stub only
to the south as indicated by Mayor Riboni is another possibility.
The other action would be a cul~de-sac which would be a street
coming off the end of Avenue del Oro now and ending in our
standard eity cul-de-sac bulb, Other possibilities on any of
these would be a compromise in density as shown as one of the
alternatives, not really suggested or recommended. A&As was
indicated by Mr. Ruggles, the DEIR ghows the cul-de-sac street
with 12 lots. You can kind of pick the number, whatever seemed to
be appropriate at that time. That's the alternatives that I see
before you, Mr. Tuller. Is that what you wanted?

Cim. Tuller: Yes, fine.

Mayor Riboni: Mr. Tuller, if I can suggest, I know we do have the
site development plan which was tentatively presented by the
applicant. At this time, as I stated earlier, I'm not in favor of
a "T" street, but I feel that we should have that as part of our
consideration and consider both the bulb and the "L" street, I
would just wonder if it would be possible to have the applicant
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resentative, sketch
showing the

ul de sac, the "L"
e that would give us
within the zoning
back to us within a

and his representative or his engineering

some various proposals for lot configurat
possibilities of varying lot sizes with th
and the "I street with some varying lot
varying number of lots, also, that would
capacity of the area and have this presen
reasonable amount of time, I feel the nex
your meeting sometime in the early part of:
be possible? That's just a suggestion. Mre

NO" vote. The reason
amendment, etc. was
nw. If I had known
s to me to be totally
e a difference in
the future of the
days? We just got
on study. I don't

Clm, McTaggart: I have to explain my priof
I voted "NO" oan the annexation, General Pla
that I didn't know what you were geoing to ¢
I might have voted differently. It just se
illogical to say that 30 days is going to
looking at that. How are we going to div
notrth and the south from this property in
through saying we need a General Plan rev
know what that's supposed to show, but it
that it will allow development to the northiend scuth of this. If
we have that infommation I can defend or defend an attack on
the street configuration. The Mayor is saying he doesn't want to
see it go north because he's decided he n't want to see
development to the north. I was talking tima to Ed this
afterncon, and Ed (Steinbeck) said maybe ocught to go north
because the guy above, cne property away, k@S an easement in
effect or on paper, the County, if I reca ¢ required an
easement of My, Chiotti. What I'm saying that Dr. Dowd is
entitled to fair play, but it also makes n sense to me to not
make the same mistake we just made at the t end of Avenue del
Oro. We're just gomg through one of thesé things we created a
while back and now we're faced with a snake with no tail out
there. Now we're trying to decide what k of a rattle to put on
it. I can think of an argument for 15 strggt configurations
there: a through street, a bulb street,
left hand "L", a right hand *L" and a "T"
what are we going to do in 30 days that i
better configquration than you can pick tonight? If someone can
answer that question for me I'll vote someway but I don't know
wvhat that answer is,

Planner Steinbeck: Mr. Mayor, can I offe suggestion? Dick
{FWD Rowland) just passed on what I think a good suggestion and
that's maybe we should look at a possible redesign of the
Tentative Map that would leave options open:if street extensions
should be decided upon as part of the Gene Plan revigsion. You
could leave those options open by designing in those street
extensions as either a street extension o a lot. It could be
a lot that counld be reserved as a street extension until the
General Plan study would show whether or the street would be
extended, If, in fact, that policy decis: said YRO" it
shouldn't be a street, then the lot woul built upon. The
only question of design there is what do yé&i do with a cul-de-sac?
You would also have to provide for the cul-ge-sac turn around as
part of that design. )

the south could
ning in the designe.

FWD Rowland: It's possible that the stub €
actually come off the side and not lose amy

City Mgr. Armer: Dick, can you say that a iittle louder, please.
PWD Rowland: Yes. I was just saying that 33t may be possible that
a possible stub to the south could actually . come off of the south
side of a cul-de-sac bulb without any actua¥ loss in the design.
You've seen it before. It looks like a bigzknuckle at the right
angle turn. I'm not sure what will come of the study but it may
be worthwhile to have Mr. Bonnoitt look at skt and see if some of
these options couldn't be built into the Tefitative Map =0 that
after that year or 18 months is over the options wouldn't be
closed but: there may be a couple of lots thére that they couldn't
have built on in the meantime. In the meantime, they would have
the other 10 to 12 lots available to them.
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Mayor Riboni: It sounds very reasonable and very appropriate.

Mayor pro tem Markson: It's an excellent suggestion because it
gives one the answer for now and also the answer for the future,
Excellent!

PWD Rowland: If it works. The gecmetry should be looked at.
Mayor Riboni: Mr. Ruggles?

Cim. Ruggles: I'd like to put in a plea again for settling it for
the neighborhood. If it's a cul-de-sac then the neighborhood will
be happy. If there's all these opticns, then the neighbors or
whoever's going to buy those houses is going to be uneasy.

Mayor Riboni: Mr. McTaggart?

Clm. McTaggart: As I understand the suggestion that Dick Rewland
has made it is that the cul-de-sac could be designed with a north
and south stub at the extreme edge of the radius. Maybe, with a
little bit of redesign it's possible to turn the street
configuration, then all you have to do is cut through the street
width to the cul-de-sac and continue it in either direction.

WD Rowland: I believe the stub to the south would be further
west (to align with the Becker property line), the easement that
Ed (Steinbeck) referred to, hut the same principle applies,

Mayor Riboni: I'd like to ask Mr. Bonnoitt, as you seem to be
probably the individual that would be doing some of these, do you
feel that a one month’s time or say until the -13th of February,
which would be 3 weeks from now, would be sufficient to sketch out
some ideas that the Council could consider?

Mr. Bonnoitt: Yes, I do, Mr. Mayor. That's no inconvenience to
my client, either, and we'd be glad to do that.

Mayor Ribonis All right.

Clm. Tuller: Mr. Mayor, I just want to point out to you that on
the 13th of February I will not be in attendance at that
particular meeting., I would like to be in on the discussion of it
if I possibly could be. .

Mayor Riboni: Then we'll have it on the 27th (of February).

Planner Steinbeck: Mr, Mayor, I don't want to throw another,
wrench into the works here, either, but we are dealing with an
overall time limit problem that we dealt with at the Planning
Commission. The operative date on that is March 2nd, I believe.
We have to make a decision on the Tentative Map either for or
against by that time.

Clm. McTaggart: I can support that., I can't understand the logic
of delay for revision and tying it up., We'll have a full Council
on the 27th. We can see what Kind of street configurations we
might have presented.

Clm, Tuller: Mr. Mayor, on second thought, I would not want to be-

an obstacle, If the Council feels they would like to move on the
meeting prior to that, that's just the way it is. I'll be out of
town on the 13th. I've known it for several months and I've even
told the City Manager about it a month ago.

Mayor Riboni: I can't see that there will be an urgency. Instead
of doing it in 4 or 5 weeks instead of doing it in 3 weeks, if
Staff feels that's sufficient time and if the applicant feels that
the 27th of February would not cause any inconvenience and also
we're going to be making that March deadline with that. I have no
objection to putting it off 'til the 27th. This is such an issue
tift we should have a full Council, Mr, Tuller, and I don't really
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City Council:

feel we should go ahead without ‘Baving the full 5 members.

Mr. Bonnoitt: Mr. Mayor, that w.;.ll be perfectly fine, the 27th of
February.

Mayor Riboni: That's fine. Thank you, Mr. Bennoitt. Therefore,

this is not an action by motion bt it could be an action by

consensus that the action on the*fentative Map will be continued

and agendized specifically for meeting of the 27th of l

Pebruary. Does that meet with the consensus of the Council?

211 the members of the Council oghcurred with this date.

Mayor Riboni: All right. By coifensus, then, that is covered.
Unless Staff has anything furthe¥ on that subject and nothing
further from the applicant on th&t subject we will take a five
minute recess. i

3. REPORES
a) -STAFF
1) General Municipal Election City Manager Arner
. informmed the
Counzil that the
County Clerk is anticipating 180 geparate ballots for the Primary
Election. In addition, each Demogratic voter will be given
additional ballots due to the ratic Party's request that
delegates be voted for separatel Given the volume of work to be
done and the City's experience i 82 with the late election
returns, Staff would strongly & nd to the Council that the
municipal election date be moved November and have it in ]
conjumction with the General Election of 1984. The benefits to the !
community are decreased costs, ingreased voter turnout over the .
primary election, and quicker re s of the election results. 1In
addition, due to the number of decieased candidates and ballot
propositions, there will be grea focus on municipal elections
and candidates participating in these elections.
It was moved by Mayor pro tem Markson, seconded by Clm, Tuller, to
introduce Ordinance #84~-1 entitleds 'AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF
SON0MA REPEALING ORDINANCES #81-13:AND #82-1 AND FIXING THE DATE
OF THE GENERAL MUNICIPAL ELECTIGN 40 COINCIDE WITH THE STATE-WIDE
GENERAL ELECTION IN EVEN NUMBERED
ROLL, CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) Clm. McY gart, Ruggles, Tuller,
Mayor prg tem Markson,
Mayor Riboni
Noes: (0) ¥None
Absent: (0) None
2) Award of Mausoleum Bid BWD Rowland

reported 4 bids
vere received on
Janvary 18, 1984 for construction of Mausoletm 27 in the Mountain
Cemetery as follows:

Bidder Amixint l
North Bay Monument $32,_t365 00
212 Davis Strest
Santa Rosa, CA
T, Daly and Sons, Inc. $395950 .00
P.O. Box 366 )
Cotati, Ca 94928

P and F Construction, Inc. £49,500.00
3737 Breadway .
Oakland, CA 94611
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CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFGRNIA
CITY COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING: DECEMBER 12, 1983

7:30 p.m. - Municipal Court/
Council Chambers, 177 First
Street West - Mayor Riboni
presiding

Mayor Riboni

ROLL CALL: Present: Clm. McTaggart, Ruggles, Tuiﬁer, Mayor pro tem Marksonm,

1.

2.

Absent:
Also Present:

CONSENT CALENDAR:

PUBLIC HEARING

a) Draft Environ
Report for La

Mayor Riboni

None

City Clerk Berto, City Mgr. Arner, Planner Steinbeck,
City Atty. K1e1n, Fire Chief Mazza

a) Council minutes of 11/28/83 - approve, {corrected under Mayor
and Council item)

properties, amending the Zoning
District Map adopted by Section 19.06.03C of the Sonoma Municipal
Code. Introduced November 28, 1983 - adopt Ordinance #83-15.

c) Disclosure Statement frm@ Warren I. Jaycox -~ accept.

d) Accepting Public Improvements in Coronado Manor Subdivision
subject to completjon of fpunch 1ist items and payment of
$10,580 in lieu of street work onm Fifth Street West - Adopt
Resolution #85-83, )

e) Payroll Register 12/1/83£ Warrant Register 12/12/83 - approve.

It was moved by Clm. Tuller, seconded by Clm. McTaggart, to
adopt the Consent Calendar gs presented.
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) Clm. McTaggart, Ruggles, Tuller, Mayer
pge tem Markson, Mayor Riboni
Noes: {0) None
Absent: (0) Nene

b) Ordinance Rezoning Annex5

mental Impact Given to the Council in the

urel Wood Farms ' Agenda Packet were the following:

1) Planning Commission minuﬁes of 10/6/83 and 11/3/83 nmeetings.

2) Letter dated 12/7/83 frew John D. Flitner, attorney representing
the Concerned Citizens off Sonoma, Tisting 24 questions they have
on the Draft Environmentsl Impact Report (DEIR).

3) Planner Steinbeck's MEMO<dated 12/8/83 regarding City Council
consideration of the DEE

Planner Steinbeck informed £he Council that the Planning Commission
held hearings on the DEIR agd other recommendations as required,

The Public Hearing before City Council this evening will be

on the DEIR for Laurel Wood:iFarms only. The comments and responses
will then be compited into % Final Environmental Impact Report
{FEIR) addendum that, when gombined with the original DEIR, becomes
the Final Environmenta] dociment for the project.

Brenda Gillarde, representative from
repared the DEIR. Ms. Gillarde

on land use, traffic, sewage and

ief summary of these four points

g measures.

Planner Steinbeck introduced
the WPM Planning Team which:
stated that the DEIR focuse
drainage. She then gave a i
and the recommended mitiga

Planner Steinbeck interjectéd at this point and said that a number
of the mitigating measures #ave been and will be recommended as
Conditions of Approval before the applicant will be given final
map approval.

At 7:52 p.m. Mayor Riboni ogened the Public Hearing on the DEIR
and asked for comments from:the audience.

Ron Cuda, 20 Quedo Court, cemplimented Ms. Gillarde on a good DEIR
but felt it was not completé. He said there were some components
that needed to be added to-the EIR. He questioned that no inde-
pendent studies were done o sewer or water runoff. Mr. Cuda
pointed out that the Planniig Commission in one of its meetings
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elected to study the zoning on the east side from Napa Street
to MacArthur and from the City Limits to Eighth Street East.

" The Concerned Citizens of Sonoma:agree with that decision.
The study should be done first amend the General Plan if
necessary and then do the EIR. My, Cuda also commented that
no mention was made in the DEIR of a letter dated July 1983
from the Department of Fish and Games about the willows in
the area nor about the pond and what is to be done about these
two items. Mr. Cuda stated that Judge Eymann ruled that a
fuil.and complete EIR should be done In his opinion, this
has not been done.

