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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) 

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.  
 

Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West 
**** 

AGENDA 

City Council 
Joanne Sanders, Mayor 
Ken Brown, Mayor Pro Tem 
Steve Barbose 
Laurie Gallian 
Tom Rouse  
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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.  



 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
4A 
 
04/16/2012 

                                                                                            
Department 

Administration 

Staff Contact 
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 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachments: 

1. Proclamation 
2. MOVES brochure 

 
 
cc:  John Goehring via email 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 

 

 
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 
 

 

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 

To become a member of MOVES or to 
find out more about us and our 
programs, please contact: 

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

 

M inimizing 

O ccurrences of 

V iolence in 

E veryday 

S ociety 

 

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 Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
4B 
 
04/16/12 

                                                                                            
Department 

Administration 
Staff Contact 

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 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachments: 

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

 
cc:  Terry Menshek - via email 





 

 

City of Sonoma 

City Council 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
4C 
 
04/16/2012 

 
Department 

Police 
Staff Contact  

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 
   Not Applicable  
Attachments: 

Sonoma Police Department’s 2011 Annual Report 
cc: 
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Annual Report 

Sonoma Police Department 

175 First Street West, Sonoma, Ca 95476 

Sonoma Police Department 
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Message from the Chief  
 

On behalf of the Sonoma Police Department, I 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.  
 

Principles of Excellence 

 
Effective Enforcement of the Law 

Sense of Team 
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.  
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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. 
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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 
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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. 
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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.   
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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 Data1 2008 2009 2010 2011 % Change
2
 

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
3
 75 58 50 43 -14% 

Total Violent Crime
4
 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
5
 262 228 225 222 -1% 

 

California Crime Rates6 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 

 
                                                 
1 UCR data per California Department of Justice Table 11 
2 From prior year 
3 Simple assault not included in Violent Crime total 
4 Violent crime includes homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault 
5 Property crime includes burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson 
6  
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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. 

 

 

                                                 
7 Included in the figure for total arrests 
8 These figures are reported on a fiscal calendar and are included in figure for total arrests 
9 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.” 
10 Pacific region includes California, Oregon, Washington, Alaska, and Hawaii 

Arrest 
Data  

2008 2009 2010 2011 
% 

change 

 Adult 628 628 549 586 7% 

Juvenile 186 132 210 129 -39% 

Total Arrests 814 760 759 715 -6% 

DUI Arrests
7
 80 147 62 77 24% 

Referrals to 
YFS

8
 

128 107 117 102 -13% 

UCR Clearance Data9 Area Violent Crime Property Crime 

2011 
Pacific Region

10
 Data not available 

Sonoma Data not available 

2010 
Pacific Region 44% 15% 

Sonoma 64% 25% 

2009 
Pacific Region 45% 15% 

Sonoma 64% 25% 

2008 
Pacific Region 44% 14% 

Sonoma 65% 22% 
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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 Data11 

 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
12

 

 

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 

 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
11 Data provided by the California Statewide Integrated Traffic Reporting System (SWITRS) Report #3.   
12 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: 

 87% of respondents rate our overall performance as Good or Excellent  

 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 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
4D 
 
04/16/2012 

                                                                                            
Department 

Administration 
Staff Contact 

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 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachments: 

1. Proclamation 
2. 350 Home and Garden Challenge Overview 

 
cc:  Patricia Talbot via email 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





	
   home & garden 
challenge 

	
  

MAY 12-13, 2012 
	
  

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

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Overview  
	
  

Overview 
On May 12th and 13th, 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 actions in 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 most important 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 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5B 
 
04/16/12 
 

                                                                                            
Department 

Administration 
Staff Contact 

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 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachments: 

Micaelia Randolph’s Application 
 
Copy to:  Micaelia Randolph, via email 









 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5C 
 
04/16/2012 

                                                                                            
Department 

Administration 
Staff Contact 

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 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachments: 

Request from Guilaine Salomon and Sara Hammett 
 
cc:   
Timoun d’Haiti (Children of Haiti) 
P.O. Box 756 
Sonoma CA 95476 
 

 





 

 

City of Sonoma 

City Council  

Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5D 
 
4/16/12 

 
Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact  
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: 
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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 
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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 1st 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 



3 
 

 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
Jeffrey A. Walter 
City Attorney 
 
 

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

By: ______________________________________ 
Joanne Sanders, Mayor, for City of Sonoma As 
Successor Agency 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
Gay Johann 
Secretary 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
Jeffrey A. Walter 
Successor Agency Counsel 
 
 

 



 

 

City of Sonoma 

City Council 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5E 
 
4/16/2012 

 
Department 

Building 
Staff Contact  

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 
 SVRL Improvement Project Cost Summary 

cc: 
 



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: 

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

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

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

4. 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.  

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

6. 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. 
 
 City of Sonoma 
 
 
By:          Dated:       
 Wayne Wirick, Jr.  
 Development Services Director / Building Official 
       
 
         
 Attest City Clerk 



 
Sonoma Valley Regional Library Improvement Project Cost Summary 

 
4/5/2012 

    

 
Anticipated Total Expenses 

Anticipated Final 
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) 

                        
2,330,000  

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

                           
200,000  

 
Total Available Funding  $          2,530,000  

 



 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5F 
 
04/16/2012 

                                                                                            
Department 

Administration 

Staff Contact 
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 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachments: 

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

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. Clm. 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. Clm. Rouse reminded everyone that the CSEC youth rep 
position is open to applicants from the Valley and applications are due March 29. 
 

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 

6:00 p.m. Regular Session 
Closed Session (Special Meeting) 

**** 
MINUTES 

City Council 
Joanne Sanders, Mayor 
Ken Brown, Mayor Pro Tem 
Steve Barbose 
Laurie Gallian 
Tom Rouse  
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Clm. 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. Clm. 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 

http://www.healthysonoma.org/
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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 5E: 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. 

 
Clm. Barbose requested that Item 5B be continued, as there are proposed corrections to the 
minutes. He would like to pull Item 5E for separate discussion.  
 
Clm. Barbose made a motion to approve Items 5A, 5C and 5D as submitted. Clm. Gallian 
seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Clm. 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, Clm. 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. Clm. 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. 
 
Clm. Barbose made a motion to accept the employee appointment to the Oversight Board. Clm. 
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.  
 
Clm. 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. Clm. 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 Iraq and Afghanistan, and if it is only for those who died in battle. 
 
Clm. 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. Clm. 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.  
 
Clm. Brown is seeking clarity and believes it would be a good thing to have a policy on 
proclamations. Clm. 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 Clm. Barbose. He believes we have a lot of rules already, and it 
should be kept at the Mayor’s prerogative. 
 
Clm. Brown is uncomfortable with that. He agrees with Clm. 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. 
 
Clm. 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 Davis. 
 
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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Clm. 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 Clm. 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. 
 
I 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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Be Courteous - TURN OFF your cell phones and pagers while the meeting is in session. 
 
 
 

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 illness. 
 
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 Clm. 
Brown’s 65th 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. 
 

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 

5:30 p.m. Closed Session (Special Meeting) 
6:00 p.m. Regular Session 

**** 
MINUTES 

City Council 
Joanne Sanders, Mayor 
Ken Brown, Mayor Pro Tem 
Steve Barbose 
Laurie Gallian 
Tom Rouse  
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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  
 
Clm. 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. 
 
Clm. Brown reported attendance at the Pets Lifeline volunteer party.  
 
Clm. Rouse welcomed the new businesses that had opened recently. 
 
Clm. 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 Clm. Rouse, seconded by Clm. 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 Clm. Gallian, seconded by Clm. 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 Clm. 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.” 
 
Clm. 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. 
 
Clm. 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 Clm. 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 Clm. 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 Clm. 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.  Clm. Gallian amended her motion to include a three-year term and it was seconded 
by Clm. Barbose.   
 
Clm. 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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City Manager Kelly reported that Clm. 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. 
 
Clm. Rouse reported attendance at the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Committee meeting. 
 
Clm. 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 illnesses. 
 
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. 
 
I 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 
 



 

 

City of Sonoma 

City Council  

as Successor Agency 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
6A 
 
4/16/12 

 
Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact  
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 Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
6B 
 
04/16/2012 

 
Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact  
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 22nd].  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    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  
Attachments: 

Recognized Obligation Schedule dated April 4, 2012. 
cc: 

 
 



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 16th 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 -$                                                

250,000.00$                                   

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

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)



Name of Redevelopment Agency: SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY FORM A - Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)

Project Area(s) RDA Project Area All

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

APPROVED BY THE OVERSIGHT BOARD ON APRIL 4, 2012

Contract/Agreement

Project Name / Debt Obligation Execution Date Payee Description 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 -$                      

7) City of Sonoma/1993 REFA COP Financing 6/1/2007 Municipal Finance Corporation
Percentage of financing [37%] to fund Carnegie Library upgrade in 
1993 SONOMA 83,560.00 41,781.00 RPTTF 0.00 0.00 -$                      

8) Exchange Bank Loan 3/1/2005 Exchange Bank
Affordable Senior Housing Project purchased in 2005 to 
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$         

17)
Memorandum of Understanding regarding Joint Funding of 
Economic Development Program 1/19/2011

City of Sonoma [Lead Agency for 
Program]

Memorandum of Understanding between three parties:   
Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce, Sonoma County 
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$           

19) Legal Services 2/22/2012
Jeffery A. Walter, a Professional 
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$           

21) Underground Fuel Storage Tank Monitoring 1/24/2007 Conestoga-Rovers Associates
Underground Storage Tank monitoring of 32 Patten, property 
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$             

23) 2010 SERAF Loan Payment due to Housing Fund 2/10/2010

Sonoma County Community 
Development 
Commission/Housing Authority

Agency loan from LMI fund to CDA fund for payment of 2010 
SERAF Payment SONOMA 1,920,016.00 1,920,016.00 RPTTF 1,920,016.00 1,920,016.00$      

24) Property @ 32 Patton Street [Old Fire Station] 1/1/1986 City of Sonoma
Water Utility costs for Property located at 32 Patton Street 
[old fire station; asset to be liquidated per AB1X26] SONOMA 61.43 368.58 RPTTF 61.43 68.00 112.00 241.43$                

25) Property @ 32 Patton Street [Old Fire Station] 1/1/1986 Sonoma County Tax Collector
Sewer Utility costs for Property located at 32 Patton Street 
[old fire station; asset to be liquidated per AB1X26] SONOMA 1,610.40 3,220.80 RPTTF 1,610.40 1,610.40

26)
Depot Park Project [local share; CDBG Project Grant = 
$70,000]

06/01/2011 - Winsler & 
Kelly Winsler & Kelly

Depot Park Renovation; DESIGN IS 84% COMPLETE; NO 
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$      -$                                 48,510.41$          48,571.84$      60,120.81$        79,205.41$         79,275.91$         2,341,755.81$     2,657,440.19$      
Totals - Page 2 (Other Funding) 10,907,688.17$               4,468,344.15$      N/A 284,355.41$        131,546.98$    30,774.83$        355,765.75$       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$    90,895.64$        434,971.16$       449,034.99$       2,690,322.64$     4,178,209.07$      

**  All totals 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   Bonds - Bond proceeds Other - reserves, rents, interest earnings, etc
LMIHF - Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund Admin - Successor Agency Administrative Allowance

*   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.

Project Area
Total Outstanding Debt or 

Obligation

Payments by month
Total Due During 

Fiscal Year
 2011-2012** ***         Funding Source

Payable from the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)



Name of Redevelopment Agency: SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY FORM B - All Revenue Sources Other Than Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)

Project Area(s) RDA Project Area All

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

APPROVED BY THE OVERSIGHT BOARD ON APRIL 4, 2012

Contract/Agreement

Project Name / Debt Obligation Execution Date Payee Description Jan 2012 Feb 2012 Mar 2012 Apr 2012 May 2012 Jun 2012 Total

1) Emergency/Homeless 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$         

2) Village Green II Low Income Housing USDA Loan 5/1/2005 United States Department of Agriculture
Affordable Senior Housing Project 
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$           

3)
Affordable Housing Projects within Project Area - 2011 CDA 
TAB 1/30/2012 Sonoma County Housing Authority

Low/Moderate Housing projects - NO 
PROJECT STARTED SONOMA 1,450,000.00 0.00 BONDS 0.00 -$                   

4) Sonoma Valley Community Library 6/20/2011

AXIS [Architect]                                                                                   
Milennium Consulting [Asbestos Abatement];                              
City of Sonoma [project management];                               
S.W. Allen Construction [construction]

Contractual Agreement with Sonoma County 
Library for facility upgrade and ADA access 
issues funded through 2011 CDA TAB - 
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$       

5)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 
CDA TAB Prjs #1,2,3,7,8,9,12,14,15,16,17,19,31

4/11/2011 - Winsler & Kelly                          
7/6/2011 - Ghilotti Construction;                       
8/4/2011 - Able Construction

Winsler & Kelly [Engineering];                                              
Ghilotti [Construction];                                                            
Able Construction [Construction]

Installation of ADA ramps at intersections.  
DESIGN IS 96% COMPLETE ON 
EXISTING CONTRACTS; 
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETE SONOMA 586,462.00 329,928.37 BONDS 0.00 0.00 87,502.00 87,502.00

6)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 
CDA TAB PrjS # 7,15,16 

3/17/2011-  Winsler & Kelly                    
8/4/2011 - Able Construction 
5/5/2011 - Miller Pacific                                        
5/12/2011 - John Meserve

Winsler & Kelly [Design/Engineering];                          
Able Construction [construction]
Miller Pacific [geotechnical];                                             
John Meserve [arborist]

Street Reconstruction:  Third St West; 
Fourth St West; Hayes St. - PROJECT 
100% COMPLETE SONOMA 397,560.74 397,560.74 BONDS 30,749.00 50,137.00 146,036.00 0.00 226,922.00$       

7)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 
CDA TAB Prj. #1,12

3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly   
8/4/2011 - Ghilotti Construction      
4/26/2011 - Miller Pacific

Winsler & Kelly [Design/Engineering];                     
Ghilotti [construction]
Miller Pacific [geotechnical]

Leveroni, 5th St. W - Pavement 
reconstruction -PROJECT 100% 
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$       

8)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - CDA 
TAB Prj. 27; local match for $133,870 CalTRANS Grant 3/17/2011 Winsler & Kelly

Winsler & Kelly [Engineering/Design]
Leveroni, Broadway turn-lane signal - 
DESIGN IS 90% COMPLETE; NO 
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT SONOMA 71,784.80 71,784.80 BONDS 513.25 94.50 69,057.25 69,665.00$         

9)

Bike Lanes& Signage - 2011 CDA TAB Prj. #28 [local match 
funding agreement with Sonoma County Transportation Authority 
grant $135,000]

3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly  
9/28/2011 - Crisp Construction

Winsler & Kelly [Engineering/Design]; Crisp Construction 
[construction] Comprehensive Bike Lane & signage - 

PROJECT 100% COMPLETE SONOMA 50,534.29 50,534.29 BONDS 3,553.00 6,172.00 20,482.00 30,207.00$         

10)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 
CDA TAB Prj #31 

3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly   
7/6/2011 - Ghilotti Construction      
7/26/2011-  Miller Pacific

Winsler & Kelly [Design/Engineering];Ghilotti 
[construction]
Miller Pacific [geotechnical]

France Street Pavement reconstruction - 
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$         

11)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA - 2011 CDA 
TAB Prjs 2, 3, 18

3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly     
11/22/2011-  Miller Pacific

Winsler & Kelly [Engineering]
Miller Pacific [Geotechnical]; 

2nd ST. West, 1st West, Church St, Patten 
St, W Spain Rehabilitation- DESIGN IS 60% 
COMPLETE; NO CONSTRUCTION 
CONTRACT. SONOMA 1,038,989.00 28,448.22 BONDS 8,369.24 20,078.98 28,448.22$         

12)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 
CDA TAB Prj #26 

3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly     
7/26/2011 - Miller Pacific    
10/26/2011 - Exaro                       
3/9/2012 -  GHD

Winsler & Kelly [Engineering]
Miller Pacific [Geotechnical]; Exaro [Potholing];
GHD [Right of Way]

Bikeway Improvement-Fryer Creek 
Bike/Pedestrian Bridge.  DESIGN IS 72% 
COMPLETE; NO CONSTRUCTION 
CONTRACT. SONOMA 43,045.82 43,045.82 BONDS 8,075.75 4,046.50 0.00 7,164.00 19,286.25$         

13)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects- 2011 
CDA TAB PRJ #9,14,17

3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly ; 
1/4/2012 - GHD [Design] Winsler & Kelly [Engineering]; GHD [Design]

Curtin Lane, Harrington Dr Rehabilitation.  
DESIGN IS 90% COMPLETE; NO 
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT. SONOMA 595,392.00 44,904.03 BONDS 13,172.27 20,148.76 11,462.00 44,783.03$         

14)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 
CDA TAB Prj #30

3/17/2011- Winsler & Kelly     
7/23/2011- Miller Pacific

Winsler & Kelly [Engineering]
Miller Pacific [Geotechnical]; 

Napa Road pavement reconstruction - 
DESIGN IS 98% COMPLETE; NO 
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT. SONOMA 799,321.00 62,449.90 BONDS 5,313.56 3,855.08  15,761.00 24,929.64$         

15)

Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects -2011 
CDA TAB Prj # 29.  Local Match for CalTrans Funding 
Agreement dated 6/29/2011; CalTrans Grant $1.4 million.

3/17/2011- Winsler & Kelly     
9/16/2011- Quincy

Winsler & Kelly [Engineering/admin/CalTrans];                  
Quincy [Design/Environmental/ROW]

Chase St Bridge Reconstruction; DESIGN 
IS 48% COMPLETE; NO CONSTRUCTION 
CONTRACT. SONOMA 489,763.00 102,602.26 BONDS 21,990.00 18,552.26 31,030.00 71,572.26$         

17)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - CDA 
TAB Prjs 4,10 N/A To be determined through bidding process

Fryer Creek Dr, Newcomb St, Malet 
Pavement.  PROJECT NOT STARTED. SONOMA 262,216.20 0.00 BONDS -$                   

 18) 
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 
CDA TAB Prjs #5,6,20 N/A To be determined through bidding process

Oregon St, 7th St West, Studley St, 
Barrachi St, Palou St, Fano Dr - PROJECT 
NOT STARTED SONOMA 233,293.40 0.00 BONDS -$                   

19)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 2011 
CDA TAB Prjs #11,21 N/A To be determined through bidding process

Malet St, Broadway St.  PROJECT NOT 
STARTED SONOMA 437,760.00 0.00 BONDS

20) Citywide Stormdrain Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB Prj #27 N/A To be determined through bidding process
Broadway Storm Drain Improvements CIP 
#6 - NO DESIGN OR CONSTRUCTION SONOMA 319,331.20 0.00 BONDS -$                   

21) Citywide Stormdrain Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB Prj #24,25 N/A To be determined through bidding process

East MacArthur Street Stormdrain; CIP #8 - 
NO FINAL DESIGN OR CONSTRUCTION 
STARTED SONOMA 705,228.00 11,765.50 BONDS

22) Citywide Stormdrain Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB Prj #22

3/17/2011 - Winsler & Kelly   
7/6/2011 - Ghilotti Construction      
7/26/2011 - Miller Pacific

Winsler & Kelly [Design/Engineering];                       
Ghilotti [construction]
Miller Pacific [geotechnical]

Nathanson Creek Outfall - PROJECT 100% 
COMPLETE. SONOMA 51,432.80 51,432.80 BONDS 3,100.00 0.00 3,100.00

23) Citywide Stormdrain Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB Prj #23 N/A To be determined through bidding process
West MacArthur Culvert CIP#1 - PROJECT 
NOT STARTED SONOMA 341,874.00 0.00 BONDS

24) Sebastiani Theater ADA Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB N/A To be determined through bidding process
ADA upgrades to Historic Theater.  
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$      284,017.58$       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$              337.83$         337.83$              337.83$              337.83$               $2,026.98

  Grand total - This Page 10,907,688.17$    4,468,344.15$      284,355.41$       131,546.98$       30,774.83$    355,765.75$        119,759.08$       348,566.83$         1,270,768.88$    

**  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   Bonds - Bond proceeds Other - reserves, rents, interest earnings, etc
LMIHF - Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund Admin - Successor Agency Administrative Allowance

*   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.

Project Area
Total Outstanding 
Debt or Obligation

Payments by monthTotal Due During 
Fiscal Year

 2011-2012** Funding Source ***

Payable from Other Revenue Sources



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 (*)

APPROVED BY THE OVERSIGHT BOARD ON APRIL 4, 2012

Project Name / Debt Obligation Payee Description Jan 2012 Feb 2012 Mar 2012 Apr 2012 May 2012 Jun 2012 Total

1)
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

**  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   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.

*   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.