Planning Commission: Regular Meeting: December 12, 1983 Page 2

Gary Maddox said there are questions that have not be addressed.
He questioned that no sojls test has been done. He asked that
Ms. Gillarde get the questions they have from Atty. Flitner

for review. He also requested that the General Plan study be
done first, amend it, rezone the property, do the EIR, then
look at the project For conformance. Bo.the project on its

own merit. Do it right.

Short discussion-was held between Council and City Atty. Klein
about the direction from Judge Eymann on-the preparation of
the EIR which City Atty. Klein said he would again review.

Malcolm Stone, 65 Sereno Court, said that the first consultant
hired to do the EIR spoke to his group.and explained the EIR
procedure. When WPM was hired there has been no face to face
meeting with his group., He said he anticipated asking questions
before the matter came to the Planning Commission. He thought

- the purpose of meeting with the consultant was to answer their
questions before going to the Planning Commission. His group
has questions on the sewer, water and traffic. There's also
the 24 questions that Atty. Flitner has submitted and there
are other questions that- have arisen from the Planning Commis-
sion discussion. A majority of his neighbors also have questions
they would 1ike answered. Homes on Cordilieras were not
included in the traffic study and he felt they should have been
included in the entire study... Mr. Stone asked how many vehicles
does a 0.7 increase represent.in a street's TIRE (Traffic
Infusion on Residential Environment) rating? Mr, Stone said
the original consultant counted the vehicles coming from and
going into Avenue del Oro and he would T1ike to have these
figures. He would also Tike to have the traffic survey recently
done by the Police Department on East MacArthur Street. The
Planning Commissjon, he said, recommended a traffic study be
done on the east side. It should be done. Mr. Stone then
presented a copy of a letter his group has sent to Theodore
Wooster, State Department of Fish and Game, addressing their
concerns on the biological report that Ms. Gjllarde has found.
Mr. Stone remarked. that on page 13 of the DEIR, the Site
Development Plan, shows dual driveways and single driveways.
This is not consistent with driveways in the area or any part
of the east side. No explanation .is given for the dual drive-
ways but these are still concerns of the neighbors.

Janice Smith, 21500 Broadway, said she is a county resident.

In the DEIR, you mention water runoff to the south of this
town. What will that do to the flooding in the County. Also,
the sewer you are aoing to increase. " Are you going to increase
the 1ine all the way to the plant?

Jeff Anderson, 19651 Seventh Street East, said he has Tived
in the area for 27 years. There is a water problem and he
spoke on his family's recent experience in building a pew
home and having to.stand in 2% feet of mud during construction.
Mr. Anderson said the pond on the Dowd property is spring fed
and there are artesian wells in the area. The water sits

. there until May. When Mr. Nazworthy first started to.develop
the Monte Vista Subdivision, the water was 7" deep. The
water backs up to the Tlarge eucalyptus trees. Before the
homes are built, a water study done by an independent hydrologist
should be done now.

Ricciotti Maffioli, 507 Avenue del Oro, spoke on the number

of cars going by his house and the potential danger to children.
He said 16 more homes would add more traffic. A stop sign

was put in on Fifth Street East (at France Street) to control
the traffic. Traffic should be watched there.
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Julie Waters, 553 Este Maderg Drive, read a letter from Kay Seeger,
Bacteriologist, 564 Este Madera Drive, regarding the pumping system
for sewer located in Este Madera that is inoperative during power
outages; untreated raw sewage leaking into the street at 560, 562
and 564 Este Madera; additiapal building creating more problems in
Este Madera; sewer drains insufficient; asking about what
happened to the 100 new dweliings limits; and stating that the
sewage treatment plant is alyeady taxed to the Timits.

Mayor Riboni replied that tja sewer is under a  County's agency,
The Sanitation District speat 12 Miliion Dollars to upgrade the
sewer plant. The plant is sufficient to handle sewage for the next
10 to 20 years. Some of the sewer Tines are taxed to the limit

but not the sewer plant. The other questions Ms., Seeger has

should be directed to the Cognty Public Works Department,
specifically to the Sanitation District. Mayor Riboni said he
takes exception to some of those comments in Ms. Seeger's Jetter.

Lee Bell, 707 East MacArthus; said her property routinely floods.
Nothing in the EIR quarantees a solution to this problem. She

said her property did not experience any flooding until a drain

was put in from Dr. Dowd's groperty, through the Becker property
onto McArthur Street, down MacArthur Street and through her property.
Nathanson Creek overflows ngw onto the Dowd property. What will
happen to this water when Dowd property is built on? Plans

are to put this water in aninderground drain. No study has been
done on the capacity of the 48" storm drain. These are her major
concerns of the EIR study. --

Debbie Cuda, 20 Quedo Court,:presented 69 letters containing 115
signatures (47 letters fromesidents in the surrounding area and

22 Jetters from residents from outside the area) stating oppesition
to Laurel Woods Farms as it 4s now proposed and asking that the FEIR
5 #f Plan study and rezoning is done.

Mrs. Cuda asked that the Tetters be made a part of the EIR.

1/9/84 to 1/23/84 to allow nipre time for review by the public.
Mr, Stone also asked if it #5 correct that the Council, by Taw,
will not consider the Laurel:Woods Farms project until the FEIR
is certified. .

Mayor Riboni and Planner Steinbeck replied that if the Council
determines the FEIR is adequate then the public hearing on the
annexation, General Plan rewision, prezoning and subdivision
requests would be conducted.Following the certification of the
FEIR. If the FEIR is not ceéptified, then the Public Hearing on
the other requests will not.bhe held.

Planner Steinbeck remarked that the Public Hearing scheduled for
1/9/84 has been published, #he property owners notified and the
notices posted. A postponement to 1/23/84 would require renoticing
but it would also allow adeguate time to review and respond to the
FEIR. The DEIR has been available to the public since August 1983.

Malcolm Stone asked if the & aring on the FEIR may be postponed fr‘oml

,,,,,, urred that written questions on the
DEIR can be submitted until % p.m. on Thursday, December 15, 1983.
After that, any guestions npr addressed in the FEIR can be heard
at the January 23, 1984 meeting.

Planner Steinbeck remarked that if a separate consultant is to be

hired to do a drainage study: there would be an additional cost

to the applicant and the City. This may push the completion date
beyond 3/1/84 on Dr. Dowd's @application. A decision needs to be l

made this evening if the extra study is needed.

Mayor Riboni replied that anfadditional study regarding sanitatien
is inappropriate. Eijther the drain pipe is sufficient or it isn't.
The question presented has.Been technically answered in the DEIR.
The letter dated 9/29/83 frem the Sonoma County Water Agency has
found the information adequzte. The gquestions raised this evening
have been technically answeréd. The other members of the Council
concurred with this statement.

Council and Staff held a br&f discussion on the question raised
earlier this evening if Judge Eymann actually ordered an independent
sewer study. City Atty. K replied that the Judge ruled that an
EIR be prepared on the projéct under CEQA guidelines. It is not
unusual to hire a specialistzin a particuiar field if the problem
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is beyond the capacity of the consultant.but it is not mandated.

Clm. McTaggart stated that the court said an EIR was to be done.
Staff defined the scope of the contract. There has been more
time spent on this EIR than on any other EIR. The Council is
bound to adopt a final ‘environmental impact report. Clm. Mc-
Taggart said he didn't think the Council should extend the

time to Thursday, 12/]5/83 for submitting questions on the

DEIR.
. At this point Mr. Cuda again asked if the EIR asked for an
‘ independent study on .the sewer and drainage. Mayor Riboni
replied that it did not.

Mr. Cuda asked if the EIR could be certified without a
General Plan study, even if the EIR says the project is not
consistent with the General Plan. Planner Steinbeck replied
that the EIR must be certified before the hearing is held

" on the General Plan revision, rezoning, etc. questions.

Malcoim Stone said that his group mistrusts the figures done
by the developer's engineer on the sanitation question. He
said the same figures are heard over and over again and are
incorporated in the EIR, }

Mayor Riboni pointed out that a county engineer reviewed the
figures presented by the developer’s engineer, reviewed all

the technical data and certified in writing to the accuracy

of the figures. Mayor, Riboni said he takes credence in that

and feels that the drainage measures are adegquate and the

same applies to the sanitation question. If the County engineer
found the figures submitted by the deveioper®s engineer to

be improper, it wouldn't put its approval of the figures in
writing.

City Mgr. Arner remarked that two different County officers
certified as to the figures being adequate.

it Lounc:ls ,egd]aclmﬁququgqmt Skated sthe ssewer system aqgﬂyses was prepared
l 1982 and is a t1me1y document. A reg1ster‘ed civil eng1neer
ng ned obhe tplans,adie s responsihle (1o the public. , 1t s not ,
a faigoséé%e%en%pghat tﬁg f?gugég 5¢é'déb 39 S nor wohdilkd.
fﬁ“reﬁﬁﬁdéddé qiesEFon UFrdm thayortpro stéfl Markdonywobity Mgrione.
© hendy eﬁﬁ?a1nedrthaﬁCWhew'aﬁhP enWTr@nment&ﬁtconsu}tantnis”'
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This eng1neer has emonstrated over and over that his work

?s doﬁe<1n éﬁn1méarﬂﬂa7 Wayoula be cert fled ai poar s
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if the Tigures were veritied by nother Sigindsr. Mr. Stone
fhehddue§twdﬁeddtﬁe‘exteﬁs1oﬁrofPtnmethVen to Dy dDowd dc~p
ay ne gey TsoEnyInGUr, on %
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red the consultant to proceed

nal EIR; concurred that written

e received until 5 p.n., Thursday,

ie FEIR would be available to the
tated the City Council will consider
on 1/23/84 and, if certified, a
hereafter on the annexation,

ng and subdivision requests for {he
ff to republish the legal notice,
wperty owners and repost the notices

ie Council further stated that if the
i11 be no hearing on the other requests,l

By consensus, the Council
with the preparation of th
comments on the DEIR would
December 15, 1983; stated
public on January 13, 1984
the certification of the F
public hearing will be hel
General Plan revision, pre
Dr. Dowd project; directed
renotify the surrounding p
for the subject hearing.
FEIR is not certified ther

Mayor Riboni declared a recéss from 9:12 p.m. to 9:29 p.m.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

b) Continuation of Revised Creek- 3 Given to the City Council
wood P.U.D., Phases 2, 3 & 4 in the Agenda Packet were
(Public Hearing closed) the following: .

1) Memo dated 12/7/83 from
tennis court developm
1984-85 budget delibe
Creekwood Phases 2, 3

2) Letter dated 12/8/83
his Tegal research th
of the City to mandat
a public tennis court

3) Letter dated 12/9/83
that in his negotiati
operators, ' each ha
that it is just not e

- 4) Letter dated 11/1/83
Houston Indoor Tennis
proposed racquet/spor

City Manager Arner recommending that
be reviewed as part of the

jons and approve the redesign of

4 as presented.

City Atty. Klein stating that n
is no legal authority on the part
homeowners association to operate

Henry F. Mayo, Sonoma Creek Partners,
with three different tennis club
reluctantly come to the same conclusign
mically feasible at this time . I

Domenic J. Paino, General Manager,
ub, Houston, Texas, stating that the
facility for the Creekwood development
Trom the tennis standp@int is not economically justifiable.

5) Letter dated 12/5/83 m Paul T. Rivard, Tennis Professisnal,
01ynpc Valley, Califorgja, stating that it would not be
financially practical to put a Tennis Club in the Creekside
project. )

Planner Steinbeck report
12/7/83, stated that in
sion approved a General

that City Mgr. Arner, in his MEMO dated
8 the City Council and Planning Commis-
n revision for the southwest area of
town showing precise str alignments for Oregon Straet, Studley
Street, Sixth Street Westiand Seventh Street West. The purpose
of this revision was to prepian the street pattern in this area

as had previously been d in the northwest area of town. A
street connection between=the Studley. Street extension and West
Napa Street was shown thraugh the Henris property. Phase I of
Creekwood began develop in June of 1983, and it became evideni
that increased traffic atong Studley Street due to an eventual
connection between Studley and West Napa would be highly detyi-
mental to the 160% units planned for that area. Staff perceived
that 1imiting through tra#fic on residential streets is more l

important than providing & "bypass" for Highway 12 through a
residential area. :

Planner Steinbeck pointed:ut that the current Creekwood site pian
indicates a pedestrian p (which with widening to 10' could
also be a bicycle path) ng the former alignment of Studley
Street which connects with a proposed pathway along Sonoma Craek.
This pathway, when connecied to the north through the Henris
property, could provide thz pedestrian and bicycle access to

Napa Street as suggested by Clm. Ruggles,




CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL: Present:
Absent:
Also Present:
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CITY OF SONOMA, CALLFORNIA
CITY COUNCIL

REGULAR MEETING: AUGUST 23, 1982

7:30 p.m. - Municipal Court/
Council Chambers, 177 First
Street West - Mayor McTaggart
presiding

Mayor McTaggart

Clm. Markson, Riboni, Ruggles, Tuller, Mayor McTaggart
None .

City Clerk Berto, City Mgr. Arner, Fire Chief Mazza,
Planner Steinbeck, City Atty. Klein, PWD Rowland

CONSENT CALENDAR:

PRESENTATION

1. Council minuytes of August 9, 1982 - approve.

2. Plaza Use Application from Sebastiani Winery for southeast
quadrant on 9/13/82 from Noon to 1 p.m. for picnic lunch -
approve.

3. Request from Sonoma Vintage Theatre for fee waived electrical
permit ~ approve. :

4. Plaza Use Application from Retired Senjor VYolunteer Program
for N/E quandrant on 9/14/82 from 9:30 a.m. to 2:30 p.m. -
approve.

5. Depot Park Application for reservation of picnic by Northern
California Wisconsin Club on 9/26/82.or 10/3/82 from 9 a.m.
to 8 p.m. --Approve 6 tables; approve date of 10/3/82.

6. Review of Pasali's Poker Parlor After-hours permit - renew
permit for 12 months.

7. Payroll Register 8/12/82; Warrant Register 8/23/82 - approve.

‘It was moved by Cim. Tuller, seconded by Clm. Riboni, and unani-

mously adopted, to approve the Consent Calendar as presented.

8. Certificate of Recognition
to former Planning Commis-
sioner John Glaese

Mayor McTaggart awarded a
Certificate of Appreciation
to Johh Glaese for his two

PUBLIC HEARINGS

9. Proposed annexation of the
Avenue del Oro Reorganiza-
tion #1

10. Amendment to Zoning Ordinance
to delete "medical clinics"
as conditionally permitted
uses in R-1 and R-2 zones

terms as a member of the
Planning Commission.

Mayor McTaggart continued this

item to a date unspecified at

the request of the applicant,
> Robert Dowd.

Planner Steinbeck reported
that the Planning Commission
in its meeting of 8/5/82
recomnended adoption of a
zoning ordinance amendment
deleting medical clinics as a conditionally permitted us in the
R-1 and R-2 zoning districts. Reasons for this recommendation
include: 1) The Planning Commission wishes to discourage the
conversion of rental housing into office space due to the Timited
availability of rental space within the city. 2) The Commissjon
perceives potential Tand use conflicts between proposed medical
office conversions and surrounding residential uses especially

in the area of the Sonoma Valley Hospital. 3) The Commission feels
certain that there is sufficient Tand zoned R-3 and R-4 which
could provide for additional medical office uses,

Mayor McTaggart opened the Public Hearing at 7:47 p.m. and called
for comments from the audience. No one spoke. Mayor McTaqgart
closed the Public Hearing at 7:48 p.m.,

Clm. Markson and Ruggles commented against the proposed amendment
Clm. RuggTes stated the area around the hospital was a Togical area
to have a medical clinic,  The door should be left open to these
property owners to make the chanae from residential use to medical
clinic use. Clm. Markson said she had received many phone calls
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CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFORNIA
CITY COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING: JULY 27, 1982

CALL TO ORDER 7:30 p.m. ~ Municipal Court/
. Council Chambers, 177 First
Street West - Mayor McTaggart
presiding.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - Mayor McTaggart

ROLL CALL: Present: Clm. Markson, Riboni, Mayor McTaggart
Absent: CIm. Ruggles, Tuller (both excused)
Also Present: City Clerk Berto, City Mgr. Arner, Planner-Steinbeck

CONSENT CALENDAR:
1. Council minutes of July 12 and 19, 1982 -~ approve.

2. Proposed resolution initiating reorganization of territory proceed-
ings designated as Avenue del Oro Reorganization #1 - adopt Reso-
Tution #57-82; set public hearing for 8/23/82 at 7:30 p.m.

3. Donation of inoperative vehicle to Sonoma Volunteer Firemen's
Association - approve. '

4. Proposed sidewalk sale dJuly 30 and 31, 1982 sponsored by Retail
Division of Chamber of Commerce - approve.

5. Plaza Use Application of Sonoma Volunteer Firemen's Association
for October 10, 1982 - Fire Preventjon Week .- approve.

6. Plaza Use Application of Assembly of God for September 18, 1982 -
Grinstead Memorial Amphitheatre - music and speaker - approve.

7. Proposed resolution designating certain items of property to be
surplus and providing for auction - adopt Resolution #55-82.

8. Proposed resolution authorizing City to enter into contract with
State Cooperative Personnel Services - adopt Resolution #56-82.

9. Payroll Register 7/15/82; Warrant Register 7/27/82 - approve.

It was moved by Clm. Riboni, seconded by Clm. Markson, to approve
Consent Calendar as presented.
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (3) Cim. Markson, Riboni, Mayor McTaggart
Noes: (Q) None
Absent: (2) Clm. Ruggles, Tuller

PUBLIC HEARING

10. Consideration of one-year PTanner Steinbeck reviewed
extension of growth limita- his MEMO dated 7/22/82 on
tion ordinance to 8/31/83 his recommendation for

continuance of the Growth

Ordinance Limitations for
an additional one year period, said period to.expire 8/31/83.
Planner Steinbeck provided an update of approved developments with
carryover allocations of 40 units for 1982-83 development year. Adding
the 40 units of unused allocations to the beginning 1982-83 allocation
of 100 and then subtracting market rate housing from the Buti project,
other minor development, and carryovers of phased projects from
previous years, allows the processing of 115 dwelling units through
the City's planning procedure for the 1982-83 development year.
Planner Steinbeck also pointed out that an.artificially Tow net allo-
cation has not happened for the 1982-83 development year because of
the small number of projects submitted. Planner Steinbeck recommended
that the City Council extend the growth Timitation for an additional
one-year period of time.

Mayor McTaggart opened the Public.Hearing at 7:37 p.m. and called for
comments from the audience.

Malcolm Stone, 65 Sereno Court, asked if annexed tervitory is included
in the growth Timitation figure.

Planner Steinbeck replied that annexations are included as well as growth.

Valerie Pistole, 790 Michael Drive, spoke in favor of the proposed
ordinance. She commended the Council fov its stand and hoped that by
Sonoma's Teadership the County of Sonoma would take heed and do some-
thing similar. She encouraged the Council to adopt the ordinance and
continue with this plan for controlled growth.
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CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGI
ROLL CALL: Prese

N
L

CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFORNIA
CITY COUMCIL
REGULAR MEETING: OCTOBER 26, 1981

7:30 p.m; - Municipal Court/
Coun¢il Chambers, 177 First
Street West - Mayor Tuller
presiding

ANCE ) Clm. McTaggart

ht: CIm. McTaggart, Parmelee, Riboni, Ruggles, Mayor Tuller

Absent: None
Also Present: Cjty Clerk Berto, City Manager Arner, City Atty. Klein,

Police Chief Rettle, PWD Rowland, Planner Steinbeck

CONSENT CALENDAR:

1. Council minutes of October 13, 1981 - approve.

2. Proposed ordinance rezoning property at 472 Fifth Street West
from R-1 (Single Family Residential) to R-4 (Intensive Multiple
Residential). Introduced 10/13/81. - adopt Ordinance #81-10.

3. Payroll Register 10/22/81; Warrant Register 10/26/81 - approve.

It was moved by Clm. Parmelee, seconded by Clim..Riboni, to adopt

“the Consent Calendar as presented.

ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) Clm. McTaggart, Parmelee, Riboni,
Ruggles, Mayor Tuller
Noes: (0) None
Absent: (0) None

PRESENTATION:
4. Certificate of Appreciation Mayor Tuller presented a
to Ray 0. Bradbury, Parks Certificate of Apprecjation

and Recreation Commissioner to Parks and Recreation

I PUBLIC HEARINGS

Commissioner Ray 0. Bradbury.

5. Amendments to Housing Element . ’ Planner Steinbeck reported
to conform to State Housing - that the Planning Commission
and Community guidelines “in its meeting of 10/1/81

reviewed the additional
wording for the Housing Element as required by the State Department
of Housing and Community Development and recommended adoption of the
revised housing element.

Mayor Tuller opened the Public Hearing at 7:35 p.m. and called for
comments from the audience. There were no comments. Mayor Tuller
closed the Public Hearing at 7:36 p.m. )

It was moved by Clm. Parmelee, seconded by Clm. McTaggart, to adopt
Resolution #74-81 adopting the ameridments to the Housing Element in
conformance to State Housing and Community Development guidelines.
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (4) Clm. McTaggart, Parmelee, Ruggles,
Mayor Tuller
Noes: (1) Clm. Riboni
Absent: (0) None

6. Variance and condominium conversion

application of Ray Gabriel for six The Council reviewed the
apartment units under construction following: a) Application
behind 399 West Napa Street for Tow/ Statement dated 9/10/81 from
moderate income buyers Gerald N. Hi11, attorney for
appljcants. b) Planner

Steinbeck's Staff Report dated 9/25/81 vecommending aporoval of the
application subject to the conditions a) that the sales of the units be
in an affordable housing price range as defined on the appended table

to the Housing Element entitled "Affordable Housing Prices by Income

and Mortgage Rate;V and b) that the seller submit a copy of the deposit
receipt on each unit sale and that the buyer of each unit submit
verification to the City of income level.

Planner Steinbeck reported that the Planning Commission in its meeting
of 10/1/81 recommended approval to the City Council of the project as
proposed. i .

Mayor Tuller opened the Public Hearing at 7:37 p.m. and called for

comments From the audience., There were no comments. Mayor Tuller
closed the Public Hearing at 7:38 p.m.
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Cim. Riboni remarked that he is less than enthusijastic about condominium
conversions. He stated that when @ contractor builds apartments they
should be available as apartments.’: He suggested contractors should

build condominiums 1f they ‘want toisell condominjums. Whenever apartments
are converted to condominjums it sihuts out a number of people from occupy-
ing rental units., Cim. Riboni statad he.does not favor the proposdi and
would vote against the application.:

Clm. McTaggart remarked that he age:
sentiments. The problem is that a
the bad economic situation. This gpndominium conversion seems & reasonable
approach to make housing available ‘o the Tow/moderate income population;

it does meet a housing need and he :sees no problem with this application. l

ded by Clm. Ruggles, to adopt

NG A VARIANCE AND TENTATIVE MAP

T SIX EXISTING NON-OCCUPIED APARTMENT

T 399 WEST NAPA STREET INTO INDIVIDUAL

RICES AFFORDABLE TQ LOW TO MODERATE

1Towing conditions of approval:

t Condominiums shallbe in an affordable

ow to moderate income as defined in
lement. 2) The seller of Beatrice

y of deposit receipts on each individual
the buyer of each individual unit shall

to the City.

gart, Parmelee, Ruggles, Mayor Tuller

;

es with some of Clm. Riboni‘s
rtments are not being built due te

It was moved by Clm. Parmelee, sec
Resolution #75-81 entitled: "APPRQ
APPLICATION OF RAY GABRIEL TO CONV
UNITS LOCATED BEHIND THE RESIDENCE
CONDOMINIUMS WHICH WILL BE SOLD AT
INCOME HOUSEHOLDS" subject to the
1) Sale of the units in Beatrice Col
housing price range for persons of
the adopted City of Sonoma Housing
Court Condominiums shall furnish c
unit sale to the City of Sonoma, a
submit verification of income leve
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: {4) Clm. McF
Noes: (1} Cim. Rib

Absent: {0} None

PUBLIC HEARINGS

7. Amended Tentative Map application of : The Council reviewed the nega-
L. B. Nelson for 8 additional dwell- tive declaration, Planned Unit
ing units on west side of 7th St. W. Development and Tentative Map

applications of L. B. Nelson

Corporation for approval to

allow constructijon of 8 additionalidwelling units on property adjacent
oved by the Planning Commission and l

to the 68 unit project formerly ap

City Council. The applicant propases the 8 additional units in lieu
of the previously approved profe nal office on Lot 4. The addition
of these 8 units on Lot #4 will result in a total of 76 units on the
entire 6.5 acre parcel, which is under the maximum density allowed.

Planning Commission in its 10/1/81
application subject to the same
aced on the 68 units already approved.

Planner Steinbeck reported that th
meeting recommended approval of th
conditions of approval which were ;

Mayor Tuller opened the Public Heasiing at 7:45 p.m. and called for comments

from the audience.

David Robertson, representative of L. B. Nelson Corporation, stated the
application is for the substitutiom: of an 8-unit two-story residence from
the two-story office building., Heisaid he would answer any questions the
Council may have on the project.

Mayor Tuller closed the Public Heaging at 7:46 p.m.

1t was moved by Clm. Riboni, seconded by Clm. Ruggles, to adopt Resolution
#76-81 entitled: "APPROVING NEGATFEVE DECLARATION AND APPROVING TENTATIVE
SUBDIVISION MAP OF NORRBOM ESTATES; A CONDOMINIUM."
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) Clm. McTaggart, Parmeiee, Riboni, Ruggles,
Mayor Tuller
Noes: {0) None
Absent: (0} None

8. Prezoning, annexation and tentative The Council reviewed the ]
map application of R. Dowd for following items:
suburban residential zoning on
. : 1. Staff Reports of 8/27/81
westerly half of 8.74 acre property and 9/24/81 to the Planning

at 19725 Seventh Street East Commission.

2. Recommended Conditions of Appr@va? for Monte Vista Estates Subdivision
#5.

3. Subdivision Tocation map. 3

4, Planning Commissijon minutes of%9/3/81.

5. Tentative map of the proposed zubdivision.

6. A letter from Edward Gerhardt,+45 Sereno Court, and the staff letter

in response to Mr. Gerhardt.

A Tetter to Planning Commissiead Chairman Ansell from Mr. George J.
Gundlfinger, 24 Sereno Court, and the response to that letter.

A copy of the preliminary draTmaqe study prepared by John J. Bonnoitt
Associates, Inc.

~J
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9. - A Tetter of response from the Sonoma County Water Aqency regarding
the hydrology and hydraulics information nresented in Mr. Bonnoitt's
drainage study.

10. A staff Tetter to the County Sanitation District regarding sewer
\capacity to serve the proposed subdivision and a letter of response.