Project Area
Total Outstanding 
Debt or Obligation

Payments by monthTotal Due During 
Fiscal Year

 2011-2012**
Funding 

Source **

Payable from the Administrative Allowance Allocation ****



 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council/Successor Agency 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
6C 
 
04/16/2012 

                                                                                            
Department 

Administration 

Staff Contact 
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 
   Not Applicable  

 
Attachments: 

See Agenda Item 5F for minutes 
 



 

 

City of Sonoma 

City Council  

as Successor Agency 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
6D 
 
04/16/2012 

 
Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact  
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 9th 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    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. 



 -2-  
 

 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 16th 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$              

Total Due for Six Month Period

Outstanding Debt or Obligation 6,506,030.07$                                

Available Revenues other than anticipated funding from RPTTF 1,845,735.60$                                
Enforceable Obligations paid with RPTTF 4,410,294.47$                                
Administrative Cost paid with RPTTF 250,000.00$                                   
Pass-through Payments paid with RPTTF -$                                                

250,000.00$                                   

Certification of Oversight Board Chairman:
Pursuant to Section 34177(l) of the Health and Safety code, JOANNE SANDERS CHAIR
I hereby certify that the above is a true and accurate Recognized Name Title
Enforceable Payment Schedule for the above named agency.

Signature Date

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)



Name of Redevelopment Agency: SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY FORM A - Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)

Project Area(s) RDA Project Area All

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

Contract/Agreement

Project Name / Debt Obligation Execution Date Payee Description 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$           

7) City of Sonoma/1993 REFA COP Financing 6/1/2007 Municipal Finance Corporation
Percentage of financing [37%] to fund Carnegie Library upgrade in 
1993 SONOMA 104,448.00 104,448.00 RPTTF 0.00 0.00 -$                      

8) Exchange Bank Loan 3/1/2005 Exchange Bank
Affordable Senior Housing Project purchased in 2005 to 
maintain affordability SONOMA 1,973,212.00 136,961.00 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 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$           

12)
Memorandum of Understanding regarding Joint Funding of 
Economic Development Program 1/19/2011

City of Sonoma [Lead Agency for 
Program]

Memorandum of Understanding between three parties:   
Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce, Sonoma County 
Community Development Commission and Sonoma 
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$           

14) Legal Services 2/22/2012
Jeffery A. Walter, a Professional 
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$           

16) Underground Fuel Storage Tank Monitoring 1/24/2007 Conestoga-Rovers Associates
Underground Storage Tank monitoring of 32 Patten, property 
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$           

17) 2010 SERAF Loan Payment due to Housing Fund 2/10/2010

Sonoma County Community 
Development 
Commission/Housing Authority

Agency loan from LMI fund to CDA fund for payment of 2010 
SERAF Payment SONOMA 1,125,836.00 1,125,836.00 RPTTF 1,125,836.00 1,125,836.00$      

18) Property @ 32 Patten Street [Old Fire Station] 1/1/1986 City of Sonoma
Water Utility costs for Property located at 32 Patton Street 
[old fire station; asset to be liquidated per AB1X26] SONOMA 61.43 368.58 RPTTF 61.43 68.00 112.00 241.43$                

19) Property @ 32 Patten Street [Old Fire Station] 1/1/1986 Sonoma County Tax Collector
Sewer Utility costs for Property located at 32 Patton Street 
[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$      -$                                 48,510.41$         48,571.84$      58,510.41$       48,578.41$         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   Bonds - Bond proceeds Other - reserves, rents, interest earnings, etc
LMIHF - Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund Admin - Successor Agency Administrative Allowance

Project Area
Total Outstanding Debt or 

Obligation

Payments by month
Total Due During 

Fiscal Year
 2012-2013         Funding Source

Payable from the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)



Name of Redevelopment Agency: SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY FORM B - All Revenue Sources Other Than Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)

Project Area(s) RDA Project Area All

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

Contract/Agreement

Project Name / Debt Obligation Execution Date Payee Description July 2012 Aug 2012 Sept 2012 Oct 2012 Nov 2012 Dec 2012 Total

1) Emergency/Homeless 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$         

2) Village Green II Low Income Housing USDA Loan 5/1/2005 United States Department of Agriculture
Affordable Senior Housing Project 
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$         

3)
Affordable Housing Projects within Project Area - 2011 CDA 
TAB 1/30/2012 Sonoma County Housing Authority

Low/Moderate Housing projects - NO 
PROJECT STARTED SONOMA 1,450,000.00 0.00 BONDS 0.00 -$                   

4)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 
2011 CDA TAB Prjs #1,2,3,7,8,9,12,14,15,16,17,19,31

4/11/2011 - Winzler & Kelly                          
7/6/2011 - Ghilotti Construction;                       
8/4/2011 - Able Construction

Winzler & Kelly [Engineering];                                              
Ghilotti [Construction];                                                            
Able Construction [Construction]

ADA Curb Ramps:  Design and 
construction contracts ongoing for 
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

5)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 
CDA TAB Prj. 27; local match for $133,870 CalTRANS Grant 3/17/2011 Winzler & Kelly

Winzler & Kelly [Engineering/Design]
Leveroni, Broadway turn-lane signal - 
DESIGN IS 90% COMPLETE; NO 
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT SONOMA 12,157.75 0.00 BONDS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                   

6)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA - 2011 CDA 
TAB Prj #2, 3, 17

3/17/2011 - Winzler & Kelly     
11/22/2011-  Miller Pacific

Winzler & Kelly [Engineering]
Miller Pacific [Geotechnical]; 

Street Overlays: 2nd West (Napa-Spain); 
1st West (Spain-VetsBldg); Harrington 
(Harrington-Manor); West Spain (1st-2nd) ; 
DESIGN ONGOING; CONSTR. START  
MAY 2013 SONOMA 977,017.22 641,664.00 BONDS 9,285.00 9,285.00 9,285.00 27,855.00$         

7)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 
2011 CDA TAB Prj #26 

3/17/2011 - Winzler & Kelly     
7/26/2011 - Miller Pacific    
10/26/2011 - Exaro                       
3/9/2012 -  GHD

Winzler & Kelly [Engineering]
Miller Pacific [Geotechnical]; Exaro [Potholing];
GHD [Right of Way]

Bikeway Improvements-Fryer Creek Bridge 
at Newcomb; DESIGN ONGOING; 
CONSTR  START JUNE 2013 SONOMA 418,718.82 146,044.00 BONDS 10,410.00 10,410.00 10,410.00 31,230.00$         

8)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects- 
2011 CDA TAB PRJ #8,9,14,17

3/17/2011 - Winzler & Kelly ; 
1/4/2012 - GHD [Design] Winzler & Kelly [Engineering]; GHD [Design]

Street Overlays: Curtin (5th W-7th W); 
Church (4th W-5th W),  [Palou & Fano non-
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$       

9)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 
2011 CDA TAB Prj #30

3/17/2011- Winzler & Kelly     
7/23/2011- Miller Pacific

Winzler & Kelly [Engineering]
Miller Pacific [Geotechnical]; 

Street Overlays: Napa Road (Broadway-
Jones); DESIGN ONGOING; CONSTR 
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$       

10)

Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects -
2011 CDA TAB Prj # 29.  Local Match for CalTrans Funding 
Agreement dated 6/29/2011; CalTrans Grant $1.4 million.

3/17/2011- Winzler & Kelly     
9/16/2011- Quincy

Winzler & Kelly [Engineering/admin/CalTrans];                  
Quincy [Design/Environmental/ROW]

Chase Street Bridge Replacement  @ 
Nathanson Ck; (Local Match only); 
DESIGN ONGOING; ROW START 
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$       

11)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 
CDA TAB Prjs 4,10, 11 N/A

GHD (Engineering)
Miller Pacific (Geotechnical)
Constr to be determined through bidding process

Street Overlays: Fryer Ck Dr (hiking path-
Newcomb); Newcomb (FryerCk-
Broadway); Malet (Broadway-1st West); 
DESIGN START JUNE 2012; CONSTR 
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$         

12)
Citywide Pavement Management/Sidewalk/ADA Projects - 
2011 CDA TAB Prjs #5,6,20,18 N/A

GHD (Engineering)
Miller Pacific (Geotechnical)
Constr to be determined through bidding process

Street Overlays: Oregon (5th West-6th 
West); 7th West (Studley-W Napa); 
Barachi (Perkins-Bachero);Studley St; 
Patten St (Broadway to Austin); 6th St 
(Oregon-Studley); DESIGN ONGOING; 
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$       

13)
Citywide Stormdrain Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB Prj 
#24,25 N/A

Design to start January 2013
Miller Pacific (Geotechnical)
Constr to be determined through bidding process

Storm Drain Impr: Fryer Ck Bypass 
@Bettencourt, Arroyo Way; Robninson Rd 
pipe; DESIGN START JAN 2013; SONOMA 298,562.36 BONDS

14) Citywide Stormdrain Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB Prj #23 N/A

Design to start January 2013
Miller Pacific (Geotechnical)
Constr to be determined through bidding process

Storm Drain Impr: West macArthur culvert 
over Fryer Ck; DESIGN START JAN 2013; 
CONSTR START SUMMER 2013 SONOMA 400,000.00 0.00 BONDS -$                   

15) Sebastiani Theater ADA Improvements - 2011 CDA TAB N/A To be determined through bidding process
Install ADA improvements to historic 
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$          -$                   -$                   -$                7,500.00$           -$                   7,500.00$            $15,000.00
Totals - Bond Proceeds 6,837,189.20$     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$           4,075.50$          4,075.50$        4,075.50$           4,075.50$           4,075.50$            $24,453.00

  Grand total - This Page 7,662,338.20$     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$    

**  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   Bonds - Bond proceeds Other - reserves, rents, interest earnings, etc
LMIHF - Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund Admin - Successor Agency Administrative Allowance

*   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.

Project Area
Total Outstanding 
Debt or Obligation

Payments by monthTotal Due During 
Fiscal Year
 2012-2013 Funding Source 

Payable from Other Revenue Sources



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 (*)

Project Name / Debt Obligation Payee Description July 2012 Aug 2012 Sept 2012 Oct 2012 Nov 2012 Dec 2012 Total

1)
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

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.

Project Area
Total Outstanding 
Debt or Obligation

Payments by monthTotal Due During 
Fiscal Year
 2012-2013

Funding 
Source

Payable from the Administrative Allowance Allocation 



 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
7A 
 
04/16/2012 

 
Department 

Planning 

Staff Contact  
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    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   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). 
8. Correspondence. 



 

 

 

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 
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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. 



 3 

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. 
. . .  
 
“[no] 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.  
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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.) 
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Attachment 3 
 

Appeal Package 
 
 

A. Appeal Form 
B. Supplemental Letter (April 9, 2012) 
C. Appeal Statement 
D. Photographs from Calhoun Residence (714 Appleton Way) 

 
 
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. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



City of Sonoma 
Appeal AppUcadon Form 

For City Use 

Date Received _____ _ 

• 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 

• In 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) 

Name: Kev J N C,AWDUN 
Address: , \I.j: A'pel,..eTO~ wft'< 

50NOOlA­
Phone: q?'i'" ~3't 

Name: 6SlLNA0611l? CRtytroVN 
Address:l14- A-PPL.610"1 'VA)', 5oNcrnl+ 
Phone: q ~q -~5 3* 

l!We the undersigned do hereby appeal the decision of the: 

o Planning Commission o Design Review Commission 

on City Planner or Department Staff o Other: __________ _ 

Regarding: c"ON~'TI2-l2k-TIDtrileof~e\~~cSln) e;-~1E Me Nr 
Located at: \ "1 ~J:, 6 ev Eo N1lt ~\12..ser ~ ft? r 

(Address) 

Made on: ~bMe-fl.t{ .~ !;}Ol~ \lt1tfrt...*m~Nr 5 
(D~SiOn was made) , 

l!We hereby declare that l!We are eligible to file an appeal because: 
(Refer to Section 19.84.30-A, Eligibility, on the reverse) 

A--rr=A-kttm ~ Mr .!.. 1 ffiT\9"Cd-t(Y)X;:NT :{ 

The facts of the case and basis for the appeal are: 

A1:09td-tm~ , A. I ~ I !> J ~ 

l!We request that the Appeal Body take the following specific action(s): 

Signed: 
Date 

G:\FORMS\Applications\Appeal Form.doc 







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) 
 
 

A. Letter from Richard Hicks, Attorney for the Appellants (dated April 5, 2012) 
B. Air Photograph 
C. Summary of Actions related to Monte Vista Estates#5/Laurel Wood Subdivision 
D. Excerpts from the Final Environmental Impacts Report for the Laurel Wood 

Subdivision 
E. Project Site Plan/Floor Plan and Elevations of Stable 
F. Easement 

 
 
 
 



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. Carreno 
Mary P. Derner 

Warren L. Dranit 
DouglasJ. (DJ) Drennan 

Albert G. Handelman 
Richard J. Hicks 

Lisa Ann Hilario 
Annette L. Holland 
Cameron Scott Kirk 

Jocelyn Yeh Lin 
Kim Marois' 

KevinJ. 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 
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SMT 
The Mayor and Members of the City Council 
April 5,2012 
Page 2 

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 oflarge 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 inJull 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 ofthe 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: 

1. 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 ofthe 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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3. 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. 

4. 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 a/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. 

2. Is the proposed relocation ofthe 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 ofthis matter. 

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

RJHlklm 
Attachments 

cc: David Goodison, City Planner 
Jeffrey A. Walter, City Attorney 

Respectfully yours, 

~ 
Richard 1. Hicks, 
Of Counsel 
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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: 
• Certify EIR, 5-0. (Resolution 5-84) 
• 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 
accepts “Dowd Easements for Open Space and  Nathanson 
Creek Bypass” (see Minutes).  The Resolution refers to “the 
Deed of Easement offered by [the Dowds] for open space 
purposes.” 

Minutes 
Resolution 15-85 
Easement 

November 7, 1990 City Council. As a consent calendar item, the City Council 
approved the vacation of the Nathanson Creek Bypass 
easement as the Sonoma County Water Agency decided not 
to pursue that project. 

Minutes 
Resolution 75-90 
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Mr. Ed Steinbach 

December 7, 1993 

Planning e. Building D.irector 
City of Sonoma 
No. 1 The Plaza 
Sonoma, California 

re: Laurel t'sood Farm project 

Dear Mr. steinbach: 

ClTY Cr­
t:.ili;: 

TlI!:t.lI!:PMONE 

17071 528. 3866 

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. 

JOF / jes 
Encl. 

cc: "Ialcolm 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 p lans 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 ac~eage 
" . be excluded in perpetuity from future development " 
by any known planning or zoning tool as inferred on page 5 (Section 
C, second paragraph) of the dr. erR? 

3. Is the City of Sonoma being placed in the position of f i naliz ing 
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
tiv es have a traffic impact upon the existing residence on Avenue 
Del Oro and depending on the selection made, won't any street 
extens ion or street stub have additional growth-inducing impacts? 
(Page la, 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, paragr~ph 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 d e ve l opment 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 i nd j ­
cates very little available land .ln the western portion of the 
City" which was found rlt iJage 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? (See 
pages 4, 6 and 15 of the d r. SIR). 

9. Hm..r can dll of the policy decisions suggested at t-lages 24 dnd 
25 ot the dr. EIR be made for the City of Sonoma from th is project? 

AO-38 



, 

Response to Mr. F1intner'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: 

• the County of Sonoma General Plan 

• the City of Sonoma General Plan 

• 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. 

3. The consultant cannot speak for the City. This question should be 
directed to the Planning Director, Planning Commission and /or City 
Council. 

AD-41 



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 ;s developed 
with six structures. 

C. PROJECT HISTORY 

In the summer of 1981, Robert F. Oowd 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, prezoni.ng of the 4 acre parcel to R-l (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 exc luded 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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(!Cit!' of ~onoma --------- ~LllWll1/1 ~i51"" QIilies: -----,.. 

No.1 The Plaza 
Sonoma, California 95476-6618 

Phone (707) 938-3681 Fax (707) 938-8775 
E~MaiJ: cftyhall@sonomacityorg 

February 24,2012 

Robert Baumann 
729 Broadway 
Sonoma. CA 95476 

Aswan, Arab Rebublic of Egypt 
Chambolle-Musigny, France 
Greve in Chianti , Italy 
Kaniv, Ukraine 
Patzcuaro, Mexico 

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

Dear Mr. Baumann: 

As you are aware. the property owned by your 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 propeny. As required under its 
terms, you have requested a written determination t,'om the City as to the consistency of proposed 
constructi on with the easement restrictions prior to excavation or grading in conjunction with your 
bu ilding plans dated February 17, 20 12 (attached). The project elements relevant to the easement are as 
follows: I) the relocation of an ex isting stable; and 2) the construction of a garage/exercise room with 
second-tloDi' home ortice space. 

With respect to construction within the easement, the its term s prohibit " ... Ihe erf!cfiml . C011Sfl'lICl i0J1. 

placement or lI1(1illlel1ll11ce (?F 1I11Y imprort'm IlHl. huillhl1g or strllclUre or other thing 11'haf.'w(!l'er OJ1 the 
slINec[ pro)'l.!rly 11'hich hy design or in /e11f mifdI! he llsed./c)/, humal1 huhilaliem i l1 a mwmer \I'hich WOlf'" 

increase (h e dH'ell illS? del1Si(r (~f' Th e lands oll' lIed hy RI"C1I110rs il] /he l'h'illil,l' (!f'the descrihed pruperly 011 

Ihe date (~(tlll's deed o/her Ihal1 such illlprm'emen(s, hllildings, s/l'llcllfJ'es or oIlier thing\' existing 011 Ihe 
said properl)' al Ihe l illie o(this Wal1l . .. In essence, whi le the easement restricti ons 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 ad min istered by Sonoma County PRMD). 

Because neither of the structures is designed as a second unit or res idence. it is 1l1) finding that the 
proposed relocation of the stab le and th e construction of the garage/exerc ise building are consistent with 
the limitations of the easement. In add ition_ 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 
des igned or converted for use as a residential dwelling though the addition of a kitchen, cooking facilities , 
or bathing faci lities. 

I would like to thank you and to your cli ent for working wi th the City to verily compliance with the terms 
of the easement. Please let me know if you have any other questions regarding thi s matter. 

Sincerely, 

David Goodison 
Planning Di rector 
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85020284 
When recorded 
mai l document to 
CITY OF SONOMA 
No. 1 the Plaza 
Sonoma, Ca 95476 , SOIlOt~A. C()U~'tY C~t 

£lImIllCIt A\ 1'£'fItIlSOtl 

CITY OF SONOMA 

DEED OF EASEMENT 

.1 
HHEREAS, the undersigned Grantors, ROBERT F. DOWD and 

CAROL J. DOWD, husband and wife, are the owners in fee simple 

of the property described Ln this deed, situate~ 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 the 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 undersigned 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 Cognty Records, said 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 0 03'57"H. 347.61 feet to a point 
on the Southerly line of said parcel conveyed 
to Dowd , said point being distant S.820 50'50"E. 
520.00 feet from the Southwesterly corner of 
said Dowd parcel; thence, along said Southerly 
line of said Dowq parcel , S.82 50'50"E. 422.94 
feet to an angle Boint on the boundary of said 
Dowd parcel, N.OS 58'E. 97.00 feet and 
S.84°21'30"E. 207.57 .feet to ('he .Westerl.y 
line uf Spventh ,Street East; thence, along 
said Hesterly line of Seventh Street East, 
N.060 29'E. 248.79 feet to the Nortlieasterly 
corner of said Dowd parcel; thence, along the 
aforesaid Northerly line of said Dowd parcel, 
N.82057'35''H. 635.43 feet to the Point of 
Beginning . 

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

.... 
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By this present instrument the grantors transfer to the 

public the right in perpetui ty 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 Ci ty Council of tJ:le Ci ty 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 er\"ct, 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 l'lnds . mmed by 'grantors in the vi.cin i.ty 

of the described property on the date of this deed; other than 

such improvements, buildings, structures or other things exis t­

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 be utili zed for the deposit of movable 

property upon the said property or of anything else that is not 

natural or compatible to the neighbor i ng properties. 

Grantors covenant for themselves and their successor s and 

assigns that they shall not divide or subdivide the said 

property or any portion of it, and that among themselves they 

-2-
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wai~e and surrender any rights as co-owners to have the property 

partitioned in ki'nd. 

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. 

It is expressly understood that the City of Sonoma does 

not obtain or reserve any right by ,eason 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 Sonom a acquires the right 

but not the obligation to enter upon the subject property for 

the purpose of removing any building, structure, improvement or 

other thing found in violation of the covenants contained in 

this grant, and otherwise to enforce this grant for the benefit 

of itself and the general public. The parties agree that the 

stated purposes' , terms, conditions, restrictions and covenan ts 

set forth herein and each and all of them may be specifically 

enforced or enjoined by appropriate proceedings in any court of 

competent jurisdiction upon application by the City of Sonoma 

or grantors, its successors or as signs, 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 t he public or any member of the public to trespass 

upon or use all or any portion of the subjec t 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 und~rstood that the purpose of. this easement is solely to 

restrict the uses to which the subject property may be put. 