11. A letter from Joseph and Lydia Guidi, 654 Avenue del Oro, protesting
approval of the subdivision.

12. A staff letter to Dr. Dowd dated October 5, 1981, out]inihg the
reasons for the Planning Commission's recommendation of denial to
the City Council.

Planner Steinbeck reviewed the issues in his MEMO of October 21, 1981.
He reported that the Planning Commission in its meeting of 10/1/81
recommended denial of the negative declaration and tentative map for
Monte Vista Estates Subdivision Unit #5 to the City Council. This was
on a vote of 5 ayes, 1 no and''1 absent.

Mayor Tuller opened the Public Hearing at 7:53 p.m.

John J. Bonnoitt, Civil Engineer and representing Dr. Dowd on this project,
addressed the Council. He said he reviewed the General Plan with City
Staff and noticed that a "clustered concept" development is in agreement
with the General Plan. Originally, the plan was conceived as a cul de sac
with no further extension of streets. After review and discussion with
City Staff, the original concept was changed to the plan now presented.
This revised plan was presented to the Planning Commission and it received
adverse comments from the neighborhood. The strongest point in our plan

is offering a true~ concept of clustering on property. We are not asking
for an increase in the density. The General Plan allows development of

17 Tots. The property owner has the option to divide the property into

1/2 acres each or clustering these Tots against an area developed the same
as to the west {Monte Vista Subdivision) and Teave rural property to the
east. If surrounding neighbors were encouraged to do the same then
Seventh Street East would remain as a rural street. If developed into

1/2 acre Tots you would have an urban neighborhood. The proposal conforms
to City of Sonoma policies as to planning and growth management. We are
aware of covenant to perpetually force.the 4:75 remaining acres to remain
undeveloped. Regarding the traffic, the General PJan will permit a certain
number of dwelling units built in the neighborhood. That number of resi-
dents will generate a certain amount of traffic. Dr. Dowd's cluster
development is designed with ot sizes from 7,000 to 12,000 square feet,
averaging 9,000 square feet, Compare this. to the zoning ordinance which
allows 6,000 to 9,000 square foot lots, averaging 7,000 square feet.

Dr. Dowd is offering to construct significant off-site drainage. He
proposes a 900' storm drain going south through the Becker property to
East MacArthur Street. The storm drain will be 30 or 36" in size and will
cost about $45,000 to complete. This offer is in hopes of solving the
drainage problem: The neighbors are justly concerned with the construction
equipment running in and out of Avenue del Oro. This is a great incon-
venience to the neighbors., Dr. Dowd is offering that alTl construction
equipment will move through his property from Seventh Street East on a
road compacted to carry the heavy vehicles. The construction vehicles

will not need to use Avenue del Oro as construction.access for construction
equipment. No road will go through Dr. Dowd’'s property, it will only be

a temporary road for construction only.

Clm. Parme1ee: where will storm drain tie—in occuf?

Mr. Bonnoitt: It will run down the east side of the Becker property into
the ‘existing ditch on East MacArthur Street which ends just east of
Cordilleras Drive.. There will be no chapge made to the drain on East
MacArthur Street now. The drainage willjibe put underground. The ditch
will be cleaned, widened and deepened and is conceived to take the drainage
to East MacArthur.

Carla De Petris, 384 Chase, spoke on thé preservation of the Dowd home
which was constructed in 1906.

Gary Monnich, 641 Avenue del Oro: "I have a petition, signed by 42 resi-
dents from the neighborhood, recommending denial of Dr. Dowd's application,
He then presented the petition to the City. Mr, Monnick stated there are
a number of things that have distressed and grieved the people in the area.
I1'm under the impression that the PTanning Commission took most of the
objections into consideration. Mr, Monnich then asked about the letter
from the Sonoma County Sanitation District regarding the capacity of the
sewer. He asked was it or was it not a negative letter on the capacity

of the sewer?
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Planner Steinbeck: "It is hard to #2811 if it was a positive or negative
letter. It seems to be puttlnq up a:fiag that there may be capacity
problems in the area but I'm not sueé. Planner Steinbeck then read the
pertinent section from the letter.

Mr. Monnich asked if it didn't state:
season that the MacArthur Street pun
there are a number of things that be

Dr. Dowd moved the configuration.

in the Tetter that during the rainy
was running over capacity. He said
hered him about this subdivision.

f the development to one end of the
property to maintain a rural atmosphgre. If the area is opened up onigth
sides, the rural atmosphere is a joka. The southern exit is to go dowh
the center of two Targe parcels to MgcArthur Street. The General Plan
maintains two lots per acre. The r#
and we have to suffer with the traffijc of the 16 new homes. I consider

it as strip annexation. It's not thg complete parcel, and it's not large
enough to consider annexing. The orjginal plan for a cul de sac conformed
to the existing subdivision and fit-
The subdivision was redrawn for one
and police department reasons. Mhen

eason or another for fire department
Mr. Nazworthy developed this subdivision

system is already oversized and this is
talked to Police Chief Rettle as far
neighborhood has to suffer the 23%
drant. The Police Dept. says whatgver
hey generally went by. He (Pol
that our street is a dead end
e rate but it would also make it easier
standard street design. One contradicts
the other. Why should we put in an.-@rea that has no crime rate and put in

a street system where you can catch furglars. It doesn't make sense to him.
Mr. Monnich asked about the impact Of the project on Prestwood School.

for the hydrant system. The hydrant
allowed for. Mr. Monnich said he al
as the traffic problem. He said the
increase in traffic due to the fire
went with the Fire Department is w
Chief Rettle) agreed with me that be
is the reason already we have no cri
to apprehend burglars if it was on &

Mayor Tuller replied that two c]assrooms were closed at Prestwood School
this year.

al impact report (EIR) is necessary.
d over by the Planning Commission.
bdivision? It should be required.
us bearing on my property value and
11d be the consequence if those

a lot of distressing points. Now is
ake it as clear as possible to every-
t to say we didn't know this would

y problem, my home is at 647 Avenue del
r the drainage system for the subdi-
times of heavy rains water comes eut
at it floods the street, completely
passing the two catch basins in froat
Cordiileras before terminating into
rain dumping into a ditch on East
a-as far as a storm system. An EIR is

Mr. Monnich: ™I think an environmens
We asked for an EIR. This was skipp
Why isn't an’ EIR required for this
It's a substantial size, has tremend
property vaiue of neighbors. What #
streets opened up? The proposal has
the time to Took into this thing to:
one. At some later date we don't wa
have this effect. Regarding the wat
Oro and is at the first catch basin-
vision from the eastern end. Duri
of the field so heavy and so stron
bypassing, probably 50% of-the water
of my house, running all the way teo
the sewer system. The 30-36" stor
MacArthur 1is far, far from adequa
almost mandatory.”

Debbie Cuda, 20 Quedo Court: "In Lai
proposed to be filled in." I questi
care of the water flow through there
there. There are nebulous things im
sewer system, etc. If this is annex
allowed on the 4 acres it goes again
Plan calls for 2 units per acre. Yeu want to put im 4 units per acre,

thus shading the General Plan by cailing it a cluster or whatever. The
benef1t of retaining the other 4 7 agres is in Dr. Dowd's favor and not

s 14 and 15 there is a pond that is

if filling in the pond will it take
There seems to be a spring under

the whole proposal as to drainage,

d into the City and there are 16 units
t the General Plan when the General

project.”

George Ew1ng, 871 Cordijleras: "Ty,ng in the sewer at Cordilleras and East

MacArthur is not fool- proof and not adequate as it floods now. Drainage
as planned is jnadequate.”

Planner Steinbeck: "New storm draipiis part of Conditions of Approval.
Storm sewers will be put in according to city standards to tie into 48"
line on East MacArthur. As to sanitary sewer that Mr. Monnich had taTked
about in the beginning, the Public Works Director and myself both reread
the letter again and it doesn't talk:iabout any existing surcharge and over-
flow of the sewer in the area now. 11 be happy to Tet Mr. Monnich read
the Tetter again. I den't believe that comment was a part of this letter
from the Sonoma County Department of:Public Works.'

1 atmosphere is fine for Dr. Dowd :I

he plan which was originally estabiished.

at it had no other alternate water source
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Dr. Duke Lokka, 682 Avenue del Oro: "All traffic that will be going to
“the west will travel up and down Averiue del Oro. There-is no other access.
-The road to the north will probably relieve some traffic if people are

going to Sonoma. I can't imagine people using the road going to the south

if they want to go to Sonoma. When you have a zoning area ca111ng for

two -units. per acre you should stick to it. Mr. Bonnoitt says it's a

cluster. I can't see it as a cluster or I may not know the meaning of a
cluster development, "

Mayor TQ1]er closed the Public Hearing at 8:25 p.m.

Planner Steinbeck: “Regarding the drainage, Mr. Monnich talked of water
coming from the field to Avenue del Oro. In the drainage plan attached

to the packet, the problem, we think will be greatly improved if the
subdivision goes in because the water will be taken from that area and
pushed-to EastMacArthur to conriect to the existing 48" drain. There will
be catch basins installed at the westerly property line of the subdivision
along Avenue del Oro to catch any street flow that would be coming down
that subdivision area and pushing it back into the new storm drain.
Actually, I think, that situation will be 1mproved "

CTm. Parme]ee "Is there a spr1ng?“

Planner Steinbeck: "The Public Works Director and myself looked at the
pond. It seems to be shallow and about 9'-deep. Water is there now.
As with other parts of Sonoma on the east side, there is a high water

table. At the construction site at Fourth Street East and France, the
water table is higher than at this location. When the ho1e (pond) 1is

filled and compacted there will be no probiem."

PWD Rowland: "Where we have a high water table, there is often hardpan
close to the surface. The water is trapped there. Prior to final design
of the subdivision, a soil engineer will take a soil boring sample, do

a report on it, and any conditions they do find will be designed into the
final design of the subdivision, It does not seem to be a spring.”

Clm. Ruggles: "Where is this in relation to the Armstrong property?"

Planner Steinbeck replied that the proposed northern extension of the
street is about two lots east of the Armstrong property. The proposed
southern-extension of the streét will bisect two large properties.

Cim. Ruggles asked if the street will be stopped there or go through

in the future. Planner Steinbeck replied that at Teast with the street
to the south, there's a good chance that nothing will be built in the
way of the future street.

CIm. Parmelee stated she has heard concerns about 1) the park and-asked
is it proper for the area; 2) flooding - it may or may not be improved;
3) traffic and 4) an EIR - don't know what it will tell us. We are
aware of 1) Prestwood School capacity; 2) aware of the 16 proposed houses;
3) It will cost more to Tive there now; as to traffic, we're better off
with this plan than one with a minimum of 2 units per acre with a street
going through to Seventh Street East. I'm concerned that if the street
went through to Seventh Street East this would be a clever way for kids
to get to and from the high school. I think it would protect the neigh-
borhood better if the street went north and south. There has to be some
provision for a park in the area if not along the swale where it is
proposed. We heard about the Nathanson Creek bypass. We've not heard
of anyone in favor of it. Water is being contained in Nathanson Creek
and- the creek doesn't Tlood.that much. 1t may not be a proper place

for a park. The proposed density may be too dense for the area. I have
not seen the house on Seventh Street East. The City is 0n1y concerned
with the 4 acres and the open space, not the house.

Clm. Riboni: "I saw the house and it is a fine remnant of our heritage.
The present owners are willing to put it in reserve so that the property
will not be further divided. I see the concerns of the pecple regarding
the extension of the subdivision. I agree with the comments of the city
getting further out into the rural area. I do not feel saturation of

16 units.is proper. 1) I think Dr. Dowd's offer reserving the land for
historic purposes is excellent. 2) I realize part of good planning calls
for stub streets so that other properties as they develop in future can

be extended and tie onto services that are made: sewer stubs, storm drain,
curb, gutter, streets, water stubs, fire hydrants and all other necessities
of having urban 1ife. 3) This should be the last extension of Monte Vista -
Subdivision, the street should be a cul de sac and the number of Tots

cut in half. The maximum number of Tots should be eight."
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Clm. McTaggart: "I appreciate the concerns of the neighbors. What's
invoTved here is a need for housing:and the orderly growth of the City.

An EIR is frequently used as a sword rather than as an information gather-
ing tool. It's expensive and passes on the cost to the ultimate consumer,
which is the same group of people as here tonight. An EIR was not done

on Monte Vista Subdivision. I will:imot vote in favor to deny the negative
declaration. Prestwood School is ndgt overcrowded. Regarding traffic,

each house adds traffic. I'm sure that not one of you here tonight walked.
You all came in cars. You all contiéibute to traffic. If it can be haadled
reasonably, it should be allowed for in some way. To say traffic alane
deters future development means theie won't be any future development.
Regarding the word "cluster", it cam be defined the same as a number of l

units in a given space, not necessarily unformly or evenly spaced.

The question is, who's benefiting fFem a scenic easement? It's unfair to
think that the people who look over:a neighbor's land have a scenic
easement over a neighbor's land. TI::see the problem is not answered about
the sewer capacity. (Clm. McTaggartithen quoted from the Sonoma County
Water Agency letter) MNowthat the rainy season is near, we can have obser-
vation on the drainage capacity. Iiwould rather see urban deve]opment in
an urban area because the cost to extend services is expensive. It's nice
to say one house per 1/2 acre. The:property will probably be fenced off
and you can't go through. 1I'd rather see no development than 8 units on

a parcel that size. People need hous1ng It doesn't serve any purpose

to have large parcels there. I'm ngt sure that stubbing the street to the
north is desirable. Stubbing the eet to the south makes sense. The
lot sizes in the proposal are equi nt to the existing Monte Vista Subdi-
vision: I lean toward favoring this development, This is a Togical
boundary and finishing of the existing subdivision. This will stop develop-
ment to the east." .

CIm. Ruggles: "What kind of park &ﬁe we talking about?"

City Manager Arner: "The General Pian says a linear park along the swale
(Nathanson Creed bypass.) The General Plan says park in the area. It's

an onerous burden to place a park site on 16 units. The developer will

pay $1,000 per Tot to go towards park development. Also, the Bond property

is in the area (19990 Seventh Street East.) We are awaiting urban .

expansion in that area before develaping the Bond property. The General

Plan recommends a neighborhood park:in that area. Neither Staff nor the

Parks and Recreation Commission feel that the swale is a logical Tocation
nor that the developer should be rcqu1red solely to provide for that park
site.’

Clm. Ruggles: "What's Dr. Dowd's pﬁoposa]?"

Planner Steinbeck replied that Dr. ﬂpwd will keep his land as open space
with his one house on the parcel. 5taff brought up park development
because of -the designation in that grea of the General Plan.

sion will come into the City and

Clm. Rugg]es : "The proposed subdi
Dr. Dowd's parcel will not come in?

City Manager Arner: "Staff recomme:
which fronts on Seventh Street Eas
burden on the city to provide serv#:
logical for Dr. Dowd's parcel to rai
parcel came into the-city, the poli
into the county area and up Seventh
Dr. Dowd says he would go either w
not annex. Staff recommended that &

ed the eastemhalf (Dr. Dowd's parcel)

ot be annexed. It will be a heavy

s to Seventh Street East. It's

in in the county. If Dr. Dowd's

and fire vehicles would have to go

treet East to reach Dr. Dowd's property.
either annex his parcel to the city or

s parcel not be made a part of the city.”

Mayor Tuller: "We heard about the miral atmosphere, General Plan, EIR need,
drainage system, traffic, lot sizesg sewerage, Dr. Dowd's wiilingness to
come in or stay out of the city, Dri Dowd's wiilingness to Tegally bind
himself to keeping his parcel in opgn space, and the impact of the propased
subdivision on Prestwood School. Ciin. McTaggart sums up my view point
 lean towards favoring this project.
ssed clearty and solved. We do not
rtion of this. An EIR is an additional
he General Plan is general, it's a
we are not required to follow it werd
1 into 8 pieces, costs to extend
e for the city. There are strong
major topic of conversation these days.
es reasonable and available then we're
ohibitive for people to get involved
the Tots will be, about $50,000 to
take 16 homes. If 8 homes are allowed

closer than any other view point.
Many areas of concern have been add:
want to make a Lake del Oro on any j
cost. It is not needed. Remember,:
guideline and not cast in cement an
by word. Regarding cutting the par:
services out there will be prohibi
feelings about housing costs. It's
If we don’t do something to make hol
all responsible if we make it more
in housing. We know what the cost
$70,000 - expensive!l It's better
the services are the same for wateridline, sewer line, drainage system,
streets, sidewalk, gutter, etc., then the costs to each lot ?8 units) would be
astronomical for everyone. This is“a reasonable project, not highly desir-
able, but not undesirable for the gity. I will favor development."
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Clm. Parmelee asked if there was any feeling to cutting the number of
units to 137 ' ’

Clm. McTaggart: "We'd accelerate the costs for each single family dwelling
if the number of units aré reduced. If someone wants 1 to 10 acre parcel,

- he will not come here. A lesser number of units will spread the cost for
streets, sidewalk, all these approvals and all these hearings, over to the
ultimate consumer. The smaller number of consumers, the greater the cost.
The developer changed the configuration of the development to meet the
objections of.the neighbors. I will not favor a reduction in the number
of lots as it will only increase the expenses."

Malcolm Stone, 65 Sereno Court: "We need Tegal counsel. You owe it to
yourself to check out Avenue del Oro. It's the longest dead end street
in town. I talked to the people there and we want to maintain what we
have. There's a traffic problem now. Put a lot of thought into what
you're doing. Far be it for me to tell another man what to do with his
property, but I think this will be a big mistake if it's approved.

Clm. Riboni came closest to the solution. I improved my home, others did
the same. Open that area up and we'll have houses clear to the foothills.
. I'd 1ike to see the city 1imits stop where we are. We need legal counsel.
We need our legal rights protected."

Clm. Parmelee said she appreciated the offer of Dr. Dowd to allow the
construction equipment to go over his property rather than burdening the
people on Avenue del Oro and would 1ike.to add this to the Conditions of
Approval. She then moved to adopt the negative declaration.

Clm. McTaggart asked Clm. Parmelee if she would consider amending her
motijon to add that a flow check on the sewer system as alluded to in the
Public Works' letter be made part of the motion. After a brief discussion
it was the consensus of the Council that these two items be deleted from
the - motion and added to the Gonditions of Approval.

Clm. Riboni stated he needed more data presented regarding the effects on
the neighborhood, topography, runoff, storm drain, layout and GPM before
the negative declaration is substantiated. .He sajid a full EIR is not
necessary but other data is needed. He said Clm. McTaggart has asked
for information on the adequacy of the sewer trunk Tine in the area. At
this point there was a brief discussion between City Attorney Klein and
Clm. Riboni regarding voting on the negative declaration. Clm. Riboni
stated that if there's not enough information for me to qualify the
negative declaration that he would not vote for'the motion. If the
other councilmen feel there is sufficient information, they can pass it
on their own individual vote.

Clm. McTaggart remarked that the final map may not be recorded if the
Council is not satisfied, if.affer observation by the Public Works Depart-
ment, that the drainage is not adequate.

PWD Rowland remarked that he -had talked to Don Bean of the County Public
Works Department about this matter. The County doesn‘t know at what point
the Tine becomes overloaded and they say the surcharge is difficult to
observe over a short period of time. The Sanitation District may ask for
compensation from Dr. Dowd for future sewer construction as a condition of
annexation to the Sanitation District. It would not be possible, said

PWD Rowland, to adequately observe and analyze the sewer system prior to
filing the final map for the subdivision.

Clm. McTaggart remarked that as indicated, the Sanitation District does e
not have available now data on the behavior of the sewer system for the
additional 16 units. In processing the annexation will Dr. Dowd be asked
to set aside compensation or dollar amount for future sewer work?

PWD Rowland replied yes.

Clm. McTaggart seconded the motion to adopt the negative declaration.
ROLL CALL: Ayes: (3) Clm. McTaggart, Parmelee, Mayor Tuller
. Noes: (2) Clm. Riboni, Ruggles

Absent: (0) None

It was moved by Clm. Parmelee, seconded by CIm. McTaggart, to adopt Reso-
Tution #77-81 entitled: "A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SONOMA PREZONING TO SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL AND APPROVING A TENTATIVE

MAP FOR MONTE VISTA ESTATES SUBDIVISION UNIT #5 ON THE WESTERLY PORTION

OF PROPERTY OWNED BY DR. ROBERT DOWD AT 19725 SEVENTH STREET EAST IN
ANTICIPATION OF ANNEXATION" subject to the following two additional condi-
tions: a) Access for construction equipment involved in construction of
the subject subdivision shall be from Seventh Street East only; and b) The
underground storm drains alluded to in Condition #5g shall connect to the
existing 48" storm drain Tocated near the frontage of 672 East MacArthur St.
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Clm. Ruggles remarked that he favoes some kind of development for this
property. He first thought this a possible solution. He could sees
problems in the future and the City could end up with a dead end street.
His impression is that the neighb want to stop the city limits where
it is now. He said it's unrealis to anticipate future development.
No one has said what size developmgnt it should be. He said he was
first inclined to vote for it but He would not vote for it now.

Clm. Riboni said he concurred with+
to develop but an effort should be:made to get additional information.
He said he did not favor ‘the development as presented. "The City or the
citizens in the area will not benefat from this development.

Tm. Ruggles. Dr. Dowd has a right

Clm. McTaggart stated that he can wecall at either a Planning Commission
or City Council meeting, when Mr. Bonnoitt was presenting the last part
of the existing subdivision (MonteiV1sta)‘there was a discussion about
whether there should be a cul de sgc in there or the stub street as it
now.exists. The conclusion finally was to do exactly what we see: have
a stub street for the reason that
to the adjacent development. The
recollection of the discussion al
made the presentation, Mr. Bonnoi
respect to the street and the genegal approach to the area that what is
being proposed in the Dowd subdivigion, is exactly more or less what the
City was anticipating then.

The rol1 call on the adoption of Resolution #77~81 was as follows:
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (3) Clm. McTaggart, Parmelee, Mayor Tuller
Noes: {2) Clm. Ribeni, Ruggles
Absent: {0} None

igh he doesn't remember exactly whe

Mayor Tuller declared a recess from 9:15 to 9:25 p.m.

1 of P. Sosnowski of Architec- The Council reviewed the

Review Commission's denial for following: a) Letter of appeal
dated 10/14/81 from Gerald N.

eling project at 1051 Broadway
Hi11, attorney for Heritage

Investments and Properties of
Sonoma NV (Paul Sosnowski) and

b} Planner Steinbeck's MEMO dated 18/21/81,

Planner Steinbeck reported that the: Architectural Review Commission in its
October meeting moved for approval of the remodeling of the northwest and

northeast corners of the building at 1051 Broadway as long as the design

included vertical trim pieces which:were to be made an integral part ef the

building as specified in the Archifactural Review Commission's earlier

approval (November 1980) of the remmdeling of the southeast corner of the

building. The motion died on a vote of two ayes, two noes and one

abstention from Comm. Chantler, whe: declared a conflict of interest on this

project.

Mayor Tuller iopened the-Public Hearing at 9 30 p.m. and called for
comments from the audience.

Gerald Hi11, attorney for the applicant, requested approval of his
applicant's proposal for the remodejing.

Mayor Tuller closed the Public Hearing at 9:31 p.m.
It was moved by CIm. Parmelee, secanded by Clm, Riboni, to uphold the

appeal and approve the remodeling of an existing building at 1051 Broadway

with the condition that vertical teim pieces are to be made an integral
part of the remodeling of the northeast and northwest corners.
ROLL CALL:  Ayes: (5) Noes: {(8) Absent: (0)

OMMENDATIONS

10. PARKS AND RECREATION

a) F
P

und '$12,933 for Community

from John Meyn, Pre51dent

Mr. Meyn stated in the Tetter that-3t will cost approx1mate]y $55 000 to

completely replace the entire f11ter1ng system, replaster the entire pool
tank and other miscellaneous repaifs. b) City Manager Arner's MEMO dated
id Recreation Commission in its meeting
of 10/21/81 considered this request:and recommended that a one-time General
Fund expenditure be authorized for ghe refurbishment. City Manager Arner
suggested, that if the Council appréves this request, that the City retain

10/23/81 reporting that the Parks &

e City would then be able to contiaue
reets are exactly consistent with his

Mr. Nazworthy or someone else. With

The Council reviewed the follow-
ool Refurbishment f ing: a) Letter dated 10/14/81
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Written Comments on the Draft EIR
Correspondence from John Flitner/EIR Response

LAW OFFICES

FOSTER, MONROE, FLITNER & BUCHANAN

AN ASSOCIATION. INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS®

420 € STREET

P.O. BOX t&9e
8. SCOTT FOSTER SANTA ROSA. CALIFORNIA 95402
JAMES C. MONROE"®
JOHN D. FLITNER®

LAWRENCE C. BUCHANAN
ICERTITIED FAKMILY LAW SPECIALIST) TELEPHO.NE

December 7, 1983 (707) 828-3866

RECETVED

Mr. Ed Steinbach A
Planning & Building Director
City of Sonoma CITY o155,
No. 1 The Plaza o
Sonoma, California

. -., ‘:I ';

re: Laurel Wood Farm project
Dear Mr. Steinbach:

Enclosed please find the questions raised by me at the planning
commission meeting of October 6, 1983, relative to the draft EIR.
As I had indicated, the questions I presented referred to pages

of the Administrative Draft. As was noted, the Planning Commission
then had before it the Draft EIR. I have revised the comments
mostly by page references to refer to the Draft EIR. Consequently
the comments would now address the discussions set forth in the

draft EIR.
Very truly yoijzzzbt:ulj
4111-{!\] D. FLITNER
JDF/jes
Encl.

cc: Malcolm Stone



QUESTIONS RAISED BY THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (HEREIN-
AFTER REFERRED TO AS THE dr. EIR) WHICH ARE EITHER NOT ANSWERED
OR REQUIRE FURTHER CLARIFICATION

l. If this is a full EIR as stated on page 1, (Section 1.1, third
paragraph), where does it consider the potential impact of the
project on the overall county and city general plans and any other
land use or general plans or studies prepared for the area?

2. In view of the observations by the Court and arguments made

this evening, how can the City of Sonoma be assured that any acreage
". . . be excluded in perpetuity from future development . . ."

by any known planning or zoning tool as inferred on page 6 (Section
C. second paragraph) of the dr. EIR?

3. Is the City of Sonoma being placed in the position of finalizing
a project because of previous actions taken by other public agencies,
such as the Local Agency Formation Commission and the Sonoma Valley
Sanitation District? (Page 9 (first paragraph) of the dr. EIR).