' GrantOl:s reserve the right to use the subject property in 

any manner consistent 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 

-3-
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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 use, the easement and e'ach 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 s~lch' compensation for - the ' taki'ng as they 

would have been entitled had 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 is · abandoned prior to the 

recordation of a final order of condemnation, or the subject 

property or some portion thereof is not actually acquired for a 

publi c 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 publ.ic use, once again be subject to 

this easement and to each and every stated purpose, term, 

condition, restriction and covenant of thi~ 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 

Ci ty of Sonom a . The Ci ty 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. 

Kbandonment of this easement or of any right hereunder at the 

request of the grantor or grantors' successors or assigns shall 

- 4-
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tio:l:l and;:, co{;.enant contained in this 'instrument is intended for 
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consitute. enforceable restric-th~::..~ene='i;~< of .the public and 

ti((ri'g'intended to bind grantors and their successors and assigns 

and each and all bf them, and shall and are intended to run 

with the 1 and. 

This easement is grant ed in perpetuity, but subject to 

abandonment by the grantee or its successors, in the manne, 

provided by law. 

Dated: ___ F_e_b_r_u_a_r_y ___ 2_8_, __ 1_9_8_5 __ 

This is to certify that the interest in 
real property conveyed above is hereby 
accepted by order of the Council of the 
City of Sonoma by Resolution U 15-85 on 
March 11. 1985 and grantee consents to 
recordation thereof by its duly authorized 
officer. ' 

CITY OF SONOMA 
A Municipal Corporation 

By'~~?~~~~~~~~ 
Mayor 

Oa ed: • March 28. 1985 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

County of Sonoma 

) 
) 
) 

55. 

On this 28thday of February , 1985, before me, 
Eleanor Ber1:O , 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 co 
names are subscribed to the within instrum,ent, and acknowledged CJ1 

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 sonoma 

~"," " i"~"fiO"O' 
OfFICIAL SEAL ~ 

..' '( ElEArroR BERTO ~ 
t :r:cf.,-:i~i: rlOTARY PUBLIC-CAlIFORNIA ~~~)1?> 'W PRINCIPAl OFFICE Hi ~q-;:;':Ti'':'---'-"'-~""",,=:.l-'':::'----

' '''' •• <' SOIIONA COUNTY -I'fotary ubli~ 
. flY C(jlHaSSION EXPIRES SEPT !1 1987 State of Callfornia 

~'!<9O' ... ;'7".,..:G~ ..... ~~ ...... !;::O-'.;~ ~ 'J 



CITY'OF SONOMA 

RESOLUTION NO. 8~84 

ORDERING REORGANIZATION OF TERRITORY DESIGNATED AS AVENUE DEL ORO 
REORGANIZATION NO. 1 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 notifi,ed by the Local Agency Formation Com­
miss70n for the County of Sonoma that said Commission by Reso'lution No. 772, as 
amen~ed~ has approved,subject to certain terms and conditions.,a petition filed with its 
executive offJcer 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 Son0ma Valley 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 fO,llowing 
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 acceptab1e 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 hereof 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. 

**** 

IN COUNCIL DUL V PASSED this 23rd day of __ J....;;a:;;;;u..;..;ua;.;..;..r",,-y ___ , 1984 by the 
following roll call vote: 

AVES: (4) 

(1) 

(0) 

elm. Ruggles, Tuller, Mayor pro tern Markso.n, Mayor Ri.boni. 

NOES: 
.. ABSENT: 

elm. McTaggart 
None 

~ ~ Cj~y Clerk 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution 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. 

~~ 
Ci ty Cl erk 
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CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFORNIA 
CITY COUNCIL 

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 Plaza. 

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 

CC.2 

CC.3 

CC.4 

CC.5 

CC.6 

CC.7 

CC.8 

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. 

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

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

Grant Deed for Storm Drain Easements in Parcel Map No. 69 
(Markiewicz) - adopted Resolution #73-90. 

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

Claim Against City from Helen Gordon, ·890 West Sr;>ain Street denied; 
Referred to Redwood Empire Municipal Insurance Fund. 

Contract with Valley of the Moon Hospice for Ambulance Service 
- approved. 

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. 

CC.I0 

CC.l1 

CC.12 

CC.13 

CC.14 

Vacation of the Nathanson Creek By-Pass Drainage Easement on 
A.P. #128-03l-53 (Dowd Property) - adopted Resolution #75-90. 

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

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

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

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 CC.8 

ITEM CC.15 

PRESENTATIONS 

Making Certain Find~ngs Regarding the Appeal of the Gullotta Project 
Lo.ca~ed at 19337 FIfth Street W;est - Clm. Murphy requested that 
thIs Ite~ b~ acted upon separately as he wished to record a NO vote. 
Clm. Rlbom and Mayor McTaggl)=t=t also requested that this item be 
acted upon separately as they Wfshed to abstain from the item due 
to a possible conflict of interest. 

It was moved by CIm •. Murphy, s(l!conded by Clm. Markson, to adopt 
the Consent Calendar wIth the ext't@ption of Items CC.8 and CC.15. 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) Clm.{CartCl', Markson, Murphy, 

Ribo:rH, Mayor McTaggart 
Noes: (0) None 

Absent: (0) Non~ 

It was ,moved b'y Clm. R:i~oni, 5~conded by Clm. Murphy, to adopt 
ResolutIOn #74-90 authorIZing tl19 Mayo!' to execute a cooperative 
agreement between Caltrnns and the City fOI' work at the Fifth and 
Napa Streets West Intersection. 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (4) Clm.Garter, Markson, Murphy, Riboni 

Noes: (0) None 
Absent: (0) None 

Abstaining: (1) Mayor McTaggart 

It was .moved by Clm •. Markson, $!Jconded by Clm. Carter, to adopt 
ResolutIOn 1178-.90 makmg certairl. findings regarding the appeal of 
the GulloHa project located at 193:3\'1 Fifth Street West. 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (2) elm. Carter Markson 

Noes: (1) Clm. ,~1urphyJ 
Absent: (0) None 

Abstaining: (2) Clm. Riboni, Mayor McTaggart 

Mayor McTaggart. stated that sin.~;c he was not at the meeting of 
Octobe~ 25, 1990 he could not mllke the findings as stated in the 
ResolutIOn, therefore he would abstain from the item. 

I 

PR.l Presentation by Audience HembeJ;t; Wishing to Address the City Council 
on Items not Appearing on the A;.zenda I 
1. Mel Hoskins, Community CenJ'er, thanked the Council for approving 

their use of the Veterans Memorial Building and gave a report 
of the activities they w.l.11' be holding there, including a teen 
dance. 

2. Nancy Weres requested that the presentaion. by Mayor McTaggart 
to the Sister Cities be adv",nced on the agenda but after 
discussion it was deci.ded .1;:6 leave it on the agenda as scheduled. 

3. Kathy Gillion, representing. Sassarini and Prestwood Schools, thanked 
the Counc.il for the use of ,the Veterans Memorial But.l.ding for 
their Halloween Party. Ov'<i" 2000 pe ople attended the evenr:. 

PR.2 Introduction of Police Officer David Pockrus 

Police Chief Rettle intro(}:uced llCl\<1 Police Officer David Poc.krus, 
hired in October. 

PR.3 Certificates of Appreciation to' Bud Malmanis and Michael Ross 

Certificates of appreciation will be presented to Bud Malmani.s I 
and Michael Ross for thei~ efforts in developing the URM 
rehabilitation ordinance, ';the presentation being made at a later 
date at the suggestion of}1ayor HcTaggart. 

PR.4 Request for Assistance on Espi~1ola Adobe Project 

Robert Parmelee reported t,o the Council the results of the 
archeological study of the Espindola Adobe site located north 
of the Court!Council!Poli,c:c facility and asked Council whether 
they should continue the ,p:Toject. 

Clm. Riboni stated he ,~as,vholehearte.dly in support of the proj ect. 



44 CITY OF SONOMA. CALiFORNIA 
CITY COUNCIL 

Colihci/ Chambers. 177 First 
8trk~t West - Mayor Markson 
presiding 

REGULAR MEETING: MARCH II. /985 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE May:pr Markson 

ROLL CALL: Present: Clm. Murphy. Riboni. TulJiir. Mayor Markson 
Clm. Parmelee (excused)·:t Absent: 

Also Present: City Clerk Berto. City Maft'ager Arner. Planner Steinbeck. 
City Atty. Klein. PWD RO~ljand 

1. CONSENT CALENDAR: 

a) Coum:il minutes of 2/11/85 and 2/25185 - .<iJJprove. 

b) Request from Sonoma Fire Muster Teamfpr $1.200 to participate in 
State competition - approve. 

c) Authorization to destroy unneeded po I ice";records - Adopt 
Resolution UI4-85. 

d) Spousal Expenses of Mayor when Represe'~.~ing the City - approve. 

e) Architectural Review Commission Atten'dimca Record for 1984 - Receive. 

fJ Acceptance of Dowd Easements for Dperii?Ji!pace and Nathanson Creell 
Bypass - Adopt Resolution 1115-85. . 

g) Accept Improvements in Creekside Subdi!1tsion. a Planned Unit 
Development - Adopt Resolution lfIB-85. . 

h) Final Map for Sonoma Medical Center Cgridominiums - Adopt 
Resolution n 17-85. .. 

iJ Acceptance of Grant Deed from Gerald opsce - Adopt Resolution 1118-65. 

j) Letter to Wally Tweden - approve. 

k] Payroll Register 317185; Warrant Registefl;S/1I/85 - Approve. 

iJ Appeal of Planning Commission's DecisjQrr~·je: Creekwood Gardens Use 
Permit and Minor Subdivision ApplicatiOff;;' Set Public Hearing for 
3/25/85 at 7:30 p.m. . ... 

m) Second Progress Payment to Benson Con~truction Company in the 
amount of $4.411 for Dog Kennel - ApproY~' 

It was moved by Clm. Tuller. seconded by QJm. Riboni. to approve the Consent· 
Calendar as presented. 
ROLL CALL: Ayes: (l.j) Clm. Murphy. Rlboni. :ij:uller. Mayar Markson 

Noes: (0] None .. 
Absent: (jJ Clm. Parmelea 

2. PUBliC HEARINGS 

a) FINAL EIR ON HILLBRODK/KNILL ANi\t.~XATION 

Mayor Markson reported that she has received some telephone 
calls that have been cqfifusing at best. People don't quite 
understand what the CQ¥pcil is going to do tonight. What 
the Council is doing tonight is kind of like grading a reference 
report.lt's a pass or a failed grade so to speak. The decision 
is: "Does it meet our i~eds as reference material? Does 
it provide the City counf/ii with those things that the Council 
needs to know in order<·.·to make a good. sound decision? 
Tonight. the Council is ;riot making a final decision on the 
motel or anything else a~}Four Corners. Tonight. the Council 
is looking at the adequacy;;qf this Report. 

Clm. Tuller: I would jLiii# like to say that the process that 
Mayor Markson has referr~i:l to has several steps to go through 
and one of them is theiij'&equacy of this Report. In addition 
to that. there are four (j.~}1er steps and they will not be gone 
into tonight. Those are:,{the General Plan amendment. the 
prezoning. the annexati611 and the tentative map approval. 

I 
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CALL TO ORDER 7:32 p.m. - Municipal Court/ 
Council Chambers, 177 First 
Street West - ('4ayor Riboni 
presiding 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE Mayor Ri mni 

ROLL CALL: Present: Clm. ~1cTaggart, Ruggl es, Tull er, Nayor pro tern 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. i~/fr 
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 ~las moved by Clm. Tuller, seconded by Clm. ~lcTaggart~ to 
approve the Consent Calendar as presented. 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) Clm. McTaggart, Ruggles, Tuller, 

Mayor pro tern Markson, Mayor Riboni 
Noes: (0) None 

Absent: (0) None 

2. GENERAL HEARING 

" ' 
~ 1, , 

a) Laurel Wood Farms Tentative 
Map Design Alternatives 

Given to the Council in the 
Agenda Packet were the 
following: 

1) Planner Steinbeck's MEMO dated 2/22/84 regarding alternative 
tentative map configurations for Laurel Wood Farms. In his 
MEMO, Planner Steinbeck stated that Staff recommends that the 
City Councti:a apj:lro.v~ AlternaHve Design I as submitted by the 
applicant. , 'j'; , 

;:r: I ~I /\'-, \,t; ~{,.,;- ;')' \r~V ,~:" ~ ;~:!.~t 

2} Parcel Map No. 5110, Lands of Louis Chiotti, et ux. 
3) Letter dated 2/6/84 from Louis and Sally Chiotti, 865 East 

Napa Street, suggesting to the Council'tolstronglY"'cons'iCie'r 
the north and south stub out streets: ,i n' the ['aGre" Wood -Farms' ; 
property. ;-<"," :i,:,' ;"!1,/';( ,~'h',,' 

4) A 16-unit Tentative Map showing the "iT~" i~t~~section. 
j\' : r·c· .I\~·li :- tvid",l' f<" hH: I 

-- ' 5) Alternative "A" Tentative Map from tlie'Draft'Environmental 
~)'I" l' .. ;~!:Impaet)~eport~,'ibqwi.n$ a,12i"J~t"'I.~j!lglt.l,fam,i.JY.'1Jupdil{!sion 

M,:,.WJtp ,a;;~ingle cul-de-sac. for Laurel wood Farms. 

,/;':;::: ~)':·hter;np,t~i~!".peSigr)I'!ii' a ~p;;:!)nit. Teotc~tiiye ~1~\lnyhich shows 
i" .;~".cJpU9J.e fj'lJl1merhe.'ljd ~i,l.l:9E1,i'sac for Laurel \~ood Farms. 

((icl,' ... :j (', '-Vi'."?) Alternative Design 2 - a 16-unit Tentative Map which shows 
, . """ a cul-de-sac configuration for Laurel Wood Farms. 

.~. r'r"tl' l I I" !' !';~ :." ;,'.' {":,'Hl _ "I~'n .. u If!. 

I",/~ ,'HI::' -II) :.". ~~;. ,:- Rr·t· ..... r'-'! ,:,," ~ .' f i·!j~:·,- ~L::d.·-.~:.; 

Mayor Riboni':" F1rh;d~korSteinbeck, give the Staff Report, ' 
p.le.as~ .. i ~~-I:J . '.0' !~ :}.t: l"!.l ' ,.·t ~[':'ll : ." ,,;:~-,- !t': ,.,. '~':~~!;'" 1-, 

• "" :': -f ••• n" .,_i .. : ... ::. ':. 
r.;' r .. ~ !':,~.Fj~ ~ .. I .. 1i'~J:(' ~ 111 .... ,\.0 

\L"'~J !~':f ·f,~ .'~l. l'dl; f\'!~" .. ~v .,:'t\r.'l 

,. 
" 
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Planner Steinbeck: Thank yoo. Mr. and the Manhers of the Council, in 
reviewing ll?'.l MER) of February 22 whi . .... Council as well as the ~ople 
listed at the bottan of the MEID have liad since last Friday, in the January 
23 meeting, the Council considered ang+approved, certified, actually, the 
Final Environmental Impict Report (FEiR) for Laurel Wood Fanns as being 
adequate, approved the General Plan re.vision for the Laurel Wood FaDllS 
property to urban residential, appro~ the pre zoning on the property to 
single fanily residential and annexechilhe property to the City of SonOOla, 
all qy resolution. 

After considerable discussion, the Coufii;:il requested Mr. Booooil:t, the 
applicant's engineer, to ccme back wit!) various, different alternative 
designs for the Tentative Map, dealin~Lwith street configuration. The 
discussion at that time was how to pr~~rve the Council I s futUre option;eor 
either street extension or cuJ.-de-sac<~reets in the area dependant upon M 
O'I/srall General Plan review of the entl'i,);'e ease side. We have sutmitted as 
an attachnent to the memo, the orginaJ4y submitted Tentative Map showingtbe 
"'T" intersection, an alternative desiffi;! labeled as Alternative Design 1, 
that was orginally, lGlbe1ed MAIO, but sijj;:e we have another Alternative "A", 
we changed these three to I, 2 and 3.:}Uternative Design 1, which shows a 
double halmnerooad cul-de-sac, I guess;,jItls the way ~ describe it, with a 
small parcel along either end of the 119rth and south stubs of the cul-de-~c 
to give the Council better future con;;~:ol whether oc not to extend thOse 
streets at sometime in the future. 'l1.i,¢se maps alSO indicate the potential 
aligIllOOllt of a future street if and wmn it would be extended connecting to 
the north to the 50 I right of way easEl\iient shown on Parcel Map 5110, Hr. 
Chiotti's, and I believe we also have"~r. Chiottila letter attached for the 
Council I s review, and to the ·south a ~:tentia1 street could go along the 
Becker and Del Secco property line. ~n, Alternative 1 is the S.taff 
recomnended alternative because we f.~$ this will give the Council an option 
dependant up:m what happens in the su~tbunding area. I might also note that 
on Alternative 1, 2 and 3 I sketched in the fOnd area which was emitted frqu 
these pirticular maps. Alternative 2$hows the original cul-ae-sac 
configuration as first profOsed by ~ifapp1icant before the Staff requested 
to see the "Tit intersection, again re$tUting in 16 lots. Alternative 3 is a 
cul-de-sac elbow with a direct stub to?the south. That direct stub to the 
south could also be changed to anothe£;cul-de- sac as shown in A1ternativ~ 
Design 1 to give the Council an optiorfc.lf you wish to have that optiC'll. 
Alternative "A" was reproiluced out of~e FEIR. This was prepared as one of 
the alternatives as part of the EIR piQcess, shows a single cul-de-sac and 
12 lots as well as reservation of t:lne~50' open S};ace easement to the east 
of the subdivision which is a requir~t of anY subdivision map that you 
approve according to the Cooditions o.f.~roval which we have listed in 
previous reports. Again, Staff is r~ending approval of AI ternative 
Design 1 and any action by the Coonclll3hould be subject to the Cooditions 
of Approval which were fOJ:lllerly passeq'on to you. We did not reproduce than 
for this meeting. I'm sure you still titlve copies from the last meeting. So 
with that 1111 tty to answer any of y~:r questions. The City Attotney rray 
have scmething to say at this·particu:t:~ fOint. I oon't knatl, Mr. Mayor, 
when it would be appropriate to say ~thing about the lawsuit that you 
have a cop.y of. .. 

~Jayor Riboni: ,Thank you, Mr • .stei~~. According to the question that I 
ba-ITS asked regarding the lot square f6¢tage that you could present on tIE 
board, if you could go over that, I tlj)iink that would be what the average is 
in Monte Vista Estates as well as what;ts proposed in the various 
alternatives.· 

Planner- steiribeck: Back in 1981, lool{!/419' at a Staff Report after you had 
contacted me today, Mr. Mayor, we did;QaJ.culate an average lot size and i1ihow 
the minimlll1 lot size for the existingi!l9 lots that are eflComp:!s;:;ed by the 
heavy dark line on the map here kncMn •... !!is Monte Vista Estates Subdivision, 
Units 1 through 4. The smallest lot iii that area was 6,623 square feet with 
an average lot size of around 9,000 ~re feet, sightly less. The first, 
the Tentative Map that is actually ... tted by the applicant at this tiIre 
with the "T" intersection 'has a 7,000 re foot minimum and a 9,000 .square 
foot average lot size. Alternative 1 r,whieb, is being recanmended, shows a 
6,360 square foot minimum, with a 8,7<W square foot average. And then 
across the board, I doni t have to readii:he nunbers, I believe evetybody 
could read them, or, if not, rill jU4t go through then arqway. Alternative 
2, miniml.1ll lot size 6,000 square feetjaverage lot size 9,150 EqUate feet. 
Alternative 3, 7,175 square feet min~, 9,175 square feet average. 

I 

I 
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, 

Alternative ItAu
·; about 8,500 square feet minimum, and aboot 12,700 square 

feet Cj.verage.lot size. That's the alternative with 12 lots. :;. 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Steinbeck •. Before we move on to J;Cssibly any 
cooments fran Mr. lUein, 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 cooments to nake? 

City Atty. Klein: Very briefly, ~. Mayor and Members of the Council. Mr. 
Steinbeck referred to a lawsuit that was filed earlier today qy Concerned 
Citizens for City of Soncma as an unincOrJ;Crated association and various 
other people against the City and against Robert and Carol Dewd, which 
challenges the adequaqrof the City's General Plan to sUPIXlrt the 
subdivision and· the adequacy of the EIR wbich the Council has certified and 
contains an allegation, generally t that ·the residential zoning of the 
property under the circumstances constitutes kind of a spG)t zoning. The 
matter will be set for hearing qy -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 woold adl7ise the 
Council to proceed with the hearing as if the lawsuit di&l't exist. I don't 
think it's necessary to make any further comment uJ;Cn 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. 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Klein. Any que,stions fran the Council of Mr. 
Klein? Hearing no questionS from the Council of Mr. ·Steinbeck. or Mr.· Klein, 
I'd like tohereqy declare the hearing open (7:44 p.m·.). This is a general 
hearing. ,Aqyone wishing to speak, will step forward tG 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 FEtner: Mr. Mayor and MaOOers of the Council. My name is John 
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 so I will excuse myself fairly quickly after my remarks. But I· do 
wish to res);Ond to Mr. lUein'sranarks 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 client.s see it. My reason for being here this 
evening is to offer you an olive branch, if possible, as well as acknowled::le 
the fact that a lawsuit has been filed. As you know, the EIR was certified 
as adequate last month and the last ·filing date was on the 26th of January, 
and 30 days thet"eafter, if the plaintiffs wisheel"to have raise row of the 
issues they fee1are inadequately addressed to in the EIR, they must 
institute a proceeding. That was one. The la:st 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 
qy 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 woold like to make these comments, and I 
thimk the CoUncil, at least some of than, have acknowledged than in their 
renarks, that I have read relative to this· matter. I k.now they have been 
acknowledged qy the Planning Comnission 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 consistency with the General Plan. 
I will acknowled::le that you amended the General Plan to dean it to be the 
sane and to allow this develofment, but the larger issue also arose as to 
whether or not it was proper, at least important enough, to consider the 
wnQle ar;ea before tiUe develo~nt was cons~Qe,eq. _ We s$n;i.t t9 you that. it 
was. 'l'bat issue, we think, is still one that is worthy of your 

,consideration. Secondly, there were some questions about the EIR in its 
adequaC¥. One of the things that was not addressed in the pleadings today 
was the traffic. I know one of the recoomendations reconmends a "Tn 
intersection which will open up the traffic to the north and to the south. 
It seens to me that is a question that these people have addressed and I 
don't know that theEIR adequately ·res);OIDs to that. 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 developnent 
proposals. ·1 woold al,so like to allay any beliefs that they're against any 
fom of developnent whatsoever. But I would observe that they feel it 
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should be consistent somewhat with~.hat their uses are. They're loc:at-ed on 
the edge of the City. They're loca)~ed next to a rural-type atmosphere and, 
generally speaking, cities do reco4i#.ze lesser densities as you extend to 
the outer limits of the City. 80,* think it's reasonable for them to 
consider that the densities to theii east would be less dense than those 
that they had. At that time this w<:(s nOt in the City limit. Those 
questions, I think, they would ,like;,'!::o address at greater length to YOU, 
with you and offer you sane alter~~ives to those that have been proposed. 
With that I'll close my remarks and;J:hank you very much. 

I Mayor Riboni: Thank you, sir. Any'9ile else at this time? Mr. Bonnoitt? 

Jobn Bcnnoitt: Mr. Mayor and ~tB of the Council. John Bcnnoitt, 145 
East Nap.;1. Street and representing @ and Carol Powd. I'll make ~ ~ts 
brief. As you know, we· were asked 4;0 do these alternate lot designs. -we 
presented 3 alternates to you, all:Q,fi which coniODn to the R-l zoning, which 
y-ou've granted to the property. Tli§.y all significantly exceed the 
requirements of the R-l zone and a11.; three of these plans, together with the 
Original one that we submitted, aHiL::all COIllJ.l'Irable to the lot s~zes in the 
adjoining subdivision. We do feel-ebat after looking at these plans, that 
the Alternative 1, which Staff is r§commending, seans ·to us to answer all. of 
the various concerns that you had 8R9Ut the street patterns because the 
subdivision, as we have designed it;'"~n Alternative 1, is actually a cul6de­
sac. It can be finished as a cul~sac with no need for barricades or 
anything that would indicate an int~tion on the :;;art of the City to extend 
the streets. On the other hand, theSe cul-de-sacs are located at the 
property lines, with a farcel in ~gqeen as you are well aware from f4r .. 
Steinbeck's report, which would gi'\l~\ you the option of going to the north or 
the north and to the south or ooi ... place. It woold .sean that if yOJt' 
studies of tbe ef\St. '3id0 o{ Scnoma .... icate, whatever that study indici,ltes, 
this Hap No.1 will res);'Ond, and caD:~be workable into any of those schEmes. 
So, vIe sean to think this one shoul~,i take care of the concerns that you 
have. On the other hand, the other~; are certainly, if you do .select 0i)3 -of 
the others, certainly no objection @ our part. So with that, l'ir. Mayor, I 
I'11 close nw COlllIOOlltS. Thank you. .. 

:t-1ayor Riboni: Thank you, 1-1r. Bonno4~t. Arwone else? 

Reo Cuda: My name is Roo Cuda. r 1!1.ve at 20 Quedo Court, Sooana. For the 
record, I would like to say that I~r.sonally believe that Dr. Dowel should 
not be allaNed to build any more th~! 8 banes on 41 acres. For a1most three 
years we've been hearing nothing bu~prob1ens. Tonight, I would like tQ 
offer what I feel is a solution. . ave two plqns which we feel that the 
neighborhooO could live with and Dr could live with. Mr. Steinbeck, 
could I get you to put these on the&ia11? 

Planner Steinbeck: Which om do you?want first? 

Roo Cuda: Thirteen. Our first plan.is called Alternate Design 13 Units. 
We didn't call it 1, 2 or 3. We hadhto cane up with something so we called 
it as it was. This utilizes the ene~re 4 acres. Let me first preface l¥ 
saying that I'm not a civil engineelfi· and that I'm not a designer of 
property lots, nor do I profess to!j@-e So, the configuration of the street 
design or all that, may be a Httle'"i?ff and r a);'Ologize. I tried to ~. it 
as close, as accurate as J;X>saible. c'':l'he average lot sizes in 1Iloote Vist.a are 
approximately 9,000 square feet as ~. Steinbeck noted. What we have tried 
to do here is come up with sane canmrable lot sizes, or, maybe, just a 

_lillie .bit bigger. You also ootice,!;hat the street design reflect that of a 
cul-de-sac, yet with an o~rtunity·to open the street up, if, in fact, J.t .·1 
is ever ju.;;tified at a later date.-.ft was explaired to me that this concept. 
would requ~re Becker, Del Secco, or.~y future cwners of the property to the 
south, to petition to the Council tQ'f{:put the street through, rather than to 
expect it if it were a stub street •. E;iUJ. right, Mr. Steinbeck, ~ second 
plan. Are there any questions on t:ii;¥s one? ~ second plan, our second plan 
is called Alternate Design 14 Units. What we have done here is incltKle.<'lIn 
additional 50 feet to the east and the whole project plot frem 520' 
x 346 ' , approxinately 4 acres, to 5. X 346', approximate],y 4.39 acres. 
Again, we have utilized the same stll~t deSign, but as you notice, we have 
designed it in such ill w;,;w where th'· Id all reflect nice lot sizes to 
oonplement the thane: Laurel Wood ... 8. We honestly feel that Dr. DclIIid 
would not lose on either of these ~:igns, monetadly. In fact, it'SlIrt 
personal belief, that Dr. DoWd woulc:igain 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 AWroval 
that were dated August 28, 1981, I believe, Mr. Steinbeck, those would be 
the conditions you were referring to just a few manents ago, we would add 
the following: 

1. All lots would have Single drivewa,ys, and again, they would 
reflect similar lot sizes of our 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 Imam as COUnty and Dr. Dewd, Dr. 
Dowd's ranch, would be placed in perpetuity, never to be developed 
as Dr. Dowd has originally prop;>sed. 

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. Ccnsideration is given for dust control. 

5. Prior to erecting any buildings, the neighbors affected would 
have the opp>rtunity to present to Dr. Dowd solar locations where 
future prop;>sed 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 Awendix·ASA, Conditions of approval, fage B-1 
of the Final EIR, paragraph 5, itan d., it states: Prior to project 
approval the appropriate sewer alternative should be selected by the 
County Sanitation District; and necessary improvanents required of 
the project develq?er. 

8. We would ask all recommended mitigations in- the Final- EIR be 
strongly considered by the City Council before final 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 drqp the lawsuit and promise never to 
oppose this particular project again. . We hope you view these prop:>sals as a 
spirit of cooperation from our neighborhood and see it fran our fart as a 
generous compromise. Thank you. 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. CUda. 

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

Mayor Riboni: Yes, Mr. Steinbeck has a point. 

Planner Steinbeck: On ~ Conditions of APPrOval as listed on our Staff 
Report to the City Counail for the 23rd (of January) which waS dated January 
19th, Ron, I think you had a cOp.{ of that, we recarmended approval of the 
subdivision subject to the Conditions of AJ;proval as listed in Afpendix '"E" 
and then we added 12 Conditions of Approval which were a direct reflecticn 
of the mitigation measures proposed iri the Draft and Final EIR. When you 
consider it appropriate I can go through some Qf those. They do, in some 
cases, dlplicate what Roo was just prop;>sing. Whenever you feel that's 
appropriate, Mr. Mayor. 

Mayor Riboni: Right now is fine. 

Plannet 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 equipnenl: 
and vehicles shall be frClll sev~n.th Street East across the remaining 
p)rtion of the Dowd property. «That I s for all construction 
equipnent and vehicles.) .. 

2. The underground storm draid alluded to in Coodition 5{g) shelll 
connect to the existirl9 48" stgrrn drain located near the frontage of 
672 East MacArthur Street.' .. 

3. The preliminary soils reEO'tJ: shall recamnend the proper 
constructioo, foundation and ti'tilding pitd requiranents for the 
develq;.ment. . 

4. The developer shall be reqtiired to use watering for dust contr.ol 
on and around the project site.?during constl;uction. (I might say 
that I s a very usual condl tion ;j\1£ approval and one that I s enforced, 
we hope, very strenuously. Ilit,s a daily operation on our 
inspector's part.) 

5. The speed of all trucks ~ vehicles within the site durirl9 
construction shall be limited~0 a maximum of 15 miles per hour. 

6. Dust control after constru~ion has been canpleted shall be 
continued as necessary until v~etation has taken place. 

7. A 150' strip of land loca~ directly to the east of the 
profOsed subdivision shall be;~:teserved by a method mutually 
agreeable between the Smana C~ty Water Agency and the City of 
Sonoma for possible future coos't:ruction of the Nathanson Creek 
I.::ypass. 

8. The applicant shall make <\1;1 reasonable effort to restrict noise 
during site and wilding cons~uction so that it will not exceed 
levels normally associated witf!, such projects. (I might also say 
that the applicant I s contractQ~ or whoever would be building the 
property would be slbject to ~r standard noise ordinance limits for 
construction of a a.m. in the~orning to 7 p.m. in the evening.) 

9. All har.es shall be orient~ and desigood to maximize solar 
access. 

10. All homes shall be compl§'l:;ely insulated to State energy 
standards as per Title 24 of ~ California Adninistrative Code. 

11. The existiI19 ditch rmnii19 through the Dowd property on the 
site's western boundary shalL@,e replaced qy an underground stor:m 
drain systen. 

12. Curb inlets at the west bflufidary of the subdivision shall be 
installed and connected to t:.he'new stom drain so that rtm off fran 
the new subdivision would not now into 11alte Vista Estates 
Subdivision along Avenue del 0,;0. 

That, along with the Cooditions listed in Afpendix "B" in the EIR, were the 
reoormended Conditions of Approval. 

I 

I 

May_9t Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Stei~. ,ArrI questions of Mr. Steinbeck? I 
Sir? 
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Gregory Rodeno: Good evening, Mr. Mayor, ladies and gentlemen of the City 
Council. Hy name is Gregory Rodeno. I esn an attorney for Robert Dowd. I 
would like to make a couple of conunents. 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 ll¥ client. Secondly, until the statutory time reried 
as set forth in the Code of Civil Procedure 1094.5 passes, which is sanetime 
in early Mayor 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 resoorces code sanething like the 26006 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 ahyboqy except the four named plaintiffs. All the rest of the 
citizens of the Cit;y of Sonoma have an open shot until sometime in May. 
Okay. Secondly, 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 };art, 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 prorerty which is R-l, is resrnnsive to the 
City's concerns regarding future traffic and future development on the east 
side of the City- of Sooana. I think it·' s encumbent upon you to make a 
aecision to approve a tentative map based uIXln plcinning and zoning 
considerations and not on peripheral ones. I think those are the primary 
issues which must concern you, fran the issues which have been raised. I 
think Mr. ·Bonnoitt has resrnnded to all af the issues which have been raised 
in the course of these hearings with regard to planning and zoning. His 
sul:mittal . is appropriate and I urge your approval of what was submitted as 
Design Alternative No.1. Thank you. If you have any questions I'll be 
happ.{ to answer then. If you have any questions about what the statutes 
mean I would prefer that you ask Hr. Klein. I'm sure he'd advise you. 
Thank you. 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, sir. AnYone else? _ 

Malcolm StOne: Malcohn Stone, 65 Sereno Court. Just a quick rebuttal, Mr. 
Rodeno's argument to Mr. Steinbeck. I believe [ just heard it a few minutes 
ago, request that the City never received anything from our crew and that IS 
why we did present it tonight. This was something that was r~sted so I 
did want at least to reply to that. I just· have one quick queSitioo. On 
these lots that are Alternative Design 1, most of these are 60 feet wide and 
I'm just wondering how could a house be built on that narrow of a lot 
considering the setbacks? Maybe Mr. SteiIJbeck or somebody else can answer 
that for us. 

Planner Steinbeck: Mr. Mayor, do you wish me to resrnnd to that? 

Mayor Riboni: Yes, please. 

Planner Steinbeck: The smallest lot -wiCith 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 U3, now uIXln further looking. 
A 60 foot width lot with a side yard setback of a combined 15 feet, 5 foot 
miniml.ll\, leaves you a 45 foot width for a house. They are bull t urnn all 
the time ·atthat particular width. That's the minimum lot width allowed by 

·--tlm-'ZOJlb19 ordirJal1Ce ·fm UlaL J;artd:rnitaJr"':kindc::O£-±C!>t;-~-.,. BlID witlF-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 set~cks. _ 

Mayor Itiboni: Thank you, Mr. Steinbeck. AnYone else? ~ other comments? 
'cause when I close the general hearing I will receive no other comments 
unless they are specific questions asked ·of Counci.lme:nbers or Staff or the 
City Attorney. . So, I want this m;lde clear before I do close the Public 
Hearing. If you wish to make any statement, row is the time to do it. Last 
call. 



346 
City Council: regul ar meeting: February 27. L1984 Page 8 

Ed Mitchell: Mr. r-Iayor, Counc~~s. ~. name is Ed Mitchell and I liy-e 
at 3745 Grove Street, Sonoma. Befor~~I start on iW ccmments I want to mke 
a few cc.mnents. First of all, I dontE believe· I know any members of the 
Concerred Citizens group, nor an I wiWU acquainted with Dr. Dowd. I tbink I 
have met Dr. Dowd on two separate OG£4aions, but I'm not a friend. I don't 
consider l!¥self a close friend (of i1J;J;:l). '1''oe third thing I want to say is 
that I am a develqJer and wilder inE~his area. I guess what I'm more 
concerned about is not whether the lots are 13 or 16 (in number) but rather 
that this subdivision be approved. ~rst of all, this last year we've wilt ".1. 

48 units in the County here, in this';(Count"y, 'cause I've never been able to 
get those kind of densities and whatQQt approved in the City limits. I 
think we've still done a fine job oft!ilaintaining the integrity of the land, 
the oaks, things like that. That w~;'apparent last week in Miriam Ansell';lij 
COIllllents when the Planning Comnissir;~tt when they reviewed our project out at 
Oakwood. She made those ccmments. ~t lim more concerned about is, I 
moved here approximately 8 years ago~ I could oot find a hane to buy or 
live in of this type or the type tha,tt'pecple live in. You could find 
condominiuns all over the valley, thQi;lsand .square foot, nine hundred, Sev.en 
hundred, whatever. These are nice, ~aiWl priced hanes. That's what we 
need and, frankly, you know, I doo't~~nk their approocb, I don't think 
they wwld intimidate me qy filing a~;~aw.6uit and that bothers me a little 
bit that that was their awroach. Ilye been caning to these meetings and 
I've never said a word. I've watche(J;you over the last 2-3 years strugg:!,@ 
with this thing. I don't kr£l.il that~s alternative which they suhnitted 
tonight was ever sul::mitted to you ~pre 'cause I never saw then and I was 
at all of these meetings. And you :Q;il,te a lawsuit, and turn around and want 
less density units. That, to me, i$Jntimidation in the wrong manner. 
These alternatives should have been ~tted previously and they should 
have been considered by you first.fi;still maintain that whether therels 13 
or 16 (lots) it still can be ckme w.eji~. The other thing that I want to urge 
you, is to approve this, si.rnp1y be ..... this is what we need. And if yoo 
don't approve this, then maybe the e SOOle of us on the west side o.,;-.er 
here, I live in Diamond A, . maybe we~d sue you for not buying this .ktnd 
of housing because welre getting alll.:he conOOniniuns. You know, we're '1 
getting out here at Fiesta Market, ~~re getting 89-9<l units, I don't know 
what it is. t<1e're getting the sa:ne~ng over here at Vista Eennosa, 7 to B 
units to the acre, and I just thinktl11is is the kind of housing we need and 
it's time you approve this thing. ~ you. 

Malcolm Stone: Malcolm Stone, 65 ser~o Court. I'd just like to say again, 
back in the days when we were with ~ and the sanitation and our County 
Supervisor, Bob Ad<Ins, invited the ge~tleman to our neighborhood meeting .and 
sul:mittea a canpranisefor than to wgk out with Dr. Dowd and we were turned 
flat down, in the LAFCo meeting. I JPst want it for the record. 

l4t;LYOr Riboni: All right. ~ other;~ts? Or Statements? Not hea)Cing 
any further, 1111 declare the Public 'General Hearing closed (8:09 p.m.) and 
will come back to the Council for th~ir camnents and possible actioo. Mr. 
Tuller? 

Clm. Mlar: Mr. Mayor, I' wonder ifl'tr. IUein or Mr. Steinbeck would inform 
us just a little bit more of the deaf.f line that we're working under. Is it 
today? Are there alternativeB-to--t:t(~t-so--we·knC1l;· hcm-we l re working 'under? 

Planner Steinbeck: 11m not exactly J~i;lre, Mr. Tllller, exactly what dead line 
you're talking about? 

Clm. Tuller: The one I'm tallting ~tl Mr. Steinbeck, is the one, as I I 
understand it, if the Council does n9t take action that the law 
autanatically approves or sets this~~to motion. 

Planner Steinbeck: I asked that s~ question of Nr. IUein earlier today in 
a telephone conversation, Mr. TUller] anc1 he irrlicated that because of the 
court action that was filed that w~d automatically extend whatever t:l.me 
period we're dealing with there, andIld asked Jclm to expound ll];On that. 

elm. Tuller: I'd appreciate it. 

City Atty. Klein: That's true, wt~n the imfOrtant qualification thi:it we 
were antiCipating the possibility o:&ma tanporary restraining order which 
would have the effect of stopping th.~ Council from acting tonight. There 
was no application as the suit unfolqed. There's no application rrade, as 
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Mr. Flitner said, for an irrmediate restraining order. That's why I made 
that opening oamment to you that I would suggest you proceed as if the suit 
dicin'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 develcprient project stands approved as slbnitted. Now, I'm not clear 
ll¥self, though, as to the position of the tentative map in the overall 
developnent 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 \,128 oti0irElly 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: Mr. Klein, if I may COIraOOnt, Gregory Radeno. ,It's nw 
understanding that if all elements of the prop>sal were sutmitted 
concurrently, that the AS 884 dead line does apply to the tentative parcel 
map which has been sutmitted and it's il!i understanding that that dead line 
is March 3rd or thereabouts. 

Clm. Tuller: March what? 

Gregory Ro:deno: Third. 

Planner Steinbeck: Second or third, I believe. 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you. AJwthing further, .!otr. 'ruller? 

Clm. 'lilller: 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 Camnlssion, and one reason we have a staff, 
alternate plans cane 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? 

Clffi. Ruggles: Is there any great reason why (Alternative Design) *2 
couldn't be adopted? 

Planner Steinbeck: 'rhat's Alternative Design *2 as submitted in the p:tcket? 
Is that what you I re talking about? 

Mayor Riboni: If that's a question, Mr. Ruggles, there's no reaso~ why it 
could not be adopted. No, that is one of the alternate designs which has 
been presented. 'rhe first alternate, Design U, was the one recommended ~ 
Staff for approval. There's absolutely no reason why 12 nor 13 could not be 
adopted. No reason, whatsoever. 