4. Regardless of how traffic is routed or controlled, that is

by cul-de-sac on the project, by an extension from Seventh Street
East or by some future street stub, will not any of these alterna-
tives have a traffic impact upon the existing residence on Avenue
Del Oro and depending on the selection made, won't any street
extension or street stub have additional growth-inducing impacts?
(Page 10, first 2 paragraphs, Figure 3, page 13).

5. Existing policies prohibit the extension of sewer beyond the
urban boundaries. How can the project be considered to be consistent
with that policy (page 20 dr. EIR, paragraph numbered 3), unless

the City makes it consistent through the pending proceeding?

6. How was this project consistent with existing City policy
regarding the discouragement of development east of Fifth Street
East as stated on page 22 (paragraph entitled "Potential Impacts")
of the dr. EIR?

7. The statement that the "recently updated housing element indi-
cates very little available land in the western portion of the
City" which was found at page 22 paragraph 2 of the Administrative
Draft of the EIR has been removed from the dr. EIR. The number

of dwelling units per acre has been omitted from lines 5 and 6

of Section A of "Section 3.3 ZONING", page 23 of the dr. EIR.

8. In view of the fact that development to the north, west, east
and south is all low density or vacant land, how can a relatively
hi¢h residential density project be considered at the site? (5ee

pages 4, 6 and 15 of the dr. EIR).

9. How can all of the policy decisions suggested at pages 24 and
25 of the dr. EIR be made for the City of Sonoma from this project?
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10. There is no statement as to the agricultural capacity of the
soil and its ability to support vegetation. (Page 27, dr. EIR).

1l1. With regard to the portion of the dr. EIR on vegetation and
wildlife (page 35 dr. EIR) does it adequately focus on the existing
forms of plant and animal life and their relative abundance or
scarcity?

12. What assurance does the planning commission or the city have
that bus schedules and routes will be established to accommodate
new residents in the area? That is, what authority exists for
the statement in the last paragraph, page 36 of the dr. EIR?

13. Does the Govers Engineers study referred to at pages 45 and
46 of the dr. EIR include the 20 homes, more or less, currently
being built at Fourth Street East and France Street?

1l4. How much additional capacity would be created by the parallel
line proposed on East MacArthur Street as stated on page 47, under
"Recommended Mitigation" of the dr. EIR? In that connection, what
is proposed to mitigate drainage problems by other methods not
discussed in the dr. EIR, such as additional open drainge ditches
to accommodate the run off?

15. What is the status of the project mentioned at page 47, para-
graph 1 b. of the dr. EIR?

16. What does this project and the actions proposed by it do to
the City's Jrowth projections? (Page 49, third paragraph, dr.
EIR).

17. Where will the proposed bypass channel proposed by Sonoma
County Water Agency be located? (Page 50, dr. EIR, third paragraph).

18. Who is and who retained Mr. Irving Schwartz? (Page 49, dr.
EIR, page 55 dr. EIR).

19. What is the drainge impact south of the 48" storm drain proposed
near the frontage at 672 lMcArthur Street? (Pages 54 and 55, dr.
EIR).

20. Who will pay for the undergrpund storm drain mentioned at
page 55, at paragraphs 1 and 3 of the dr. EIR?)

21. What eviagence supports the statement that elementary and high
school students are withinwalking distance of their respective
school sites as stated on pase 57 of the dr. EIR?

22. Does the statement at page 57, paragraph F relative to walking

distance to schools consider school students who are bused to Justin
in Napa?
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Response to Mr. Flintner's Letter of December 7, 1983

1. Page 17 of the DEIR contains a table showing the land use
designations for the site according to four different planning
documents:

e the County of Sonoma General Plan
€ the City of Sonoma General Plan
e the South Sonoma Valley Specific Plan

® the Sonoma Growth Study

Pages 20 and 21 provide a detailed analysis of project consistency
with stated planning policies in these four documents.

The EIR concluded that the project application was not consistent
with any of the four documents' directive for land use on the site
(page 22).

2. A standard public easement would be established to reserve the 150
foot strip. Language would be incorporated into the easement which
would specify its use and state uses not permitted. Development
would be a non-permitted use. The language of the easement would be
reviewed by legal counsel to ensure that uses within the easement
conform to its intent.

Note: Although the question was about preserving ity. This question should be
the property from future development, the response anning Commission and/or City
appears to make reference to the Bypass easement
(which encompassed a 150-foot strip), not the scenic
easement.
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15.

16.

17.

As of December 22, 1983 annexation, prezoning and tentative map
application were filed on November 14, 1983. An EIR has been
required by the Planning Commission and consultant proposals are
being solicited.

Page 21 of the EIR states that only 26 units have been counted
against the 1982/83 allocation. The actual effect of the project's
16 units on the City's 100 unit per year maximum would be
reevaluated at the time of project approval. Any development
through annexation is included in the calculation of the 100 unit
maximum. The reason for adoption of the 100 unit maximum is to
assure that the City has water to year 2000.

The Sonoma County Water Agency has not determined the exact
alignment but anticipates it will pass through the Dowd property.
Therefore the Agency recommended* reservation of a 150 foot easement
at the eastern edge of the site. The EIR reinstates this
recommendation as a Condition of Project Approval (pp. 54 and 55).

18.

19.

20.

Mr. Schwartz is a registered Civil Engineer who was retained by Del
Davis Associates, the former EIR consultant for the Laurel Wood
project. He was also contacted by WPM during the course of
preparing the EIR.

Please refer to Response #C on page AD-19.

The applicant will fund all recommended storm drainage improvements.

* Letter from William Stillman, Sonoma County Water Agency to Ed

Steinbeck, City of Sonoma Planning Director. Dated September 17,1983
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Oral Comments on the Draft EIR
Statement of John Flitner/EIR Response

4. Comments from John Flintner, attorney representing the Concerned
Citizens of Sonoma:

a. Comment: Project is not in conformance with General Plan.

Response: The EIR states this conclusion on page 22.
Discussion of General Plan issues occurs on pages 15 to 26 of
the DEIR.

b. Comment: The possibility that future development could occur on
the remainder of the Dowd property was not adequately addressed
in the EIR.

Response: The requirement to establish a scenic easement on the
remainder of the property was one of 12 conditions of project
approval made in August 1981. This condition was based on the
current project application. If the applicant should amend his
project design, the extent and location of the easement could
change.

To ensure no development, the easement could be established in
perpetuity, i.e., it would remain in effect even if the property
is sold. Language could be included to the effect that no
development (i.e., residential, commercial or industrial) could
occur within the easement.

c. Comment: Mr. Flintner made reference to a number of additional
questions which were submitted in written form.

Note: Both the comment and the response refer to

the scenic easement. d not respond to these questions

s were based on the Administrative

Draft EIR. However, he amended his comments based on the Draft

EIR. Response to those comments is contained on pages
AD-41-45,

AD-48



area which surrounds the City. Lands to the west include the
existing Monte Vista Estates subdivision which is developed to
a density of roughly four single family units per acre. The
area north of the project site is generally vacant with the ex-
ception of dispersed single family residences receiving access
from East Napa Street. To the east are single family rural
residential properties which are accessible from 7th Street
East. To the south lies the Becker property which fronts on East
MacArthur Street and contains a residence and two associated
structures. The property just east of the Becker parcel also
receives access from East MacArthur Street and is developed
with six structures.

PROJECT HISTORY

In the summer of 1981, Robert F. Dowd and Carol J. Dowd made
application to the City of Sonoma to consider a request for an-
nexation of a 4 acre portion of an 8.74 acre parcel to the City
of Sonoma, prezoning of the 4 acre parcel to R-1 (single famil-
residential district) and subdivision of the 4 acre property

to provide 16 lots to be developed for single family residential
purposes.

The original site layout design proposed 16 lots on the westerly
4,37 acre portion of the property with the remaining easterly
parcel (4.37 acres which contains the residence of the project
sponsor) to be excluded in perpetuity from future development by
means of a scenic easement or other instrument acceptable to the
City Attorney.

The circulation system proposed at that time consisted of the
easterly extension of Avenue Del Oro to a cul-de-sac which would
terminate approximately 100 feet west of the easterly property
line of the project site. No through roadways were proposed.




Air Quality
Mitigation Measures

Recommended Mitigations

1.

The following measures should be added to the existing Conditions
of Approval (see Appendix B):

a. Use watering dust control on and around the project site.

b. Restrict all trucks and vehicles within the site to a
maximum of 15 miles per hour.

c. Use watering dust control on all exposed areas, until
vegetation has taken place.

To encourage the use of non-auto transportation and reduce air
pollution, the City could consider establishing a right-of-way

for a pedestrian/bikeway trail through the project area (i.e. north
south and east of the project site). This right-of-way could

be aligned along the proposed Nathanson Creek Bypass (see page 50
for discussion of Bypass). Establishment of such a right-of-way

is recommended 1 as a longer term planning consideration and is

not necessarily mandated by project development.

1

City of Sonoma General Plan, p.29.
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Runoff and Drainage
Existing Conditions and Mitigation Measures

C. RUNOFF AND DRAINAGE

Existing Conditions

The site is mostly grass covered with a small pond or depres-
sion and willow trees. The site slopes about 1% to the south-
west. A small drainage ditch is located along the westerly
boundary from north to south, which is the easterly boundary of
Monte Vista Estates. This ditch carries water from East Napa
Street and surrounding area, through the site, and discharges
in a roadside ditch flowing westerly along the north side of
East MacArthur Street.

There is no storm drain "stubbed" to the site. The closest
drainage inlet is Tocated in the existing Monte Vista Estates
subdivision, about 500 feet southwesterly from the east end of
Avenue Del Oro, between Sereno and Quedo Court. "According to
some property owners along Avenue Del Oro, this system is already
somewhat overloaded during heavy storms."]

There are three drainage issues which directly and indirectly
affect project development. First, the drainage ditch paralieling

the site's western boundary is inadequate to handle present runoff.
As a result, overfliow occurs onto Avenue Del Oro. Second, the Bell
property, located directly east of the Este Madera subdivison and
south of the Monte Vista subdivision (and the project site), ex-
periences flooding due to the inadequate storm drain facilities

along the north side of East MacArthur Street. Third, the bypass
channel planned by the Sonoma County Water Agency for Nathanson
Creek will pass through the site at some point. The channel is
being designed to eliminate current flooding along the creek
through the City of Sonoma. Reservation of a 150-foot wide ease-

ment on the project applicant's property is recommended.

]Drainage report by John Bonnoitt Associates, Inc. September 11, 1981.
Available for review at the City Planning Department.
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Potential Impacts

The previous section outlines several potential impacts:

1. Without storm drain improvements, current drainage problems
experienced by adjacent property owners will continue.

2. Development of the proposed subdivision, subject to the

conditions proposed by the City, would not aggravate existing

drainage or flooding conditions, and will correct drainage
problems presently being experienced by residents in tze area.

3. Development of the site would not aggravate current flooding
along Nathanson Creek.

4, The option of constructing the Nathanson Creek Bypass may become
less feasible if the site and surrounding areas continue to
develop.

Recommended Mitigations

The following measures are included in the existing Conditions of
Approval (Appendix B):

e Engineering calculations and plans for all drainage improvements
shall be submitted to the Sonoma County Water Agency for approval.
(Condition of Approval No. 3.) ‘

e Grade all lots to drain directly to the street unless otherwise
approved by the City Engineer. (Condition of Project Approval
No. 4.)

e Storm drains and related facilities shall be installed on-site
and off-site as required by the City Engineer. Drainage facili-
ties shall be subject to approval by both the Sonoma County Water
Agency ?nd the City Engineer. (Condition of Project Approval
No. 5g.

e File with the City a scenic easement for the easterly 4.74 acres
of the property. (Condition of Project Approval 11.)

e The on-site storm drain shall connect to the existing 48 inch
storm drain located near the frontage by 672 East MacArthur
Street. (New Condition of Project Approval per Resolution

Note: The scenic easement and the bypass ease-
ment are identified as separate mitigation measures
(see following page).
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The following measures should be added to clarify the existing
Conditions of Project Approval for drainage improvements:

1. Install an underground storm drain to replace the existing
ditch running through the Dowd property along the site's
western boundary.

2. Install curb inlets at the west boundary of the new sub-
division. These would be connected to the new storm drain
so that runoff from the new subdivision would not flow into
Monte Vista Estates along Avenue Del Oro.

3. Installan enclosed underground storm drain from approximately
the southwest corner of the Dowd property, extending southerly
to East MacArthur Street, and then weéter1y connecting to the
existing 48 inch storm drain located near the frontage of 672
East MacArthur Street. (See Figure 7.)

4. Establish that a 150 foot wide easement on the Dowd property
must be provided for the future alignment of the Nathanson
Creek Bypass. '

Literature Consulted

Letter from Irving L. Schwartz, C.E., dated March 9, 1983.
Letter from Louis Chiotti, dated February 18, 1983.
Letter from John J. Bonnoitt, Civil Engineers, dated September 11, 1981.

Letter from William R. Stillman, P.E. Sonoma County Water Agency,
dated September 17, 1981

Letter from B.T. Mayes, P.E., Sonoma County Water Agency, dated
January 17, 1983.

Sonoma Drainage Master Plan Report (preliminary), dated June 21, 1978.
Letter from Clayton and Neroli Bell, dated March 6, 1983.

Persons Consulted

Conversation with William R. Stillman, Sonoma County Water Agency,
July 12, 1983.

Conversation with John J. Bonnoitt, Civil Engineer, July 13, 1983.

Conversation with Charles Rowland, Department of Public Works, Citv
of Sonoma, July 13, 1983.
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EIR Project Alternatives
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Appendix B
Conditions of approval for Monte Vista Estates

 10. Any outstandi asséssments‘which can be 1id in full shall be
paid in full by the subdivider prior to t.ling of the final map.