Mayor pro ten Markson: Your Hooor, if it's in order, I would like to 
-discuss·a'-little-'bit-'"ldtemate'~Design· U;or-It, ,personally, 'appeal-s 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 ~ Opening this up would probably enchance that area from the 
standpoint that not everyone would have to go down Avenue del Oro. '!'hey 
could also go out other streets. In the future, as it stands now, they 
would be cul ~sacs and also, that, in the future, if it doesn I t work out 
we really have kept all the options open. That's nw feeling at this point 
in time. I really want to keep as IIla!\Y options open as possible. Regarding 
the filing of the lawsuit, to me it wasn't totally unexpected. It happ:ms 
that the decisions of city government rest with Planning Comnission and City 
Council, in this regard, and we hope to carry then out to the best of our 
ability. 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you. Arqone 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 ha!lP the greatest possibilities of a.rw of 
the designs that have corne through. I]1ave sqne concern, as did ~lr. Stooo 
who brought up the question of the lOt$i that are the 60 foot wide lots, tl1~ 
three of them, especially the long na" ones, but I do knC'H that what Mr. 
Steinbeck says is very, very accurate,. t they1re being built ufOn all tl)e 
time and, certainly, that size lot there I s going to be lots and lots of 
sJ;ace, despite the fact it is so much~rrooer. So, I would like to say 
that Alternate Design 1 has some merit.f; 

. . 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. 'I'Uller .;t1S there a.rw ccmnent regarding 
designs? I'll just make an initial coiii!nent. I prefer the elbow design, 
DeSign 13, with the addition of a cul-ge-sac at the property line between 
l~r. B ... :.cker and Mr. Del Seeco's propert,Y:. ICause with a "T" street it means 
that the street could autcmatically ba~~xtended. I just feel that the eJ.bow 
design with an exit to the south onlyots not only of the best interest to 
the adjacent parcels, being Mr. Becker.'~~ parcel and loIt. Del Seccols parcelr 
but it is the closest exit to a main ~prou9hfare, that being East MacArthur 
Street. I feel that arw circulation,#ter looking at the ooerall 
COOlprehensive map, any additional cirqJJ.ation. from any develc::gnent fran 
properties to the north, that circulatiOn patterns could be made out 
proper.lY for entrance and exit on Street as well as Fifth Street 
East withO'.lt the necessity of bringi additional traffic through this 
proposed street that may bring those ri$lidents directly to East ~lacArthur 
Street. So, I would feel that DeBignt!3 with the addition of a cul-de-sac 
at the intersecting property lines of~. Becker and Mr. Del Seeco as shown 
on the plan would be an appropriate d~iLgn. I feel, again, that Avenue ~:I; 
Oro is a long street and I certainly Q?flCur. I feel ·that by extending it to 
the north could make it even longer, i# tr.at sooods appropriate. I just 
feel that Mante Vista is a well-desig~ subdivision in itself. I feel that 
the addition that was provided for wit';b; a stub street, when Avenue del oro 
was put in, for the developnent of adi~t property is proper. I feel that 
with this developnent of Dr. Dowdls I'ii:~gel, that an exit to the south only 
is appropriate and that, again I say ,i;j).y further devel~..nt to the nor.th 
can find a circulation pattern to Fift;ff Street East and to East Napa Street. 
Those are mY initial feelings. Mr. ~aggart? 

Clm. McTaggart: I would just make a fjl oooments and give ll!Y thoughts on 
the subject. The first comment would;~, and I think it's inappropriate to 
talk about what's involved in the litigation here for the simple reason that 
all the people involved are not able ~ii get up and probably shoulc:Jn I t ge;>t up 
in a public forum and talk about sett~ that kind of thing. The thing was 
made in good faith but I just don't tii?i.nk lIm in a position to, as a city 
councilman, to settle lawsuits llP her$~i typically when the presentation is 
that if you do what we'd like you to qQ~ then we'd settle the lawsuit. I 
donlt think it was done in bad faith. ;1 think the problem is that this 
Chamber is never filled with more than?ia fraction of a percent of the 
population of this City and yet \'Ie 5 cguncilmenbers up here are elected l¥ 
6200 or '6400 people. To govern those~ople as we hope that I s the rights of 
a majority, always respect the rightsCif the minority. As to the rights 0.1; 
the minority, we start talking about oqnstitutional rights, which can 
include land use. What we don't .see here is the benefit of the alternate 
plans as compared to the problems thai;:;the Concerned Citizens have with the 

····EIR ... ····As .. ·I~ see ·it; 'plans -pror:osed llIc1-yl'ii'e-~seEt rut-. they ·reaHydonJ,l:. 
address the things in the ErR that yw:.may feel are wrong. So, the renecl'i 
to this problau, the problens exist irki:he EIR and if they 'l'Iish to continue 
litigation thatts their prerogative tQddo so. The Coort will have to deciCle 
{qhether the City was at fault or look;~o sCKuething or whatever. I think the 
prolX)sals and everything that I s been r~de, pays lip service to looer 
aensity. I realize that if you'd hav!!(iyour druthers you'd have no densi~Y 
whatsoever. I respect that plsition,;~t that's not what wei re he.r;e to deal 
in. I don't think that1s the way it'$;~;9oin9 to end up. At least as far as 
the Council's action is concerned. I~ink Design No. 1 is the best be.cau;;e 
it doesn't burn aI¥ bridges, it doesn~ii autanatically do a.rwthing. Putting 
artificial barriers such as constraint:$ on sewer or streets or lighting or 
fuel or arwthing else is an excuse to L~ntrol, is rather a club-footed way 
of going about controlling zoning. I;#hink it would be a real mistake to 
cut off the options here ~ not. havin(jZthe configuration that Staff has 
recoomended and that is known as Design 1. For all those reasons, I could 
support Design 1. . 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. l<!cTaooart. Arf{ other canrrents? Arrl further 
considerations? Mr. Ruggles? . C 

I 

I 

I 
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elm. Ruggles: I feel that Mr. Dowd should have his 16 units and, I guess 
1111 say as I said before, put another nickel in so to speak, I think f2 
would make everybody ham including these people who buy the lots. But in 
looking over the map:;, 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 Alternate 1. Would it 
be legally p:lssible 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? 

elm. Ruggles: No. No. If Alternate I is adopted, is it p:lssible 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 you1 re thinking about? 

Clm. Ruggles: No. Lots 5 and 6, in nw opinion, is it p:lssible to have 2 
lots there to face on the cul-de-sac? 

Planner steinbeck: I see \9hat you're saying. Actually create 2 other 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 fElrmission to have those lots face in 
that directioo? 

Planner Steinbeck: That is correct. The Council would also have to grant 
access no matter what the lot design. 

Mayor Riboni: AQy further comments? 

Clm. Tuller: Mr. ·l·layor, if it I S in order I'd like to move for the adoption 
of Resolution #18-84 approving Alternate No.1 for the Laurel Wood Farms. 

Iolayor Riboni: It's moved. Is there a second? 

Clm. ~lcTaggart: Second. 

lolayor Riboni: Itls moved and seconded for the adoption of the Resol~tion. 
AQy further discussion on the questioo? May we have the roll calIon the 
Resolution? 

City Clerk: Clm. McTaggart: Aye 
- --~ '--'--'~elm; Rugglesp- P?/e--' .. ----

Clm. McTaggart: !We 
Mayor pro tern Markson: Aye 
Mayor Riboni: No 

Mayor Riboni: The Resolution was adopted on a vote of 4 to 1 adopting 
Alternate Design #~. 

Mayor Riboni declared a recess from 8.:26 p.m. to 8:38 p.m. 

J?M) Rowland was excused from the meeting. 



CITY OF SCNOf.IA, CALIFORNIA 
CITY COUNCIL 

REX:mJ\R MEETIliG: JANtJlIRY 23, 1984 

CALL '10 CiIDER 7:31 p.m. - Municipal Court! 
Council Chambers, 177 First 
Street West, Mayor Riboni 
presiding 

OF AJ:.I.OOIJINCE Mayor Riboni 

ROLL CALL: Present: elm. McTaggart, Ruggles, Tuller, Mayor pro ten Markson, 
Mayor Riboni 

Absent:: Nooo 
Also Present: City Clerk Berto, City Mgr. Arner, Planrer Steinbeck, 

l?WO Rowland, City Atty. Klein, Brenda Gillarde of 
wm Planning Team 

1. COOSEm' CALmDlIR: 

I 

a) Council mimtes of 1/8/84 - approve. 

b) Minutes Joint Public Hearing Novenber 21, 1983 - approve. 

c) Payment #12 to McDevitt and McDevitt in the amount of 
$40,417 - Fire Station Reconstruction - approve. 

d) Payroll Register 1/12/84; Warrant Register 1/23/84 -
approve. 

Mayor pro tan l-larkson requested that typ:> error on page 4 
be corrected to read: 7) Tennis Courts at High School. 
It wiu:! moved by elm. McTaggart, seconded by Clni. Tuller, 
and unanimously adopted, to apprO\1e the Consent Calendar as 
presented. 

2. PUBLIC BEARIOO 

I 

a) Consideration of Final EIR, 
General Plan Revision, 
Prezoning, Annexation and 
SubdivisiOn Tentative Map 
request for Laurel Wood Farms 

Planner Steinbeck 
introduced Brenda 
Gillarde of WPf.l 
K.ANNn.:.G TFAM, who 
would give a brief 
presentation on the 
Final Environmental 

Impact Report for taurel Wood Famis.Planner Steinbeck 
reported that the 'Environmental Impact Report was prepared 
in accordance with State Guidelines and it adequately 
discusses all environmental issues and COIlIIOOIlts on theSe 
issues. As per the City's Guidelines for Environmental Review, 
the Council has the final authority, as you do in subdivisions, 
anooxations and prezonings, for the adoption process of the Em. 

This Final Em (FEIR) contains: (1) '1!he draft comnents and 
reconmendations received on the Draft Em (DEm) (2) The 
consultant's responses to those COIIROOJlts (3) A list of persons, 
organizations and public agenci~s .ccmnenting on the DEm. 

In the Staff Report done last Thursday and Friday, we quoted 
Section 15151 of the State Em Quidelines which discusses adequacy 
of a FEm. I wcold remind the Council that the FEm is a tool 
which allows a decision naking boclY to take into account: 
environmental consequences of a project. An important part of 
Section 15151 states that the evaluation of environmental effects 
of the proposed project need not be exhaustive but the sufficiency 
of the Em is to be· 'reviewed in light of what is reasonably 
feasible in this ~rticular Case. So with that setting the stage 
for your consideration of the FEm, Brenda (Ms. Gillarde) can give 
us a brief SU!l1Ilary of some of the major points in the responses. 
Thank you. 

.-

A~9 
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Ms. Gillarde: Good evening. The docllllEirit before you is the FEIR 
which consists of two parts: the resPQl;!oo to COIIIIIents which is in 
blue and the remainder of the text is tfi'e boC!Y of the Em which is 
in white. sane minor textural changes;were made to the DEm but 
in essence the doc1.mleJlt remains prettyll}uch the SiimIe as it 
appeared to you as the DEm. lId likef;io briefly outline the 
scope of the comments that were receiveQ and our resI,DruJe to some 
of the more outstanding issues or, alsqj; if additional information 
"las created as a result of these C01mlletiiilS. 

Only one COIIIIIent ",as received at the stiij::e lweI and that was from 
... the.Department. of Pi sb alJil Gane.. whicll,;;jL.bel.irule,. we. ilia. discuss 

last time but it concerns biotic resout4e.s of the site. As I said 
at that time I did talk with the Fish ~ Galle people and their 
concern was focused on the willow treeSc"anci their potential 
wildlife resource~ We recommended thatiKa qualified botanist visit 
the site to ascertain the health of theiA::rees and to make a 
reCOOlllelldation as to their preservation:)or renoval and to 
reCOlrflleI1d a list of suitable replacemert~. 

Two COII1IlelltS were received from county,.ijgencies. The first one 
was from the Sonoma County Planning Def:,ij:i:tment. They had two 
concerns: one was with a consistency e@uation that the EIR maOO 
concerning one of the poliCies of the dciunty General Plan. Their 
cc:mnent was that the project was not "~~iallY consistent" as the 
EIR stated but actually "inconsistent" ··.·imd fran a policy 
standpoint we concur. That evaluation.Was amended in the text of 
the EIR fran "partial" to "in<:onSiste .... The second issue that 
they brought up was concerning growth, canent. They noted that 
based on their review, the Em did not\iliscuss grC1i1th inwcanent 
with relation to urban residential de ...... t. I pointed out the 
fClges Where the Em did discuss that. also ask~d a qu€stion 
regarding: is there some (Ustinguishing;;;; eature aboot this site 
that sets it apart fran other parcels $» this south east area. 
Frero a physical standpoint it's simila.r;;;in its physical 
characteristics of other parcels, being/flat and without extensive 
vegetation on it. Perhaps, a couple ot'Ethings that might make it 
a little bit different is that it is adnacent to an existing urban 
residential density area. It also has'~ direct connection via an 
existing street. But there are other ~cels in this south east 
area that also have these characteristi~, so it I S not unique in 
that~se. . 

The second letter received from a countY: agency was the Sonana 
County Water Agency which simply stateq.that they found the 
drainage calculations and conclusions <J~uate. There was really 
no response needed. 

I'd n~ like to discuss COlIi!IeIlts receiv#d fran the public sector. 
There were awroximately 7 major letteii from various groups or 
individuals or concerned citizens, somEfh:ather exten$ive 
consisting of 20 questions or more. Ini"the front of the docl.llllent, 
in the blue pages, is a complete list Qf all p;:cple that sUlxnitted 
letters or expressed oral OOIl1nents. I;won't attanpt. to go through 
all those CO!I1llellts as lI1e would be here;~ long time but I would 
like to focus on a couple I thooght woUl.q be particularly 
significant. The first is from Mrs. Bell and she WaQ concerned 
about the adequacy of the 48" culvert.;;;I attempt.ed to have that 
rescl ved l:¥ the County water Agency. Jll;~ever, they indicated 
their files were incomplete regarding pAn-off Calculations for 
some of the existing projects in the a~i!ia. So what that meant was 
that additional calculations needed ..... generated before that 
determination could be made. That r was taken back to Mr. 
Jdm Bomoitt, who did do an additionc¢:Sset of calculations based 
an run-off from Malte Vista Estates. Whose additional 
calculations used a standard hydrologiq;jmethod of calculating run­
off from impervious surfaces. The resliilts of those calculations 
yielded that the project run-off wou1d~'$1ightly increase storm 
flC1i1S I:ri 1.0 cubic feet per second at W~t MacArthur Street or 
1.5%. using that flow rate in ccmbina~on with the run-off frem 
Moote Vista, the Sanana Coonty Water ~ was then able to look 
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at those figures and make a detellllination 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, 1 believe, is shown on 
the figure that is provided in the blue section of the DEIR. The 
results also deteonined 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..oLEsta.Madera which..i.sJlOi:...caupletel~e,.to _bandle,._ 
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 out. 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 estiniate was based on field 
observations. It's possible that a few banes could have been 
missed.' AdUtional 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 hanes 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 stateCi. The EIR stated it was about 40'. 
It I S actually 34 r and that I S approximately 2' less than what the 
standard residential street in Sonoooa 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 PWlic 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 slilmitted connnents. 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 questioos from the Council on the EIR? 

Mayor pro tern 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. 

l-ls. Gillarde: Yes. That is the conclusion. 

t-layor Riboni: AIr:! other questions? The action that is desired is 
that we adopt Resolution t5-84 certifying that the FEIR has been 
canpleted in canpliance with the california Environmental Quality 
Act and the State Environmental Imr:act 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 15-84 certifying that the Final Environmental Imr:act 
Report has been completed in canpliance with california 
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Environmental Quality Act and the Envxxonmental Report Guidelir~s 
and that the Council has considered ana reviewed the information 
contained in the Final Environmentali~ct Report prior to 
consideration of actions relating to !¥Us project. 

Mayor Riboni: It has been moved for tile adoption of the 
Resolution. Is there a second? . 

Clm. 'l'uller: I second the motion, Mr.> Mayor. 

Mayor Riboni: And second. Any fur~" discussion on the 
question? 

Clm. Tuller: Yes, Mr. Mayor. I justJ.ike to comment on what I 
consider the thoroughness that has ~ gone to in answering 
concerns and in the llJaIlrer that the ;i1swers are laid out. I firit 
it very readable, very understandabl~; and I think that whether 
it's proponents, opfOnents, Staff, C@cil, whoever may have read 
than, must recognize and awreciate ~ work that went into than 
and I, for one, woold just like to e¥press that I th0U9ht it was 
exceptionally clear. . ... 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. 'l'uller./ Arf(f further c:omrrents on the 
qUestion? No further ccmnents on th$I:questioo, will the City 
Clerk please call the roll. 

City Clerk: ClIn. McTaggart - Aye. 
Clm. Ruggles - Pije. 
Clm. Tuller - Aye. 
Mayor pro tan Markson - /j.ye. 
Mayor Riboni - Aye. . .... 

filayor Riboni: All right. The Final.)~nviror.mental Imfflct Report 
has been certified and now, Mr. Steiii!1iecli:, 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 CCII1Ilel11;$ regarding the sp:cifics. 
Mr. Steinbeck. . 

Planner Steinbeck: Yes, Mr. l<1ayor mXi the manbers of the Council. 
The renaining actions for the CouncUto consider and we request 
that you take their consideration se~rately but you can hold the 
Public Hearing jointly on the items,;~re: a General Plan amendnent 
awlication for Laurel Wood Farms, ........ ifically, a prezoning, 
again for the 4.1 acre portion of ... operty that we are deB.ling 
with~ the annexation of that 4.1 acre property; and then, the 
tentative map application on the sane';';property. 

First of all on the General Plan ~nt. The Planning 
COnmission, as you know fran reading'itJ:le minutes, has reccmnenCled 
that a General Plan anendnent for th~<entire east side of tcwn be 
considered before the Council takes ~ action on the items I have 
just OIltliood. Staff is recomtnen<.'lingZthat you go ahead with the 
General Plan revisioo, prezoning ano":fumexation but withhold 
approval of any tentative map requesp'since that involves a 
spacific street pattern. We feel t:h?tit the General Plan revision 
or a look at the General Plan in the;&ast side of tCMn is 
necessary in order to properly ascertiliin where the actual streets 
should go through the proposed Laure Farms Subdivision. We 
do feel that there is anple preceden r the Council to consider 
individlal General Plan revision appJiications as we indicated in 
the (Staff) Report. There have been';l;5 revisions processed since 
1974, nine of which involved indivi~l properties and individual 
requests. Again, we agree that addiiitonal study n;:eds to be done 
on the east side of town. We believ~;that the circulation p:attern 
must be established before the Council takes action on the 
tentative map. 

On the prezoning portion of the applJ;Pation, the Council, if it 
follows the Staff recarmendation andi;}1langes the General Plan 
C1esignation to urban residential, th~:coru;;istent ~oning for urban 
residential would be Single Fanily r~identia1 and that would be 
my recamrendation, also. As to the iii!mexation, the Local Agency 

I 

I 

I 



-I 

I 

I 

City Council: regular meeting: January 23,1984 Page 5 

Foonation Conmission, by their Resolution #772 on July 1, 1982, 
approved the annexation of the westerly (X>rtion of the Dood 
property, the Laurel Wood FaIlllS property, into the City of Sonoma 
and to the Sonana County Sanitation District and it "also 
authorizes the detacbnent, at the sane time, fran the Schell Vista 
Fire Protection District. This Resolution was attached "for your 
review as part of this report. OUr recomnendation on the 
annexation is that the Council adopt your Resolution 18-84, which 
is attached in draft fODD, ordering reorganization of the 
territory that was designated by LAFCo as Avenue del Oro 
Reorganization il. That's IAFCo's name for the Laurel Wood Fanns 
property as we all know it. 

As to the Tentative Map, again our recommendation is that you 
withhold approval until stroot configuration in the area can be 
better ascertained but we did include a list of Conditions of 
Approval if the Council decides to go ahead this evening and 
approve the Tentative Map. These Conditions of Awroval would 

" include all those listed in Appendix B of the Draft and Final EIR, 
as well as the additional 12 Conditions of Afproval 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 Envirornnental Impact Report. 

As the Council is aware, you've received many letters both for and 
against the project. Instead of cOf¥ing a volume of letters we 
listed names and addresses of persons against the developnent, 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 nade an error on the 
bottem of page 3, Persons in Favor, that included some agency 
letters which should not have been listed as such. Then we 
included the Resolution frem LAFCo and we also included the 
petition that was sul:mitted back in August to the Planning 
Ccmmission from the Coocerned Citizens of the area. So with that 
we'll stand reaqy to answer arfj of your questions, Mr. Mayor. 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Steinbeck. AQy questions from the 
Council on the Staff:Report? 

Clm. McTaggart: If I understand the staff reIX>rt correctly you're 
recomnending approval of all actions except the Tentative Map until 
the design of the subdivision could coincide with the General Plan 
stuqy and developnent north and south of the Dowd property? 

Planner Steinbeck: That is correct. 

Clm. NcTaggart: 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? 

Plan~r Steinbeck: I believe the correct County zoning is a rural 
residential zoning with a 3-acre miniml.Ull, 5-acre density. At the 
present time that is correct. It's not in the City limits. 

Clm. HcTaggart: Armther question. What if we canplete the annexation 
and prezoning and when the result of the stuqy of the east side whiCh 
calls for a General Plan amendment concludes that there might not be 
substantial develcpnent north or south, what would happen, then, on 
thE:: Tentative Map? That would go to a cul-de-sac? 

Planner Steinbeck: That would be nw reconunendation. YeS, if that's 
what the stuqy I in fact, shows, that would indicate there would be no 
additional developnent that would hook up to Avenue del Oro. If, on 

the other hand, it showed the nortb/south street configuration, it 
would go with the configuration as shown on the existing Tentative 
Map. 

elm. McTaggart: Thank you. 

Mayor Riboni: Art:! other questions on the Staff Report? 

Mayor pro tan Markson: I'll ask mine later. 
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Hayor Riboni: All right. Therefore, li$aring no further questions at 
this time I'll hereby declare the Pub ...... Hearing opened (7:57 p.m.). 
An¥o.ne desiring to speak on this sUbj will step forward to the 
microphone and give their nane and address for the record that 
the City Clerk can keep an accurate ac ..... t of the proceedings of 
tonight's meeting. . 

Adrian ~lartinez, 117 East Spain Street{!,:architect for the project: I 
would just like to briefly go OVer the ;.g:esign concept of the project 
so that {>}e can look at this as a physici@l thing and, also, what the 
fhysical impact will be visually on th!;f'neighborhood. As far as the 
street configuration, the course is not):Set. l'¥ feeling is that a 
subdivision like this should be someth~ that integrates into the 
fabric of the cOll1illunity of Soocma, notipnly Scncma. historically but 
also the existing neighborhood adjacentiito it with small houses. 
They I re above average .Parcels. '!'hey av~~age about 9,000 square feet 
minimum. Parcels in an R-l zone is 6,Q.qo square feet and one of the 
things I p;lrticularly want to !~eep as ~ of the design is a sense of 
openness, s];ace and this is being done;P.y the so-called linear parl{, 
~lhich will be essentially an easement if~ the residents of this 
development that it be treated as sort(4r a unit, not unlike the state 
Hospital. At any rate, we have blendetf$9Ile long lineal street into 
another.. We have significant street t~ges that recreate an 
atmosphere, a rural residential charact~ to the developnent .. 

Now, the bouses are to be custan desig~. I will be involved in a 
number of the houses that will be desi9:~d with few of the houses 
possibly by our own group and involving"iia few other feople. They're 
to be what you might call the simpUfieJt)}fann house that we'll be 
using: sloped roofs, horizontal siding),,~wood siding, earth tones, 
covered porches, dormers. This is the .@sential layout. I w~mt to 
design something that is essentially So9fma, not scrnething that has 
come in and been imp:>rted as we have se~ in a few of the subdivisions 
that have been done in other Farts of SOOC4na. SO, what you see on the 
wall is a conceptual design. This is ~cifically the intent we want. 
We will plant significant street trees,i;greating a linear ,tark, a 
sense of openness and sense of style th~t: belongs to Boocma. Thank 
you. 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you. 

John Boonoitt: l>ir. Mayor and members Of the Council. bW name is John 
Bonnoltt, 145 East Napa street. I'm Civil Engineer for the 
project, representing Bob and Carol You're allf of course, very 
f;;miliar with this project and its vat' engineering rcmifications 
and so r'm not going to make a lengthy. ntation to you. I woold 
j Osl:" l1ke- to highlight -three issuel;:l~ -- -PiI#at, I'd like toonee again 
J:X)int out that the design of the subdivi@ion and the proposed General 
Plan anencbent and rezoning are entirelyiiconsistent wi th the present 
develcpuent within the City limits ac]ja~t to it, that is the 1100te 
Vista Estates Subdivision. Tbe lot siz€$, in our project are 
comrarable to the lot sizes in Mente Vi~a Estates. On the street 
configuration, I once again suJ::mit to YQM that the Dowds will put in 
any street configuration (sic. northerly':or southerlY) that the 
Council feels is awropriate. Their in~~ial prop:>sal to the City was 
to put in a cul-de-sac street with no ..... ts either easterly or 
westerly. The Staff, at that time, fel t it was appropriate to 
provide a "T" intersection to allow for 'JtOssible future develcpnent to 
the south and to t.ba north and 00 our piQJ;X>sal was anended, I believe, 
just prior to its formal su/.:mission to you. Dowd was perfectly 
willing to put in the "T" intersection <i# cul-de-sac or a stub street 
to the north only or a stub street to tlf~ south only. As to the Staff 
reCOIllllenCiation for deferring action on the Tentative Map, r'd just 
like to p:>int out that the effect of th~§ will be to delay this 
project likely into the 1985 constructiQfi season instt?ad of the 1984 
construction season. If I understand tli\ii, process correctly, which 
would be that should the Council decide 'JiQ conduct a study of this 
section of the east side of tQ;ln, you wq;i\ld likely engage a consultant 
to advise you on this and came up with ~ sort of recommendation to 
you, after which, you would have to condj;ict ];.'lblic hearings on the 
proposed Gneral Plan cmendnent. You wou$d almost, undoubtedly, have 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

City Council: regular meeting: January 23,1984 Page 7 

to engage a consultant to prepare an environmental irnract report on 
your proposed General Plan amenCknent 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 mtil, certainly, within about a six 
month period. I think it's reasonable to assume that you wouldn't 
oonclude the final action on this General Plan amendment mtil some 
time in the late slUlllller and, if the Tentative Map is held up lIDtil 
that time, it would be tmlikely that we could proceed with the project 
mtil the next season. So" of course, we would ask you to oonsider 
making a decision on the street pattern this evening, if you can, and 
approving our Tentative Map and allowing us to proceed with the 
project. 'Jhank you very much. 

Mayor Riboni: All right. Aqyone else? 

Ron Cuda, 20 Quedo Court: On Novanber 3, 1983 that the Planning 
camrl.ssion voted '4 to '2 and asked, they proposed to the COUncil, 
reconmended 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. Mr. steinbeck, tonight, has reCWillended, 
also, that the City Council deny or ask Dr. Dowd to withdraw his ' 
Tentative Map mtil a study has been done and Mr. Steinbeck, I would 
like you to know that the entire z,lonte Vista Estates agree with you on 
this. We'd also like to see this done. We feel that the application 
should be withdrawn mtil such time as a complete study is done. So, 
everybody seens to be in cooperation on the review hearing with the 
exception of the builder, himself. We would also recommend that no 
prezoning, no annexations, or no resolu9~ be adopted lIDtil such time 
as a study has been done. It woold 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 hOOles, what sort of configuration the streets 
would be, and many, many, many other things that would take into 
consideration for this project, Let's just take for a mcment what 
would happen if a General Plan were amended tooight and later on the 
east side study showed that, in fact, the east side should be left 
intact. Because of the possibility, just thinking, that the study 
wo.uldn't be, we hope, wouldn't it be a factor that Dr. Dowd was 
allowed to slip mder the wire. In other words, Dr. Dowd was allCMed 
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 IlY reCC41:menCiation 
and our reconunenc1ation that you cannot do a General Plan reviSion, you 
cannot change the zoning fran urban to suburban, you cannot ask to be 
annexed into the City with good conscience lUltil a study has been 
made. Therefore, again, we would ask you to simply ask Dr. Dowd to 
withdraw his application until the stuctt 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 sOlIDds like all of a 
sudden that there's this little field there, we're just going to add 
sane houses to an already existing project. We have to rananber that 
developnent stops somewhere. You have city, then you have comty • 

. ---- --Exact"1y-tiglif-there--cts -Cl:iMty-a-nciUtitn--tt.-fsannexea'1nto" t:he-city it 
is right nCYil, I believe, 3-acre plrcels. So it OOesn'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 comty. You've 
got city. You've got a totally different General Plan that suggests 
that it should stay rural. 

So, in order to go on tonight and rush through all these little 
annexations, these prezonings and all these other things you want to 
do, you t 11 change it totally without a study and why should this 
little plot of land that sticks straight up into the comty and allow 
it to be built and then let's stuctt all the rest of it aromd, 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 cane Dr •. Dowd was allCMed to build" ''Weil, that's 
because we had 2 1/2 years of meetings and everybody got tired. II I 
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think the most sensible course to take.j;his evening is to deny the 
project or ask Dr. Dowd nicely to I>lith~al>l his project until such time 
as we all stuqy it and ,~e all could Clgt~ that, in fact, it should be 
built or it should not be built and I t¥iank you. 

Frederika Evans, 657 Denmark Street: What's between Fifth and Seventh 
Streets East. I can give you a personol$ experience in the water that 
\ole are having on Del'lm;1rk street now. ~ live in the spring in the 
most evil emelling polluted water. ~ieXPan see the micro, whatever, 
iSils in the water without looking throUgh a microscope. When I moved 
to Sooana 3 1/2 years ago, IllY neighbor/i1i.cross the street very kindly 
cane and told me: "You Y.now, your pr~rty is going to flood out this 
winter. I diCin I t know if I shouldtelil'tYou that, but II¥ busband said 
go and tell her, shels new, and I thi~;she should know." I got to 
work and found a ditcher, Carl Eliasonilwho very kinilly came and 
helped me run a 24" pipe for in el'cessj!?f 150 feet. I ditched the 
rest of it down the east side of IllY pr9Perty. I have spent over 
$10,000 which I could substantiate infii;gures to you in saving lI¥ 
property. The 5 acres to the east of ~ i6 a swanp. Carl Eliason, in 
back of me on Napa Read and sane other :jJeople I know there, his office 
was flooded out last winter. The sitlUit10n becomes more aggravated 
eo/ery winter. It's becaning worse. TO/me, whate\7er haptxmS to the 
develcpnent of the Dowd property is . ..... erial. Sooner or later 
someone is going to have to handle off water that we are 
dealing in down on Dei1m:lrk Street and l>,lapa Read. It should come nw. 
I phoned Dr. Dowd personally. I said t::Ijjat you have a chance to do a 
wonderful thing. Yeo can set your hee~ and say I want to do 
something and to resolve a piece of projerty but first the COLIDty and 
the city are going to have to deal witli¥what' s ham,::ening to the east 
side of town. Sooner or later it has if~ be handleCl. To turn your 
back on it is going to amount to a f!lall1!ll¢uth law suit one day because 
there aren't too many people here gOiIl{lFto cane to town and spend 
$10,000 to save their property. Horse~;;are walking in mud. People 
canlt use their property. The fields ~. back of me canlt be used and 
it shoUld be in relation to the proper;:)ijethods dealt with now. I'm 
not the only person on Denmark Street who I s getting up, but I mean, 
I'm the only person who's talking. I'V@ talked with every roodia I can 
talk to. But there are other people s~fering just as much as I am. 

Janet Smith, 21500 BroaCMay: I feel tl:';~ same as this wanan does. I 
have seen flooding at the south end of;~a>m in the county. I feel the 
City should watch where their waterls Y9ing Jcause youlre hurting not 
only the county but the people that ~ here. Thank you. 

Dave Chambers, 19000 Eighth Street EasWI That's in the County. that 
was our choice to live in an area of lwer density and when we came to 
the Soocma area and spoke with realtod;i;we found that there was an 
actiol1 prop:>sed by a resident in the ai~ for a subdivision and that 
that action had been denied. We were . ..... ieved l::¥ that because we took. 
that to be a signal regarding policy the counqr would ranain as 
county. That was a factor in determi our choice to purchase the 
property that we did, that is, what we%iould look at outside the 
window now. If the action you take isAto approve all those changes we 
will now look at houses of considerably2greater densites than we 
thought ',ge were going to look at when w.~ purchased the property. A 
fair ntmber of us in that area are now in the county and we feel that 

, '~or you· ,teJ lnake ~a' dec:l:si"on 'withoot'reM~d· to' stuqy· O( without allcwing 
the people who live in that area to pr({ilent their points of view, would 
be unfair. .. 

Lee Bell, 707 East HacArthur Street: rid like to endorse the comments 
of all the previous speakers and add o~ ccmnent of J'f1j own that 1'lr. 
Steinbeck has been at great Ji:lins to s.;ty how there are cmtple l?re\7ious 
precedent for a zoning aoondJfut fo~ thi~ property. I woU!-d llke to 
say that one more zoning ameng~t ~s jUl'{it going to estabhsh one more 
precedent for all tr..e other people in * area to say "I should be 
able to do it, too. IV . 

Malcolm Stone, 65 Sereno Court: I just.':like for the record on the 
Final Environmental Imp:l.ct Report and :l;HcOon I t mean to belabor but for 
the record there are a lot of things iri'here that have not been 
answered. I'm not going to get into it/tonight but maybe down the 
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stream. I wculd like to present a letter or at least r;oint out to the 
City Council and particularly Brenda Gillarde, I have a letter here 
fran the Department of Fish and Gane dated Decanber 20, 1983 and one 
of their major r;oints that they say here is that the 'project be 
redesigned so that the willow growth and r;ond, both, the area can be 
retained as a wildlife habitat. We also r~ccmnend that the project 
incorr;orate cluster housing to provide larger areas of open space. 
Changes we pror;ose can save much but not all of the wildlife value of 
this area. We encourage you to work within the City of Sonana to 
implenent these changes to protect wildlife. Strong local involvenent 
is usually much more effective than state agencies comments. 
Sincerely, Theodore Wooster, Wildlife Services Supervisor.' '.Ibis 
gentlenan is saying that he'd like to see both of the areas saved. Up 
to within the last 48 hours and many times previously r 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 gentlenen. There are 
answers to probl611s, to anything, if you can sit down as ladies and 
gentlenen and hope you can work then out. As to this meeting date at 
this tilOO, Dr. Dowa has not ever resr;onded to anyone of these offers, 
wen to sit down or discuss the matter with us. We feel we have a 
unique neighborhood and we're going to fight for it. If we have to 
pursue other means, we will. It is very imr;ortant to us. We spent a 
lot of tilOO, 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 supr;ort as well as 
monetary and I think those pecple, if we need more signatures, would 
be glad to get them. We bad, at one time, we bad over 300 signatures 
of people that opr;ose any further annexations to the City of Sd:lana 
and if we need more signatures to prove to the City Council to listen 
to the people and to what 'ile' re saying, we'll go get them. ~ you. 

Nayor Riboni: Art:! 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 p3.rticular. vlhen we went to court with Judge 
:E.yman and he talked and he gave a problan, he was for instanCing, I 
don't know if it was ever answered. I really cane here on Page 1ID-7 
on the Blue and then Page 19 on the White (FEIR), where we got to 
talking about hO\>I many hOOles are allowed on each acre. And like the 
Judge said a year ago, if I bad 50 acres that means I can build 100 
homes if we bad two hanes per acre. But if I want to keep 45 acres to 
myself that still means I can build 100 homes on five acres. So, in 
your study, I ~10uld like this to be defined. f.laybe, the word 
clustering is great, but it really confuses a lot of fEq;Jle when we 
get down to talking about it. Thank you. 

Rick liJaffioli, 507 Avenue del Oro: that's spelled m-a-f-f-i-o-l-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'-says--they-don't-'1istt~lnmcrall ~rgoa1ong-t9itlrt:l'le-other- . 
people. Take all the east side in and stuqy it before we put one 
little finger out there wb=ther it's a cul-de-sac, a "T" 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 100 later or when 
we get over there. That's all I can say. Thank you. 

l-layor 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 anount of 
$175,000 or $180,000 fram Annie Montini. 

Rick l-Iaffioli: But you (the City) also had a piece of property down 
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ther:e on Eighth street that you sold for 'aPout a third that the City 
sold. Let I S not get into that. . .. 

Mayor Riboni: Right. lIny one else? 

Gloria Barbieri, 630 Avenue del Oro: J ... 2 1/2 years ago, nw husb.:md 
and I retired to Soncma ana the first w we were here r was 
totally aghast at the water coming down ue del Oro. I thought I 
was going to have to get a rowboot to ge t of ny house. And nCM, 
after looking at these hanes, I'm sorry ....... y that they look more 
like townhouses and I'm really worried a~t how you're going to 
develop this area. Because since I've ~ here, I cane frOll 
Millbrae, down the Peninsula, and I ccme~~b Millbrae 30 years ago and 
Millbrae vias a very small CQlmIUllity. Bu ..... e paople took a very big 
interest and it grew but it grew beautj£ y. The heroes were put into 
the right places and if you ever go to M rae it I S a beautiful 
ccmnunity and 'rJe came to Sonoma hoping i... d be the same. So, I 
have a lc)t of faith in the Council that tl.ii:lY will nake Sonana a 
beautj£ul place. . 

Nayar Riboni: lIrU one else? If I hear ~Q;. other cornroonts under the 
Public Hearing, I'll close the Public HeaiiJ-ng (8:22 p.m.) and cane 
back to the COUncil for their comments, ~stions or statements. 

elm. Tuller: foIr. r~or I n1Y only que$~on is how are we going to 
proceed at this time? Are ~Ie going t9t proceed with these four 
additional iSSUes one i:¥ one or are W§t going to group them 
together? What is your pleasure? .... . 

Mayor Riboni: Mr. Tuller, it is desi ... ted, I believe, that each 
of these have to have their own spec resolutions. We did 
discuss then in general in the Publi ring secticn. We do have 
to adopt each one as an individual r uti on, at least as I 
understand it from staff, and I believe that's correct, too, l4r. 
IG.ein, fran our legal counsel. tie don~ave to aClopt each 
resolutions. . .. 

City Atty. K1ein: You have to adopt~e resolutions inilividually, 
f.lr. Mayor, but, I think it is integra~d and can be discussed and 
considered ~lithout breaking it down I:f{; subject matter. 

Hayor Riboni: Thank you. 

Clm. Tuller: l>1r. Mayor, I'll get sta:p$oo on the General plan. I 
find nwself, I believe, in agreenentdwith most of the ccrrments 
that the east side should have a G . ... Plan stu4!. I have no 
disagteenent with that. The Plann . ssion had reccmnended 
that a General Plan amenanent for the,~ast side of town be 
considered by the City Council. Up tQ!that point, at least, I 
agree with that portion of it. I th~ it is obvious that there's 
a great concern out there how that's a~eloped. I share that 
concern. I do hope our City will dev~~pp as the last speaker 
indicated. I find nyself in agreenent.~f;hat a General Plan study 
should be undertaken. I have no probl!¥m with that at all. 

Mayor Riboni: Thank you, Mr. Tuller§ {Arq other ccmnents? 

Nayor pro tan 1I1arkson: I, too, an inr,avor: of a General Plan 
study. I realize that people who havtfiinoved here recently, two 
years being recently comI,:ared to the 19n9th of time sane members 
of the Council have sat on the CouncU~ are concerood that we will 
try very hard to keep the city as it ¥.§. It's also very 
interesting to realize that before th~~~was Avenue del Oro there 
was also rural land there, too. And iif?f one gentlenan said that 
you must have progress and progress wej§;' his concern and Sonma 
shows its concern with its 100 units ~~ year that we have for 
growth. We also show our concern by .. ening to what you have to 
say and to the environmental imI,:act r t. I am going to push 
very stroogly for a General Plan stu the east side. I think 
it I S been 10 years. I think we need b.~ 10011: at it frcm the 
standpoint where growth shoUld occur, ~nd how we can achieve a 
balanced town. . ... 

elm. Tuller: f.lr. Hayor, I have a ques~jon 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, ()p:!n Sp:lce and 
a couple of others that escape rcw memory now, were 1974. We have 
added the Safety Seismic, the Safety and Noise and Housing 
Elements since that time over the years.. But the Land Use element 
which shows the land use designation l'las'1974. 

Clm. Tuller: Does rcw memory serve me wrong, but, I thought prior 
to 1974 that under the area (sphere) of influence that that was 
zoned R-l, R-2 out there? I am reasonably sure, but I'm not 
certain. Can you confinn it? 

Planner steinbeck: I haven't looked it up recently, elm. Tuller, 
so I couldn't say for certainty one way or the other. 

elm. Tuller: Mayor Riboni, Clo you recall that? I just bring it 
up as a point of interest. 

Mayor Riboni: No, I dO not. 

elm. Tuller: That this area has been studied and it has gona both 
ways. 

Mayor Riboni: The part I recall is the 8th Street area prior to 
'74 was R-R. The answer is rural residential. Specifically frem 
5th to 7th (East), I don't recall. 

Clm. Tuller: Just a question. 

Mayor Rlboni: Arri other comments? Questions? 

Clm. McTaggart: Mr. r~or, I have a question of Mr. Steinbeck. 
Ed, with respect to the proposed General Plan stuqy that is being 
discussed for the east side, would that require an environmental 
inlpact refX>rt document? 

Planner Steinbeck: Yes, no doubt aPout it. 

elm. NcTaggart: More general than what was required of the 
applicant? 

Planner Steinbeck: That is correct. An environmental report for 
a general plan stucty can be more general in nature than a sp:cific 
project environmental imp:lct report. Yes. ·But you still need to 
have one. vIe will be the lead agenC¥ and the preparer of that 
through a consultant, most likely. 