. <, . M/’T/—\\
- ) The developer shall file with the City aCQEEEEEHggsemegg;deed
- or other instrument acceptable to the City Attorney guaranteeing
N~ that no additional dwelling units be constructed on the easterly:
portion of the subject property.
be approved and recorded prior to recordation of the final map.

Said deed or instrument shall

) the final map.

Scenic fAsE s l—

CA JNE e 5L e s AT L oS TS

V4

Note: What became the Laurel Wood subdivision
was originally know as “Monte Vista Estates No. 5.
The project was actually approved under that name
in 1981. Subsequently, the approval was invalidated
through a lawsuit that led to the requirement for an
EIR.

As shown in these conditions, the concept of a scenic
easement predated the EIR, although it was in turn
referenced and incorporated in the EIR as a mitiga-
tion measure. As with the subsequently adopted
Council resolution that required the easement and as
set forth in the easement itself, the key prohibition is
on the construction of additional dwelling units.

‘12. Annexation proceedings shall be complete prior to recordation of
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Attachment 8

Correspondence

A. Letter from Drs. Lori and Mike Maggioncalda (April 6, 2012)
B. Letter from Vince and Jean Parisi (April 4, 2012)



To:
The Mayor and Members of the City Council

City of Sonoma

No. 1 The Plaza

Sonoma, CA 95476-6618

Re: Appeal of Finding of Consistency Re Proposed Construction

Within an Easement

Pertaining to APN 128-031-053 (19275 Seventh Street East )
Hearing Date: April 16, 2012
Dear Mayor Sanders and Members of the City Council:

We are writing to express our support of this appeal as it impacts our property at 720
Appleton Way, one of the 5 homes bordering 19275 Seventh Street to the west. Qur
home is in the middle of the property line so the implications of development on the
proposed location just to the east of our fence line significantly impacts our view and
open space. This is not simply a case of the NIMBYs (Not In My back Yard) but was the
primary factor leading to the purchase of our home 10 years ago. In fact, we lived
across the street from our current location (706 Avenue Del Oro) in a home which we
sold for significantly less than the purchase price of our current home BECAUSE of it's

open space and view.

When we purchased our home in 2002, we researched extensively what is referred to as
the "Easement"” from Robert F. Dowd and Carol J. Dowd for "Open Space" on the Dowd
property adjacent easterly to Laurelwood Subdivision (see attachment). At City Hall at
that time a map was shown to us that demonstrated an area where we were told "there
could be no structures". There is a small historic barn which runs along a small fence
and appears to be approx. 150 ft from our fence line. We were toid that "that barn was to
remain but once removed (or no longer able to be maintained) could not be replaced or
rebuilt". This 'strip’ of land was to remain open with the exception of agriculture and/or
livestock. We do not recall precisely the individual who gave us this information but
reference to the "Open Space" was made, and NOT only as it pertains to increasing
population density but as it pertains to ANY structures. Much time was spent on this
process and a decision to make the substantial purchase of our home was based on the
information in the document approved by City Council 3/11/85 and a verbal explanation
of the above parameters. The 5 properties along this property line in fact were marketed
at a substantially higher selling price than similar sized homes in the Laurelwood
Subdivision because of this open space behind them.

It is interesting that the Calhouns and Parisis (our bordering neighbors) were given the
same information independent of us concerning the small barn and its ability to remain



as a structure on the open space but no other structures could be placed on that
property up to (roughly) where it currently stands. it is also interesting that all 3 of our
purchases were made with the impression that that space up to roughly the 150 fi’ set
back was to remain “open and scenic’. We had not compared notes on this topic until
this issue arose and clearly similar guarantees were expressed to us independent one
from another. The Parisi Family, in fact, were original owners of one of the first homes
built on the Laurelwood Subdivision in 1985.

When we were first informed of plans to move the stable from a location behind the
home at 19275 Seventh St. East to a location within this open space area and just
beyond our back fence line we assumed there was a misunderstanding. The City
Planning Department then responded to the owner of the property with a document
dated Feb 24, 2012 that is attached. This interpretation is inconsistent with the above
information we were given at the time of the purchase of our properties. It is also
inconsistent with the 3rd paragraph of the 2nd page of the Easement Document
approved by City Council which states that "The said property shall not be used for
anything else that is not natural or compatible to the neighboring properties". It is from
this that the appeal process was initiated by the Calhouns and one we are fully behind.
Pictures and graphics have been submitted that demonstrate the proximity of the
relocated stable within 60 ft. of the fence line of our properties and 300 ft further from
the property owner. The potential for lowering property values and the impact on our
open space that we were all assured of is obvious. This open space is precisely that
which drove up the selling prices of our homes and was assured to all of us,
independently, as the benefit to purchasing these properties.

Mr. Richard Hicks, an attorney representing this appeal, has submitted Environmental
Impact Reports that were not available at the time of the City Planning Office's findings
dated Feb 24th, 2012 (attached). We feel that in light of these findings it is clear that the
intention of the "open space" was to remain clear of ANY structures and remain both
open and "scenic". This is also eluded to in the City Council Minutes at that time. We
therefore submit a request that this space be honored in this respect and the current
plans for movement of the stable to it's proposed location 60 ft from our fence line be
placed beyond the 150 foot set back referred to in documents presented by Mr.

Hicks. The attached site plan underscores the proximity of the stable to our property and
the significant distance from the property owners primary dwelling. There are obvious
concerns considering the nature of this structure as well and it’s remote location away
from the property owner and so closely adjoined to our residential neighborhood. We
have suggested the above compromise to the property owner.

We appreciate your time concerning this matter and regret the discourse between
neighbors.
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Drs. Lori and Mike Maggioncalda
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TO:

FROM:

SUBIJECT:

March 5, 1985

MEMO

City Manager Arner
Public Works Director Rowland

Dowd Easements for Open Space and Nathanson Creek
Bypass

Transmitted herewith are copies of the following:

1.

Fasement from Robert F. Dowd and Carol 1. Dowd fcr

"open space" on the Dowd property adjacent easterly to

Laurelwood Subdivision.

Easement from Robert F. Dowd and Carol J. Dowd for
the proposed Nathanson Creek bypass channel across the
Dowd property adjacent easterly to Laurelwood Subdivision. .

These easements were required in connection with approval of the
tentative map for Laurelwood Subdivision. It is recommended that
the City Council accept the easements and authorize recordation

thereof.
Richarﬂ{%owlapd
Public Works Director
RLR/ssc
fore the
Attachment This matter came be
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The Mayor and Members of the City Council
City of Sonoma

No. 1 The Plaza

Sonoma, CA. 95476

Re: The Proposed Construction Within the Easement at 19275 Seventh Street East
Hearing Date: April 16,2012

Dear Mayor Sanders and Members of the City Council:

We are writing to ask you to please consider the following information as you review and
evaluate the relocation and construction of buildings on the easement at 19275 Seventh Street
East.

My wife and I live at 708 Appleton Way. We were the first house built in the Laurel Wood
Subdivision, with our backyard facing the open space on the Doctor Dowd property. Doctor
Dowd recently sold the property and the new owner has filed to construct buildings and move a
stable onto the existing easement. When we first purchased our home we were told by our realtor,
Steve Youngdahl, and the Planning Department that we would always have the beautiful pasture
land and open space behind us. This view was of course reflected in the price of the homes on
our side of the street. I was assured that the Dowd’s Property easement could never be split or
built upon. We were the first home built in December of 1985, and when the lot next to us was
completed, about a year later, the original owners, Ron and Donna Price, whom I remember
researched it as well, and reaffirmed it with us as we were all excited about the beautiful open
space behind us. Today, Kevin and Bernadette Calhoun live there and recall the same
confirmation from the City and their realtor.

We have been in our home for twenty-seven years and absolutely love living here with the open
space behind us. We relied on our understanding that the restrictions on that property would
remain, and so we made substantial renovations in remodeling our home around the open space
views. We have an open see-through fence in the backyard so we can enjoy the view and then a
few years ago we remodeled our kitchen with a large scenic bay window and French doors in the
family room that open onto the backyard to capture even more of the open space view. The price
of our home reflects the value of the open space restrictions.

I hope that you will take all this into consideration when you look at all the facts concerning the
open space easement for the property on Seventh St. East and uphold the original intent for that
land.

Thank you for your help.

Vince and Jean Parisi
708 Appleton Way
Sonoma, CA. 95476
April 4,2012



City of Sonoma City Council Agenda ltem: 8A

City Council
Agenda [tem Summary

Meeting Date: 4/16/12

Department Staff Contact
Administration Linda Kelly, City Manager

Agenda Item Title

Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding establishment of a Sister City relationship
with Tokaj, Hungary, requested by Mayor Pro Tem Brown

Summary

Bill Boerum, President of the Sonoma Sister Cities Association, and George Webber, Chair,
Sonoma-Tokaj Committee (in organization), have approached the City Council expressing a desire
to explore a sister city relationship with Tokaj, Hungary. Tokaj is known as the most renowned of
Hungarian wine cities. The Council of Tokaj has approved the proposed sister city relationship. The
benefits of such a relationship are outlined in detail in the attached memo from Mr. Boerum and Mr.
Webber, as well as in the attached letter from the Mayor of Tokaj, Janos Majer.

If Council concurs, an agreement could be negotiated between the City of Sonoma and the Town of
Tokaj, in order to formalize the relationship. The agreement would be similar to our other sister city
agreements. The City of Sonoma currently enjoys sister City relationships with six cities: Aswan,
Arab Republic of Egypt; Chambolle-Musigny, France; Greve in Chianti, Italy; Kaniv, Ukraine;
Patzcuaro, Michaocan, Mexico; and Penglai, China. The Phan Rang, Vietham relationship was
endorsed by the City Council, however, the relationship did not materialize.

Mr. Boerum has also included an update on activities by other Sister City Committees of the

Sonoma Sister Cities Association, which is also attached. Chambolle-Musigny is represented by its
own association.

Recommended Council Action

Discuss, consider, and if desired, approve in concept a Sister City relationship with Tokaj, Hungary,
and authorize the City Manager to draft an agreement establishing such Sister City relationship, and
authorize the Mayor to sign the agreement on behalf of the City.

Alternative Actions

Council discretion.

Financial Impact

All costs are to be funded by the Sonoma Sister Cities Association. Traditionally, City Manager and
City Clerk staff time have been required to draft staff reports, review agreements, produce letters,
set up meetings, order letterhead, and Public Works staff time has been required to set up and take
down flags of sister cities. Actual costs have included gifts such as keys to the City or books.

Environmental Review Status
[] Environmental Impact Report ] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration [] No Action Required
[] Exempt [] Action Requested
X Not Applicable

Attachments:

Memo from Bill Boerum and George Webber
Letter to Mayor of Tokaj from Mayor Sanders

cc: Bill Boerum and George Webber, via email



Sonoma Sister Cities Association

Aswan, Egypt « Greve in Chianti, Italy - Kaniv, Ukraine
Patzcuaro, Mexico « Penglai, China

SSCA Center o 205 First Street West « Sonoma, CA 95476
501(c)(3) Federal Tax ID: 68-0108056

March 29, 2012
To: Mayor Joanne B. Sanders and City Manager Linda Kelly

From: Bill Boerum, President — Sonoma Sister Cities Association, and
George Webber, Chair - Sonoma-Tokaj Committee (in organization)

Subject: Sister Cities Relationship with Tokaj, Hungary
Background & Summary

As Sonomans we know that over 150 years ago Count Agoston Haraszthy of Hungary in his
determined search for the best land and grape-growing conditions established a vineyard and
winery East of Sonoma. The wine caves hewn by Haraszthy from the hillside (still
functional) are similar to those in the area around Tokaj. Haraszthy’s Buena Vista enterprise,
of which there is much to tell, laid the foundation for the California viticulture and wine
industry. The history of Buena Vista and the saga of the adventurous Count have enthralled
visitors and locals. The bicentennial of the Count’s birth on August 30, 1812 will be
celebrated with great fanfare at Buena Vista and Sonoma later this year.

Over the years, the Buena Vista Winery has had a number of owners who only passively
recognized its rich legacy. However just a year ago, Jean-Charles Boisset, an international
wine entrepreneur acquired Buena Vista. Mr. Boisset owns and operates wineries in France,
Italy and Canada, as well as in Napa and Sonoma Counties. Mr. Boisset from the Cote de
Beaune in Burgundy is the scion of a well-recognized wine making family with a heritage in
its Domaine De La Vougeraie going back hundreds of years, and has turned to Sonoma with
his vision to make Buena Vista the number one historical winery in the United States.
Extensive efforts are underway to restore and rehabilitate the venue.

Last November a delegation of Hungarians visited Buena Vista drawn by their countryman’s
legacy and the reputation of the new owner. These included: Dr. Sandor Fazekas, the Rural
Development Minister and Cabinet Member of Hungary from Budapest; Ambassador Balazs
Bokor, Consul General of Hungary in Los Angeles; and nine visitors from Hungarian wine
companies along with tourism officials. At dinner with Jean Claude Boisset in the Buena
Vista wine cave, the suggestion was made to form a Sister City relationship between Sonoma
and Tokaj, the most renowned of Hungarian wine cities.