Clm. McTaggart: Another question, ! guess, could be the area that 
you would Eilpecifically refer to would be "the east side - Napa 
Rood to NacArthur - 5th to 7th - city limits to 8thn

• 

Planner Steinbeck: Yes. Cily limits to 8th, Napa Street to 
l<IacArt.hur. 

Clm __ .!1cTaggar:t:. Yes •. I meant.. Napa.Jltr.eet ___ _ 

Planner steinbeck: That was the area as sp;cified by the Planning 
Ccmnission, Om. McTaggart. 

Clm. Tuller:: To the south? 

Clm. McTaggart: The existing City limits to 8th East, fran 
11acArthur Street on the south side to Napa Street on the north 
side. 

Mayor pro tem )larkson: What would be the anticif6ted 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 
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earlier at the Planning Conmission level 6~ 6 months. I think 
that's a real optimistic guess. . 

llfayor pro ten !1arkson: Let me ask the cori§ultant what you think? 

Brenda Gillarde; Nine to twelve months. 

Planner Steinbeck: Just as an example, otI~ 1974 General Plan 
study was about 18 months long. By the t:t/fte you got to the actual 
adopted document there were, if I r ............ rrectly, about 4. 
months of just public hearings on that G al Plan at that time. 

Nayor pro tern ~Iarkson: In knOWing how th~~Council takes a very 
cautious step in most e>lery manner 'rle cou;l:~g have 2 Jj2 years of 
meetings on this one. I don't foresee I.lS'=;~ushing into that nor 
rushing into ruwthing rew. 

Planner Steinbeck: And I wooldn' t want tgtrush into it, either. 

Nayor pro ten Markson: Right. Of cOllrsei; I don't consider 
rushing into anything tonight, either. . .. 

Mayor Riboni: l-lr. l~cTaggart? 

Clm. McTaggart: Just a couple of ccxmnent§i'here resp:mding to the 
audience's cccrments and so forth. Roo C~ says it's city and 
county and so forth and I appreciate thatiilbut then yoo' re inside 
looking out you don't want the outsider ~g in. But, where 
yoo're living nOV! used to be the county a~l't 15 years ago before 
your subdivision took place. So we're not;~.sa.ying everyboqy who's 
being critical of it lives in f<Jcnte Vista:... Where you live now 
used to be what you're looking at, it's v(j\gant next door. That's 
not a good excuse to fill up what's next;;gJoor tut, if you like 
living in Sonoma, but unless you live in •. t!;;e Pueblo, scme one 
ruilt your house and he was "a qualitY"~velqper and you're just 
enjqy'ing the hell out of it. The second~int I want to make •••• 

Voice in the audience: We paid for it. 

elm. It'.cTaggart: Well, that's right and ~'. Dowd paid for his 
property, too, in defense of his J;Xlsition';! Let I S not J;Xlint. I'm 
being quite honest with you. I'm trying[b be rational and 
objective. I find it difficult to re.sJ;Xll~E to the argument that 
because I'm here, these others shouldn't .~ here. 

Voices in the aUdience: No. No. That's nq;t true. 

Mrs. Barbieri: We want people to cane. ~Ie want it to be done 
properly and we'll be haw. That IS allgl;l want is for people to 
come. We carne here. We have nothing ag~bst the project if it's 
done properly. .. 

ClIn. ~lcTaggart: Properly is some questiQ~h.... We can all sit 
here..arui J:alk abou~reasonable -<level.~~ proper dev'elapnent, 
rut when we sit down and have to make the~ii.'lecision, then we have 
to get a little bit more specific and t:mi~ls where the buck steps 
right up here. Welre going to have to that decision somehow 
and I hope that it I s equitable to eve ..' The J;Xlint I'm making 
is that because you see grass on one side;'pf the fence doesn't 
mean there wasn't grass on your side of @ fence at one time, 
either. 

BeconClly, it has been my e~rience that.; u well thougbt out 
developnent will cure more problalls than;J;i: ~lil1 create in tenus 
of flooding, sanitation and so forth. ~te are solutions to 
than. Thirdly, everyone's talking about "€he flooding the last two 
years. If you look at the City's £looclil1ijf history for 20 years 
you'll find the last t\~o or three years h4Ye been e"ttremely heavy 
years. That' s just the story of floodin:;lWJin Northern California 
the last three years and three years befO~~ that, if you were even 
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here then, yro wrold realize we had drought. Sure; I could go out 
last year and I go out this year in late December and see flood 
water running in front of Il!Y house. I don't go up the street and 
curse Il!Y neighbor and say you made the rain cane down the hill. 
Because he didn't. The· density of the rain is what made it come 
down. So, I'm througb wrestling with all of these. 

I do have a problan with the General Plan amendnent with this 
particular project. I think. the problan I have is how to deSign a 
street in a subdivision where you don't know for sure where that 
street is going to end up. The problall that I don't have is that 
the stub street at the end of Avenue del Oro is intented to go 
somewhere besides that fence. I can say that, because I can 
recall back in '74 or '75 either at Planning Canmission or City 
Council, having a discussion about that very street. The 
discussion we had, I think, was with the Coonty. The County said 
we are redoing the General Plan because 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 It· think 
that I s what the configuration sOOws and I just can't sUPfOrt the 
concept. of no developnent there as that, I don't think, was ever 
the intent. 

I don't knCN what compromises have been discussed between the 
neighbors and Dr. Dowd, but I haven't been a party to any 
compromises nor have I had any "Iieigl'ibors Call ire' 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 r will I::uy you a 
cup of coffee. If we can't, there's sanething wrong. I don't 
know what Il!Y 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 not 
sure I'm reading that right. 

Planner Steinbeck: In our Staff Report recommendation, we made a 
two-fold rec:omnendation regarding the General Plan. First of all, 
to approve the amendnent 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 
Resolutioo 17-84 deals with this specific application before you, 
only. 

elm. Tuller: What about Resolution 16-84? 

Planner Steinbeck: You're right, Resolution i/6-M. 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. l\m I right or wrong? 

Mayor Riboni: There was as a discussion IX>int, 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 
srecific infor:mation at another meeting date. We·feel strongly, 
also, that the study needs to be done but we do need to present 
specifics to you on how we recarmend that study be done. 
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Clm. TUller: The motion that I want i:§, put forth, then, is for 
the general study of the entire area, Ji9t specifically for the 
Dowd property at this time. So, Mr. ~or, if it l 6 in order I 
would like to mO\le that we authorize the Staff to lOOk into the 
means, methoOs, whatever it takes, tofhitiate a General Plan 
study for the easterly side: 5th Str@t East to 8th Street East, 
fran MacArthur to Napa Street, that at~ in there. 

Mayor pro tern Markson: If thatls in tlie form of at motion, I shall 
second the motion. . ... 

Mayor Riboni; It has been mOIled and ~¢onded. On the question I 
have a question. What you I re asking tQE, Mr. Tuller, is a 
feasibility rep:>rt from the Staff? .. 

Clm. '.ruller: That's right. 

Mayor Riboni: And not the autllorizaticSn to proceed with a General 
Plan revisioo? ... 

ClIn. Tuller: That's exactly what I'm~king. I think we should 
give Staff an opportunity to have iflPliw to us to what we might 
even want to know what it's going to g)st and things like that 
before we deciae to do it, although, !;~i:hink this Council is 
pretty well determined to do it, regaJfi#less. But nevertheless, I 
think Staff should have that opportunity to tell us all the nuts 
and bolts and whereforealls and maybeigive us some time, a better 
time schedule on it, too. I think itl:ji! in our best interest to 
have that first. .. 

Mayor Riboni: All right. ~.stion ori/lthe motion. 

Clm. Ruggles: This resolution, then? 

Mayor Riboni: No. No, this is not aiiesolution. This is a 
motion. 

Clm. Ruggles: This motion has no eff®ot on the other 
deliberations that have taken place ~1ight? 

~layor Riboni: No, it does not. 

Clm. Ruggles: I favor the General Pl~ study. 

Hayor Riboni: Okay. Art:! other comme~~s? Mr. McTaggart? 

Clm. McTaggart: I guess a rhetorical,question, then. The reason 
weI re talking about a General Plan re\i1ision for the "east side" 
and talking about costs is for this p~pject and no other reascn 
11m aware of. I don't knQW of aQY o~ applications before the 
City at this time. . .. 

Mayor pro tern ~larkson and Mayor Ribonit No. 

Clm. TUller: Clm. McTaggart, I feel,!ie.Yond this project, I think 
we have reached the p:>int in growth ~. concern in that area that 
we need this study, regardless of' oject. I would feel that 

_.- .. tha1:. __ is.mder . ..cw:_infl.ueJKl~. i:h~ . .influeng~,. 9Ut that_area. 
I think it makes good planning to get ". t study behind us. 

Clm. MdI'aggart: Well, as a matter of\~act then, we can justify a 
special study to the south and to theiWutlwest bec.;tuse we have, 
in fact, annexed a great deal of new t!ijrritory, with a great deal 
of more hoUSing to the soutiMest. Welte proposing a major hotel 
:inmediately to the south, etc. etc. Ate we really saying: look at 
the whole General Plan? I could see ....... concern be~use this 
project is here and we should have 1. at it before that. I 
was wondering, if this project is not'awroved, then wei re talking 
about a General Plan Stuct/. Is that tbe intention? 

Clm. TUller: Mr. z,1cTaggart: I think~part of the anao;er there is 
that we're asking for a feasibility aii@ it's very probable or it 
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just may be, that your thoughts will b? incorporated in, the 
Staff's report back to us. Indeed, we will need to think of this 
General Plan anen,dment as 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 cane back to us with. 

Nayor pro tan l>larkson: 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 
deliberation, take a look at everything. 

City Manager Arner: For the Council's information. We started 
the preliminaIY work on the 1984-85 budget and that would be one 

__ of- the.prograns...we.wouJ.d.recommendJJe inc] Ilded j n tha.}j14~..85....._ . __ 
budget is the entire review of the Circulation, Land Use elements 
of the General Plan. We would request, in a conversation with Nt. 
Steinbeck that we had, that it include analyzing growth on the 
east side of town, all the way to Napa Rood, as ,well as, I said, 
the Circulation element. The Circulation elanent, the traffic 
problans and growth questions surrounding the commwity will be 
the two major issues -the conmunity 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 frane. 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. I speak sanetimes very point blank about 
it. I think a lot of these studies are a waste of money. I think 
we postpone a lot of things and put a lot of money and a lot in 
consul taut I s pockets, with all due respect, that I feel that a lot 
of good OOl1IIOn 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 amenanent 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 anount of 
bureaucratic red tape for all concerned, reSidents, City, City 
costs, applicants, e\Teryone 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 questioo? All in 
favor of the motion Signify by saying aye. 

Ayes: (5) 

Mayor Riboni: OH?Qsed? 

Noes: (0) 

Mayor Riboni: Motion carried 5 to 0 to proceed with the 
feasibility study. 

- -
_ Mayor Riboni: Now, anything further on th~cifics? 

Clm. Tuller: Which one 'shall we take up? 

Mayor Riboni: Whatever is the pleasure of the Council, Mr. 
Tuller. 

ClIn. 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 
Rams. I find Il!iself in agreement with Il!i colleague, elm. 
McTaggart, where I feel that this property was intended to be 
developed and that I, IIl'iself, feel that the General Plan revision 

313 



314 City Council: regular meeting: January 2~, 1984 Page 16 

to include this is in order and I have mtJjlarticu1ar feelings that 
would cause me not to support it. I have"j:eaa, I have listened 
for 2 1/2 years on this and I appreciate tIDe inp..lt that has come 
on this and it really has been one of tlJg:;~pest organized, and I 
say this as a compliment, best organizedgppments that I have 
wer been involved with in a long time. W~'ve had the applicant, 
proponents, the opponents. We've had the'Court. We've had the 
Staff, tl~ public, the Planning COIllJ1issiqi1 ~ City Council, the 
ccmnunity at large on this and every conc~,ivable thought and idea 
has been put forth and as a maIber of'" il, of coorse, I 
had the privilege of reading all the mi and all of that, 
and, indeed, I have read it" ellery one , ,. 13 to 14 meetings 00 
it, those public hearings on this, and Mr~)Mayor, I just don't 
have any trouble going ahead with this. I had sane trouble going 
ahead with it, obITiously, but I find thal;:.'it' s something I'm going 
to support. 

Mayor Riboni: Is there any diSCUSSion frw the Council on the 
sp:!cific resolutions? Mr. NcTaggart? 

Clm. M..."'l'aggart: I'm just wondering. Wha:~ ••• we're saying in the 
Staff reOOlilllendation is that we would anrii#~, prezone as part of 
the annexation. That will be processed riEi;l, rot the Tentative Map 
on this particular subdivision awlicati' will be withdrawn or 
withheld until the General Plan revision .. the area was 
oanpleted so we could decide, not if the ~ivision will exist, 
but its configuration as it firedly forms;;9tit will comply. 
Rhetorical or otherwise, \>lhat happens if .'iI.e do the annexatioo, the 
prezoning and complete that and we now haV¢ a stub of R-l zoned 
land out there but, either the General Pr~h anendment study or tl".e 
awliCc:1l1t decides to do nothing. Seems ..... me we've annexed 
property for this specific purPlBe of 9 with this sp:cific 
subdivision and it could very well end .. ithout ending there but 
with some R-l land. JIm I reading sanethifu;! that's not there? 

Planner Steinbeck: lU¥thing's r;ossible. 

elm. McTaggart: Allor a canbinatioo. 

Mayor Riboni: Yes, Mr. Arner. 

City Mgr. Arnsr: The Council recalls for,~¢onsideration the growth 
management plan limiting residential growt'h within the ccmnunity 
to 100 planning units per year? We also t with the problem of 
"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 frienc1s and ;tQ those p:!ople we don't 
!mem." In that regard, in Walt Srnith's~rt, we talked about 
annexing' propertieS directly adjacent to '~pe CioJ. The City 
Council has a ];Xllicy that says properti ... ee annexable if public 
services can be provided and if they b . 00 City limits. In 
that regard, if Mr. Dowd did not move fot!J1~rd with the actual 
construction proposal, the City Council w@d not err. In 
essence, you've provided additional land $9r residential growth 
for a future date. Your planning po1ici~ have not been set 
~~. ~ 

l4ayor Riboni: Ore question I have is r¥fding this Tentative 
Map. Mr. Steinbeck, if I could. Exanple~;; if we proceeded with 
the adoption of these particular resoluti~ and doing what was 
just mentioned, annexing this land into ~ City into an R-l 
designation, why is it necessary that thi,iffwould have to go into a 
cnnplete General Plan study, or revision, ••• :o.r .;;mendnent in that 
entire quadrant prior to the time that va~ing typ:!s of Tentative 
Maps with different configurations - "T's.l<or ilL's" OJ: "Cul-de­
Sac's" or whatever could not be presented 'pack within another 
reasonable amount of time prior to this ~ed 9 months to a 
year? 

Planner Steinbeck: Well, the c1rculation.".£.l6.rt of what would be 
planned in ~ east side of temn would bEL.bllEi of the things that 
would fallout of the rest of the study ,~r • Mayor. You would 
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have to first deal with the issue of how far do we want growth in 
the area, what eff~ will that growth have and if we are going to 
have growth in the area, what kind 9f street p:!ttern would we 
recanmend. . 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)? 

FWD Rowland: I think you've got to determine whether you're going 
to have additional roads before you Can detemline where you want 
the streets to stub out in this particular subdivision. 

Planner steinbeck: Again, in our recomnendabions, as far as the 
Staff Report, we're saying straight out-: "Canmit to a development 
on the property,." We're just not sure of the exact street 
configuration of that p:!rticular develqpment. 

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 Nap:! street before we could 
determine Whether we want to accept a "Til or an "L"? l: think I 
could look at a nap 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 roo a street north or south from this p:!rticular developrnent 
now. It's not a physical impossibility. We have become aware 
that Mr. Chiotti has an easement that's coming southerly from his 
property on Nap:! Street as p:!rt of the Em process and his letter 
was included aspait. of the FEIR. '"That 50' roaGiiay easement is 
called by the County at the time of his minor subdivision Sixth 
Street East, is only one property away from Dowd's, only a few 
hundred feet. The extension to the south could go along the 
Becker/Del Sacco 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 beccmes 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 tan lvIarkson: Mr. Steinbeck, as a point of information 
for IT!Yself, Avenue del Oro at this present time does end in a stub 
street? 

Planner Steinbeck: That's correct. 

Mayor pro tan Markson: It didn't deter the people fran buying the 
property because the stub street was there. It could go without 
saying that if there were stub steets on Laurel Wood Fanus 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 
be. 

Mayor pro tan 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 stuqy 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 
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that would pretty much indicate that no fjJ);ther street circulation 
through Avenue del Oro would ever happen.;,lt just couldn I t be 
provided for through individual private 19;ts. It also may be a 
wGrj of saying: "No other growth on the ~~ side is appropriate. 
Welre not going to provide for a proper c1~cu1ation pattern in the 
area." Arrl that's what lId be looking at~; 

Clm. Ruggles: Why would you say that? 
\ 

Planner Steinbeck: Well, there would be U9 locping of Avenue del 
Oro, either in the water systen or in oth!¥t utilities or for 
future bleeding off of some of thetraffii;'i;if you went to the cul­
de-sac street. So what 11m saying is if Y9U go for the cUI-oe-sac 
which is an option before you as presenteqhn the Staff Report, 
then that would, it would not provide for<j;he actual extension of 
streets as the liT" intersection would. .• 

Mayor Riboni: Mr. McTaggart? 

Clm. McTaggart: After due reflection amlboors and years of 
study, in the nane of the defendant, the pJiaintiff and various 
other things not SfOken or not adnitted ~pe, it seems to me that 
the problem is that as much as I would liii~ to go along with the 
Staff recommendation for all good reasonsiihthe applicant will not 
be benefitted by his application because !;be Staff is saying: "Do 
the annexation. Do the prezoning but do !igt give the man his 
right to develop until we have a General ~$an revision. M It seems 
to me preeminently rational to say that w~jshould do nothing until 
we have the General Plan revision anendmeliii; because Dr. Ilowd isn't 
going anywhere in a hurry without that. ~ther than sit here and 
squeeze the toothpaste tube until it I S dry;[il)1d then decide we reed 
more toothpaste, what I'm going to suggestLis that we deny the 
Tentative Map application, the annexation,{'ithe prezoning, all the 
stuff without prejudice in so far as Dr. ~ has sfent and 
opponents have spent a great deal of time ipn this, to decline the 
Tentative l>1ap to coincide with the Genera an revision. I don't 
see what wei re doing for the applicant or people who live over 
there. This is really not favoring eithe ... ide, to throw Dr. DaNd 
a bone, and make sane cannitment and thenjihile we're studying, 
deciding what the heck the General Plan says, where, in fact we 
follow Staff's recarmendation saying Dr. ~, you withdraw or 
we'll deny it anyway and you ccme back w~ the General Plan 
revision has been done. lIlthough we're sa,'Yiing only the 
configuration of streets, it strikes me aE(~f;Jeing as effective as 
aqy other reason we're saying it for. not stop burning our 
bric%Jes and bring it back. To add to w say, if we're not 
going to do a General Plan CllJend!lent then •.... 11 not go for the 
subdivision. The reasons being there are:Z~ conditions that will 
be appended to the Tentative Map. One of~se Conditions has 10 
sub-conaitions, all of which add up to meetjing all of the 
problems, which actually would irnprOlTe drC\iiage, improve sewage in 
the area and not be a blight in the neigllb01:hood that the 
antagonists say this plan would be. HOW~~, therels the problem 
of the General Plan amendnent. If we're going to do a General 
Plan amenanent, it seans to me if we do a~uc~b do it for 
everybody. Logically, I jus!: can not go 1;f,)1J{ other way because Dr. 
Dowd is not going to go anywhere until we ifb that General Plan 
study and other subdivisions until we know;;.what the country is out 
there. So, Dr. Dowd is not going by statf·lieccmnendation or by IT¥ 
aH?roach. . 

Mayor Riboni: ArrI further comments. l~r. llUggles? 

Clm. Ruggles: It's time to give IT¥ sr:eech.\Jow. I've gone up and 
down that street a I1llllber of times and Ilv.eassurned that anyboqy who 
would buy a heme there, see the end of thl§street, could assume 
that sometime in the future that something'ciitlse was going to 
happen at the end of the street. I favore{:Fa cul-de-sac 
originally. I wasn't involved in the suitcj;)ecause I did vote 
against that plan for various reasons. T~te was two of us who 
did for different reasons. Not that I was!~gainst the developnent 
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for that particular piece of land. It seans to me for the 
happiness of the neighborhood that a'cul-de-sac is the answer, 
nyself. Alternative "Art or sanething like that, depending on the 
economics of the thing. It seans to me, then, everybody that 
lives on Avenue del Oro for the for seeable 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 
elanent to do what we're talking about tonight. Seems Dr. Dowd 
will be in for another 2 ]/2 years, whatever, and the neighbors 
will be in turmoil for 2 ]/2 years before anything happ:ns. This 
Nathanson Creek thing would !lake it possible to have a bicycle 
path, that sort of thing, hiking trail, that <:;ould cormect up with 
other parts of town, and so the neighborhood 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·'·tsee 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 developed in 
some kind of same- fashion without hurting Dr. Dowd, without 
hurting the neighborhood. I don't know how many lots Dr. Dowel 
would have to have to make it economically feasible ~use one plan 
here shows 12 lots from the consultant. I'm very uneasy about 
dealing with everybody for 2 ]/2 years and I don't know,· I can't 
think of a soul who 'll be hapw. As you say, who got the fees for 
doing all the work? 