Since November there have been a number of developments:

Promoting peace through mutual respect, understanding & cooperation -
one individual, one community at a time.



e Sonoma and Buena Vista have been visited by the Honorary Consuls General of
Hungary in San Francisco and in Sacramento as well as Hungarians from throughout
the Bay Area with enthusiasm for a Tokaj connection;

e The Board of Directors of the Sonoma Sister Cities Association endorsed the idea of
twinning with Tokaj;

e A delegation of 14 Hungarians from wineries throughout the country came for a
tasting of Buena Vista wines and tour of the caves;

e A local committee of community volunteers was formed to support the proposed
Sister City relationship and organizational meetings were conducted;

e And, recently word was received that the Town Council of Tokaj had approved a
Sister City relationship (see letter from Mayor Janos Majer to Mayor Sanders).

In addition to fostering international good-will and cultural appreciation between our
peoples, the Hungarians see in a relationship with Sonoma the two important commonalities
of tourism and winemaking along with opportunities for mutual economic development.

In recommending the establishment of a Sonoma-Tokaj Sister City relationship, there are
five considerations: economic development; intangible benefits; community support; fiscal
impact; and the mission of citizen diplomacy.

Economic Development for the City
The Sister City relationship linking with Tokaj will generate incremental TOT and sales tax

revenues from our primary economic drivers of tourism and wine. This relationship in
complementing, enhancing and renewing the legacy of Count Agoston Haraszthy will draw

Promoting peace through mutual respect, understanding & cooperation -
one individual, one community at a time.



more Europeans and Hungarian-Americans to Sonoma. In the short term, the celebratory
events around the 200" anniversary of the Count’s birth will be highly promoted as Buena
Vista completes extensive repairs and upgrades to its visitor amenities. Longer term in
continuing fulfillment of Mr. Boisset’s vision, Buena Vista’s notoriety as the top historical
wine country venue in California will enhance Sonoma’s visibility further as a unique wine
country destination. In addition to tourism specifically, there will be exchanges with the
Hungarian wine industry (including barrel makers), intentions already voiced by the visiting
winemakers and Buena Vista officials. The completed Buena Vista restoration will provide
additional jobs in the visitor industry.

Intangible Benefits to Sonoma

With world-renowned Tokaj as a Sister City partner, Sonoma will burnish its authentic
reputation as an international wine center. It will be the fourth premier wine Sister City in
addition to existing relationships with:

e Chambolle-Musigny, Burgundy, France
e Greve in Chianti, Tuscany, Italy
e Penglai, Shandong Province, China

A coordinated program and promotional effort with the Sonoma Valley Chamber of
Commerce, the Sonoma Valley Visitors Bureau, and the Sonoma Valley Vintners and
Growers Alliance could leverage these relationships into creative opportunities.

This will accrue to our benefit as a desirable location for full and part-time residents as well
as a destination for visitors thereby increasing the value of our real estate and businesses.

Community Support

Crucial to establishing and maintaining the relationship is sufficient support in the
community. Based on developments and meetings conducted since November, it is clear that
there is sufficient support to form a volunteer-based organization.

The initial committee membership is represented by the individuals listed below:

George Webber
Elizabeth Kane
Reverend Sandor Farkas
Silvia Toth

Nancy Gold

Though volunteer efforts drive Sister City committees, the Tokaj Committee will be unique
in having the in-kind support and encouragement of Buena Vista Winery and Jean Charles
Boisset.

Financial Impact on City Budget

There is no negative fiscal impact on the City’s budget.

Promoting peace through mutual respect, understanding & cooperation -
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Like the other Sister City committees in Sonoma, no funding is expected from or will be
requested from the City budget. This is a volunteer and self-sustaining effort.

However, it should be recognized that when Tokaj municipal and other Hungarian officials
visit here including consular officials, it is expected that counterparts are to be available for
consultations. We also expect that Council Members and other officials will be available to
participate in Sister Cities-sponsored social and ceremonial events during such visits as has
been the case with all other Sister City delegation visits.

The Mission of Citizen Diplomacy

The mission of the Sister Cities movement — as originally envisioned by President
Eisenhower in 1956 — is to:

Promote peace through mutual respect, understanding, & cooperation — one
individual, one community at a time.

Currently, Sister Cities International has embraced a new slogan which is quite appropriate
for Sonoma’s Sister Cities:

Connect Globally. Thrive Locally.

Sonoma with a diverse population of longtime, part-time and new residents who are talented
and creative has this continuing opportunity to play a role for peace.

Next Steps
We recommend that:

= the Sonoma City Council approve the relationship requested and already approved by
the City Council of Tokaj, requested by the Consul General of Hungary in Los
Angeles and endorsed by the Sonoma Sister Cities Association;

= the City Manager be delegated to draft and negotiate (with the assistance of the
Sonoma-Tokaj Committee) an Agreement comparable in wording to other such
Sonoma Sister City agreements; and,

= Such Agreement be executed by the Mayors of both Cities at their earliest
convenience.

Promoting peace through mutual respect, understanding & cooperation -
one individual, one community at a time.



Promoting peace through mutual respect, understanding & cooperation -
one individual, one community at a time.



Promoting peace through mutual respect, understanding & cooperation -
one individual, one community at a time.



Update on Activities by Other Committees and the Association.

Aswan — This committee has been actively planning and working to implement what will be
one of the largest international humanitarian projects ever delivered by any Sonoma
philanthropy: poverty alleviation in sanitation and health care in Egypt. We were awarded a
sub-grant (up to $125,000) part of an umbrella grant, from the Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation. In the meantime given the substantial volunteer leadership time to manage the
grant process (including visits to and communications with Aswan counterparts), regular
informational programs and committee meetings in Sonoma have been on hold. Generally
the committee has met quarterly and previously conducted two very successful fundraisers to
cover its regular expenses.

Greve in Chianti — this committee is being revived under the leadership of Ron Fenolio,
Proprietor & Chief Executive of Veedercrest Vineyards. Two bocce courts in Depot Park
were a gift to the City by the Association. The $15,000 construction project, initiated and
managed by this committee, led to the formation of the Sonoma Bocce League (in effect, a
sub-committee of Greve). Last season the league had an active membership of 180 and
continues to grow. The Association pays for maintenance of the courts.

Kaniv — The committee received visitors from Ukraine each of the past two years, including
a teacher and three high school students last June. Additionally we convened a meeting of
City and community leaders to greet the Consul General of Ukraine and conducted a
reception in his honor. We are developing an itinerary for a longer visit.

Patzcuaro — Cultural appreciation and philanthropy have been a hallmark of this committee.
We twice have supported the exhibiting and sales of artisanal works (four exhibitions in
total) which involved committee members personally transporting works from Patzcuaro to
Sonoma. Proceeds directly benefited the artisans. In cooperation with two students at
Sonoma Valley High School we supported their senior project focused on environmental
awareness. We provided a matching grant to the funds the students raised to provide blankets
and clothes to a boys” home in Patzcuaro.

Penglai — the committee, which officially visited Penglai last May, is anticipating a Chinese
delegation visit in either July or September. The committee conducted a highly successful
fund-raiser at Jacuzzi Family Vineyards in January to cover expenses of the upcoming
delegation visit. The Jacuzzi event was attended by the Consul General of China in San
Francisco with a number of his consular staff. A video capturing the event was funded by the
Association, uploaded to YouTube and a CDs produced for distribution to Chinese partners.
The committee meets every month. Close relations are maintained with Consulate General in
San Francisco. The committee has been generously supported by Nancy and Fred Cline of
Cline Cellars/Jacuzzi.

Collaborations with Sonoma Valley High School — every year the Association provides
monetary awards in language achievement to two seniors (for English language as a second
language and Spanish as a second language). Currently as a result of conversations with the
Curriculum Advisory Council of the Sonoma Valley Unified School District we are
developing art enrichment programs to be delivered in the next school year.

Promoting peace through mutual respect, understanding & cooperation -
one individual, one community at a time.



Collaboration with Sonoma Community Center — discussions are underway for a lecture
series, “Windows on the World” focused on topics related to the countries of our Sister
Cities.

Marcy House Repair & Maintenance — working closely with the City’s Development
Services Director under supervision of the City Manager, the Association is meeting its
obligations under the terms of the 25 year lease agreement to maintain the historic Marcy
House building and grounds. The current project under a building permit by a general
contractor involves total costs approximating $15,000. This does not include substantial
volunteer time to manage the project. Several years ago, the Association funded almost
$10,000 of maintenance and replacement costs. Annual costs to the Association to occupy
the building approximate $4,000 which include: mandated insurance; Water District taxes;
landscaping; and repairs. Though all of these costs are required by the terms of the lease, it is
important to recognize that were it not for the Association’s funding, the City would be
required to budget the upkeep of this historic, but old building, or dispose of it.

A vision and plan should be developed to utilize at the end of the lease what will be a
refurbished City asset. This could be an international visitor or wine center with meeting
and/or conference use available to the City and non-profit organizations.

Promoting peace through mutual respect, understanding & cooperation -
one individual, one community at a time.






City of Sonoma

City Council
Agenda [tem Summary

City Council Agenda Iltem: 8B

Meeting Date: 4/16/12

Department Staff Contact
Administration Linda Kelly, City Manager

Agenda Item Title

Discussion, consideration and possible action regarding the disposition of funds raised at the 2012
Alcalde event, requested by Mayor Pro Tem Brown

Summary

This year, due to the City’s financial situation, City funds allocated for the Alcalde event were
reduced to $500. Councilmember Rouse allocated one month of his Council pay ($300) toward the
event. In accordance with the attached, since donations were requested and an anonymous
donation was provided, there remains a surplus from the event. Mayor Pro Tem Brown has
requested a City Council discussion and decision regarding the remaining funds. The 2012 Alcalde,
Whitney Evans, would like a portion of the remaining funds to be donated to youth-serving nonprofits
including the Boys & Girls Clubs of Sonoma Valley and Sonoma Valley Teen Services.

Recommended Council Action
Council discretion.

Alternative Actions

Council discretion.

Financial Impact

If not allocated to another program or designated by Council, the $1,398 is a City General Fund
revenue. If desired, the amount or part of it could be reallocated to next year’s Alcalde event.

Environmental Review Status
[] Environmental Impact Report [] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration [] No Action Required
[ ] Exempt [ ] Action Requested
X Not Applicable

Attachments:

Budget Reconciliation of Alcalde event

cc: Whitney Evans, 2012 Alcalde




Alcalde Expenses 2012

Budget Allocation
Rouse Donation
Anonymous Donation
Receipts at the Door
Total Revenue:

Expenses

Chere Pafford Photography
Halls (plaque)

Vintage House

Gary Edwards

SV Teen Center & Keystone Club
Reimburse Ken

Total Expenses:
Receipts less expenses:

$500
$300
$500
$783
$2,083

126.5
128.21
380

50.78

685.49
$1,398



City of Sonoma
City Council
Agenda ltem Summary

Agenda Item:
Meeting Date:

10A
04/16/2012

Department
Administration

Staff Contact
Mayor and Council Members

Agenda Item Title

Council Members Report on Committee Activities.

Summary

Council members will report on activities, if any, of the various committees to which they are assigned.

MAYOR SANDERS MPT. BROWN CLM. BARBOSE CLM. GALLIAN CLM. ROUSE
ABAG Alternate AB939 Local Task Force City Faciliies Committee ABAG Delegate City Audit Committee
Community Dev. Agency Cemetery Subcommittee Community Dev. Agency Cemetery Subcommittee Community Dev. Agency

Loan Subcommittee

Loan Subcommittee, Alt.

Loan Subcommittee

LOCC North Bay Division Cittaslow Sonoma Valley Commun?ty Choice Cittaslow Sonoma Valley LOCC North Bay Division
Liaison, Alternate Advisory Council, Alt. Aggregation Focus Grp. Advisory Council Liaison

Sonoma County Mayors & | City Facilities Committee North Bay Watershed City Audit Committee Sonoma County M & C
Clm. Assoc. BOD Association

Assoc. Legislative
Committee, Alt.

Sonoma County M & C
Assoc. Legislative
Committee

Sonoma Community Center

Subcommittee

Sonoma Community Center

Sonoma County
Subcommittee

Transportation Authority

Sonoma Valley Citizens
Advisory Comm. Alt.

Sonoma Disaster Council

Sonoma County Health

Sonoma County (SCTA) Regional Climate

S.V. Economic Development

Action, Alternate Llransportation Authority, Protection Authority Steering Committee, Alt.
t.

Sonoma Housing Sonoma County Mayors & | (SCTA) Regional Climate LOCC North Bay Division,

Corporation CIm. Assoc. BOD Protection Authority, Alt. LOCC E-Board, Alternate
(M & C Appointment)

S.V.C. Sanitation District Sonoma Disaster Council, | Sonoma County Waste Sonoma County/City Solid

BOD Alternate Management Agency Waste Advisory Group
(SWAG), At

S.V. Economic Sonoma Housing Sonoma County/City Solid | Sonoma County Ag

Development Steering Corporation Waste Advisory Group Preservation and Open

Committee (SWAG) Space Advisory Committee
(M & C Appointment)

S.V. Fire & Rescue S. V. Citizens Advisory VOM Water District Ad Hoc | VOM Water District Ad Hoc

Authority Oversight Commission Committee Committee

Committee

S. V. Library Advisory S.V.C. Sanitation District Water Advisory Committee, | Water Advisory Committee

Committee BOD, Alt. Alternate

Successor Agency
Oversight Board

S.V. Fire & Rescue
Authority Oversight
Committee

S. V. Library Advisory
Committee, Alternate

Substance Abuse
Prevention Coalition

Recommended Council Action — Receive Reports

Attachments: None
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