Mayor Riboni: I'll just make Il\Y comments so it's generally 
understood where I feel. I would be in favor of the General Plan 
amendnent 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 11 but I would like to look 
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. OIlerall, 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 cane out or whether we should cul-de-sac it, wby that can't be 
decided within the next month or two at the very most. OIlerall, I 
am in fjlor of the General Plan amendnent 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 Il\Y 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 is 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 you. 
We're all in this plarming, 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. ~~ggart, 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 amendnent in that area to R-l, agree to the 
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prezoning which is R-l and the annexation and then the Tentative 
t-lap, 1'm sure we can get sane agreanentGgn and discussion further. 
But up:>n your direction we can take aC\f;J:on on Items 2, 3 and 4 
and get down to Tentative Map discussioiiwhen that's an 
appropriate time. . ... 

f.fayor Riboni: That's up to the pleasure/of the Council. What 
action do they wish to take tonight? . 

Mayor pro tan l>larkson: I think the ple~ure of the Council is 
that we deal with what I s at hand and w,,\,i~al with planning for the 
future and I cannot believe that 4.1 acr.:es is going to make a 
dramatic imIact in planning for the futtt'Ce. So, therefore, I 
being the ooa that wasn't here 2 1/2 yeats ago to say why donI t Wi! 

study the General Plan, I will be the o~ that will say, that will 
make a motion, to adopt Resolution :J6-Biti approving a General Plan 
amenClment on the westerly portion of ti~tDowd property for Laurel 
Wood Farms. .. 

Clm. Tuller: I would like to second th~t., Mr. Mayor. 

liJayor Riboni: Motion is nade to adopt~solutioo :116-84 approving 
the General Plan amencment. lIrrj discw:i~ion on the question? 
Madam Clerk, the roll call on the Resolj~ion. 

City Clerk: Clm. f.lcTaggart: No. 
elm. Ruggles: Prie. 
Clm. Tuller: Aye. 
f.Iayor pro tan Markson: Aye ... 
Mayor Ribonh Fije. . 

Clm. Tuller: Mr. l>1ayor, if it's in or~t, I'd like to move for 
the adoption of Resolution *7-84 for ptezoning the westerly 
p:>rtion of the Dowd property consisting/pf approxiffi'itely 4.1 acres 
to R-I, Single-Fanily Residential. ., 

Mayor Riboni: It has been moved. Is i:@re a second? 

Mayor pro tern Markson: Illl second it •. 

Ma~or Riboni: And a secoOO. Arri furth~i' discussi~n on the 
que):im? May we have the roll call on •. ~ Reaolubcn? 

City Clerk: Clm. l02cTaggart: No. 
Clm. Ruggles: Aye. 
elm. Tuller: Ayes. 
Mayor pro tan Markson: Ay~'o 
Mayor Riboni: !we. 

Clm. Tuller: Mr. Mayor, I believe we al150 need the anooxation and 
then we can get down to the Tentative M#P diSCUSSion. I'd like to 
move for the adoption of Resolution i8..;~ ordering the 
reorganization of territory designated;~ Avenue del Oro 
Reorganization No. 1 involving annexatiqp to the City of Soo.cma 
and Sonoma Valley County Sanitation Disf7'ict and detachment fran 
Schell-Vista Fire Protection District. .. 

Malcolm Stone: Arrj discussion on alii o~; these itans? 

Hayor Riboni: Just a memento There'si;imotion. Is there a 
second? 

Mayor pro tan Markson: I second it. 

Mr. Stone: I just see it here in the mip,utes (agenda) that's all I 
see it. .. 

Mayor Riboni: Is there a second? 

Mayor pro tan Markson: Yes. 

Mayor Riboni: On the question we have .i;i! question from the 

I 

I 

I 



City Council: regular meeting: January ?3, 1984 Page 21 

audience and and not fran the Council. Mr. Stone? 

Mr. Stone: My question was and I'm read~ from the minutes 
{agenda) here, it says'~lic hearing on prezoning, public hearing 

________ on the annexation. 

I 

I 

I 

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 
canment on these items? 

_ Mayor Riboni: You can aSK questions. : .But once the Public Hearrng 
is closed, andtliat's whY rhestitatedand asked if there were arw 
further .comments on these particular itans. Anything further on 
the questicn? May we have the roll call on the Resolution on the 
reorganization.? 

City Clerk; Clm. McTaggart: No. 
Clm. Ruggles: Aye. 
elm. Tuller: Aye. 
Mayor pro ten 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 
Council Chambers.) 

Mayor pro ten Markson: Now we have the Tentative Map? 

Clm. Tuller: Mr. Mayor, if it's in order I would like to have 1<lr. 
Steinbeck give us a review of the possibilities before us here on 
this Tentative Map. 

Planner Steinbeck: ~xcuse me, Mr. Tuller, I didn't hear you. 

Clm. Tuller; What I'd like is a Sl.lllm1ary on sane of the problems 
in the various configurations of thesubCiivision 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: I'd be haPPf to review then 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 liT" 
intersection providing for possible future street extensions both 
for the north and to the south. That is one alternative. We 
discussed 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 becanes more of a policy question 
for the Council than a feasibility question. A second alternative 
would be a loop street, kind of an nL" street, with a stub street 
only to the south or only to the north, either Wcrj. 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 city cul-de-sac bulb. other fOssibilities on any of 
these would be a canpranise in density as shown as one of the 
alternatives, not really suggested or reconurended. As was 
indicated by Mr. Ruggles, the DEIRshows the cul-de-sac street 
with 12 lots. You can kind of pick the number, whatever seaned to 
be appropriate at that time. That's the alternatives that I see 
before you, Mr. Tuller. Is that what you wanted? 

Clm. Tuller: Yes, fine. 

Mayor Riboni: Mr. Tuller, if I can suggest, I know we do have the 
site develOf:lJlent plan which was . tentatively presented by the 
applicant. At this time, as I stated earlier, I'm not in favor of 
a liT" street, but I feel that we should have that as part of our 
consideration and consider both the bulb and the HL" street. I 
would just wonder if it would be possible to have the applicant 
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and his representative or his engineering ~~presentative, sketch 
same various proposals for lot configuratiQijs showing the 
possibilities of varying lot sizes with th~;'cul de sac, the OIL" 
and the itT" street with sane varying lot sjji:es that would give lJZ 
varying mmber of lots, also, that would cQiiie within the zoning 
capacity of the area and have this present~ back to us within a 
reasonable anount of tilfe, I feel the next;;@uple of weeks or for 
your meeting sanetirne in the early part of Jrebruary. Would that 
be possible? Tbat's just a suggestion. Mr~£McTaggart? 

Clm. McTaggart: I have to explain il!'f priot:~; "00'" vote. The reason 
I voted "00" on the annexation, General Pl~ amenanent, etc. was 
that I didn't know what you were going to 9Q now. If I had known 
I might have voted differently. It just se~s to me to be totally 
illogical to say that 30 days is going to ~e a difference in 
looking at that. How are we going to divi~ the future of the 
north and the south frem this property in ~j;i days? We just got 
through saying we need a General Plan revi~~on study. I don't 
know what that's supposed to show, but it seans to me, it shows 
that it will aHCM developnent to the nor . south of this. If 
we have that information I can defend or defend an attack on 
the street configuration. The Mayor is say;r:ng he doesn I t want to 
see it go north because he's decided he ....... 't want to see 
development to the north. I was talking tim; to Ed this 
afternoon, and Ed (Steinbeck) said maybe i ght to go north 
because the guy above, ooe property away, f~s an easement in 
effect or on paper, the County, if I recaH;:~, required an 
easement of Mr. Chiotti. What lim saying ~j1 that Dr. ~ is 
entitled to fair play, but it also makes ~n sense to me to not 
make the sarne mistake we just made at the ........ end of Avenue del 
Oro. We're just going through one of the . .... ngs we created a 
while back and now we're faced with a snak$Swith no tail out 
there. Now we're trying to decide what ki~ of a rattle to put on 
it. I can think of an argument for 15 str ...... configurations 
there: a through street, a bulb street, a th/south street, a 
left hand "L", a right hand "L" and a "Tn. t I want to know is 
what are we going to do in 30 days that is tijoing to make us pick a 
better configuration than you can pick ton;t;@t? If saneone can 
anS'Iler that question for me I'll vote sOOle'i4\.Y but I don't knCM 
what that answer is. 

Planner steinbeck: Mr. Mayor, can I offer,~ suggestion? Dick 
(FWD Rowland) just passed on what I think :i.~ a good suggestion and 
that's maybe we should look at a IX>ssible J,r:~ign of the 
Tentative Map that would leave options operi6if street extensions 
should be decided upon as part of the G . Plan revision. You 
could leave those options open by designi those street 
extensions as either a street extension a lot. It could be 
a lot that could be reserved as a street ~}iension until the 
General Plan study would show 1t1hether or n4~ the street would be 
extended. If, in fact, that policy decisiOii said "00" it 
shouldn' t be a street, then the lot would'-l:\e built upon& The 
only question of design there is what do y~ do with a cul-ds-sac? 
You would also have to provide for the cul.i.!(fe-sac tum around as 
];art of that design. 

IWD RlYland: It's J;Xlssible that the stub ti;g the south could 
actually cane off the side and not lose ar¥11hing in the design. 

City ~lgr. Amer: Dick, can you say that a ':fitt1e louder, please. 

PWD Rowland: Yes. I was just saying that$t may be possible that 
a possible stub to the south could actual1it(.come off of the south 
side of a cul-de-sac bulb without arrj actu~;1i loss in the design. 
You've seen it before. It looks like a b nuclUe at the right 
angle turn. I'm not sure what will cane study but it may 
be worthwhile to have fllr. Bcnnoitt look at and see if sane of 
these options couldn't be built into the tive Map so that 
after that year or 18 months is over the ... ens wouldn't be 
closed but there may be a couple of lots t.t~re that they couldn't 
have built on in the meantime. In the meanMme, they would have 
the other 10 to 12 lots available to then. . .. 

I 

I 
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Mayor Riboni: It sounds very reasonable and very appropriate. 

Mayor pro tan Markson: It I S an excellent suggestion because it 
gives one the answer for now and also the anSwer for the future. 
Excellent! 

:EWD Rowland: If it works. The geanetry should be looked at. 

Mayor Riboni: Mr. Ruggles? 

ClIn. 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 ham'. If there's all these optiOns, then the neighbors or 
whoever's gOing to buy those houses is going to be uneasy. 

Mayor Riboni: Mr. McTaggart? 

elm. McTaggart: As I understand the suggestion that Dick Rowland 
has made it is that the cul-de-sac could be designed with a north 
and south stub at the extrane 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. 

:EWD 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, but the same principle applies. 

Mayor Riboni: I'd like to ask Mr. Bonnoitt, as you sean to be 
probably the individual that would be doing some of these, do you 
feel that a one month's time or say until thel3th of February, 
which would be 3 weeks from now, would be sufficient to sketch out 
sane ideas that the Council could consider? 

Mr. Bonnoitt: Yes, I do, Mr. Mayor. That's no inconvenience to 
nv client, either, and we'd be glad to. do that. 

Mayor Riboni: All right. 

ClIn. Tuller: Mr. Mayor, I just want to p:>int 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 p:>ssibly could be. 

Mayor Riboni: Then weill 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 
OITerall time limit problan that we dealt with at the Planning 
Canmission. The operative date on that is March 2nd, I believe. 
We have to make a decision on the Tentative Map either for or 
against I:¥ that time. 

ClIn. McTaggart: I can support that. I can't understand the logic 
of delay for revision and tying it up. Weill have a full Council 
on the ,27th. We can see what kind of street configurations we 
might have presented. 

ClIn. 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 WiJ¥ it is. 1111 be out of 
town on the 13th. I've known it for several months and I've even 
told the City ~~ger 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 tbne and if the applicant feels that 
the 27th of February would not cause any inconvenience and also 
we I 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 
tlJ"t:. we should have a full Council, tolr. Tuller, and I don't really 
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feel we should go ahead without5aving the full 5 members. 

Mr. Bonnoitt: 11r. Mayor, that wUI be perfectly fine, the 27th of 
February. 

Mayor Riboni: That's fine. ~ you, Mr. BOi1noitt. Therefore, 
this is not an action by motion;~t it could be an action by 
consensus that the action on th~'Tentative Map will be continued 
and agendized specifically for tlje meeting of the 27th of I 
February. Does that meet with ~ consensus of the Council? . 

All the merbers of the Council cQncurred with this date. 

Mayor Riboni: All right. By co~nsus, then, that is covered. 
Unless Staff has aqything furtheti).on that subject and nothing 
further from the applicant on th~~ .subject we will take a five 
minute recess. 

~ayor Riboni declared a recess fi(~ 9:20 p.m. to 9:28 p.m. 

3. REPORl'S 

a) ·SI'l\FF 

1) General Municip:l1 Election City Manager Arner 
informed the 
Council that the 

County Clerk is anticipating l80~parate ballots for the Primary 
Election. In addition, each IJem<i!:ftatic voter will be given 
additional ballots due to the DemQGratic Party's request that 
delegates be voted for separately~ Given the vollm!e of work to be 
done and the City'S experience indEB2 with the late election 
returns, Staff would strongly r~nd to the Council that the 
rnunicip:ll election date be moved #b Novanber and have it in .1 
conjunction with the General Eleci;J.;on of 1984. The benefits to the 
ccmnunity are decreased costs, in¢~sed voter turnout over the 
primary election, and quicker ret of the election results. In 
addition, due to the number of de. candidates and ballot 
prol.Xlsitions, there will be greatCi¥ focus on municip:l1 elections 
and candidates participating in ~se elections. 

It was moved by Mayor pro tan Mark~, seconded l:¥ ClIn. Tuller, to 
introduce Ordinance #84-1 entitledi" 1M ORDINlINCE OF 'IHE CITY OF 
s::tolA REPEALIN3 ORDINANCES iBI-13iiAND #82-1 AND FIXm; WE OOTE 
OF THE GmER.Il.L l>iJNICIPAL ELECrICN\lt) COINCIDE WITH 'IDE Sl'ATE-WmE 
GENERAL ELECTION IN EVEN OOKlEmD ~. " 
OOLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) elm. Mc~gart, Ruggles, Tuller, 

Mayor prQ; tan Markson, 
Mayor Ri~ni 

Noes: (0) None .... 
Absent: (0) None 

2) Award of Mausoleum Bid FWD R~land 
reported 4 bids 

. .. were received on 
January 18, 1984 for construction of Mausoleum '17 in the Mountain 
Cemetery as follows: ... 

Bidder 

North Bay Monument 
212 Davis Street 
Santa Rosa, CA 

T. Daly and Soos, Inc. 
P.O. Box 366 
Cotati, CA 94928 

P and F Coostruction, Inc. 
3737 Broo&ay 
Oakland, CI\ 94611 

~t 

$32;JI65.00 

$39)'950.00 

$49f$OO.OO 

I 
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CALL TO ORDER 

CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFORNIA 
CITY COUNC IL .. 

REGULAR MEETING: DECEMBE~ 12, 1983 

7:30 p.m. - Municipal Court/ 
Council Chambers, 177 first 
Street West - Mayor Riboni 
presiding 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE Mayor Riboni 

ROLL CALL: Present: Clm. McTaggart, Ruggles, Tltller. Mayor pro tern Markson, 
Mayor Riboni 

Absent: None 
Also Present: City Clerk Berta, City Mgr. 'Arner, Planner Steinbeck, 

City Atty. Klein, Fire Chief Mazza 

1. CONSENT CALENDAR: 
a) Council minutes of 11/28/83 - approve. (corrected under Mayor 

and Co~ncil item) 
b) Ordinance Rezoning Annex~{l properties, amending the Zoning 

District Map adopted byS:~ction 19.06.030 of the Sonoma Municipal 
Code. Introduced Novemhgr 28, 1983 - adopt Ordinance #83-'15. 

c) Disclosure Statement from Warren 1. Jaycox - accept. 
d) Accepting Public Improvem~nts in Coronado Manor Subdivision 

subject to completion of punch list items and payment of 
$10.580 in lieu of street'work on Fifth Street West - Adopt 
Resolution #85-83. . 

e) Payroll Regi ster 12/1 /83; ~Jarrant Regi ster 12/12/83 - approve. 
It was moved by Clm. Tuller. seconded by Clm. McTaggart, to 
adopt the Consent Calendar as presented. 

I 

ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) elm. McTaggart, Ruggles, Tuller, /,1ayor 
pt~ tern Markson, Mayor Riboni 

Noes: (OJ None I 
Absent: (0) None 

2. PUBLIC HEARING 
a) Draft Environmental Impact Given to the Council in the 

Report for Laurel Wood farms Agenda Packet were the follol'ljnq: 
1) Pl anni ng Corumi ssion mi nutes of 10/6/83 and 11/3/83 meetings. 
2) Letter dated 12/7/83 frO~ John O. F1itner, attorney representing 

the Concerned Citizens at Sonoma, listing 24 questions they have 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

3) Planner Steinbeck's MEMO<;dated 12/8/83 regarding City Council 
consideration of the DEBt 

Planner Steinbeck informed the Council that the Planning Commission 
held hearings on the DEIR affd other recolOOJendations as required, 
The Pub 1 i c Head og before tfl€ Ci ty Counci 1 thi seven; ng will be 
on the DEIR for Laurel Wood/farms only. The comments and responses 
will then be compiled into :~ Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR) addendum that, wheneombined with the oriqinal DEIR, becomes 
the fi na 1 Envi ronmenta 1 doc~lnent for the project'. 
Planner Steinbeck introduce4 Brenda Gillarde, representative from 
the WPM Planning Team whic~prepared the DEIR. Ms. Gillarde 
stated that the DEIR focuse;~ on land use, traffic, sewage and 
drainaqe. She then qave a 'l;i;rief summary of these four points I 
and the recolOOJended mitiqat'fng measures. 
Planner Steinbeck interject£iid at this point and said that a number 
of the mi ti qati ng measuresl1ave been and wi 11 be recommended as 
Conditions of Approval before the applicant will be given final 
map approval. 
At 7:52 p.m. Mayor Riboni op.sned the Public Hearing on the DEIR 
and asked for comments fromcthe audience. 

Ron Cuda, 20 Quedo Court, Gfjmplimented Ms. Gillarde on a good DEIR 
but felt it was not comp 1 et.g. He said there I'lere some components 
that needed to be added to/tihe EIR. He questioned that no inde­
pendent studies ~vere done OR sewer or water runoff. Mr. Cuda 
pointed out that the P1anni\"9 COlllT1ission 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 Eiqhth 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. Mr. 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 
full· and complete EIR should be done. In his opinion, this 
has not been done. 

Gary Maddox said there are questions that have not be addressed. 
He questioned that no soils test has been done. He asked that 
t1s. 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. Do 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 thou~ht 
the purpose of meeti ng \'Ii th the consultant was to answer thei r 
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 Planninq Commis­
sion discussion. A majority of his neighbors also have questions 
they would like answered. Homes on Cordilleras 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 0.1 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 like to have these 
figures. He would also like to have the traffic survey recently 
done by the Police Department on East MacArthur Street. The 
Planning Commission, 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 
~Iooster, State Department of Fish and Game, addressing their 
concerns on the bi.ological report that Ms. Gillarde 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 drivel"lays 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 nei~hbors. 
Janice Smith, 21500 Broadway, said she is a county resident. 
In the DETR, you mention water runoff to the south of this 
town. L'lhat will that do to the flooding in the County. Also, 
.the sewer YOll are doing to in.crease. 'Are you going to increase 
the line all the way to the plant? 
Jeff Anderson, 19651 Seventh Street East, said he has lived 
in the area for'27 years. There i.s a water problem and he 
spoke on his family's recent experience in building a new 
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 I>le11s in the area. The water sits 
there until May. When Mr. Naz.\<Iorthy first started to develop 
the Monte Vista Subdivision, the water was 7" deep. The 
water backs up to the large eucalyptus trees. Before the 
homes are built, a I'later study done by an independent hydrologist 
should be done now. 
Ricciotti Maffioli,. 507 A.venue 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 Madei"a Drive, read a letter from Kay Seeger, 
Bacteriologist, 564 Este t·1adi;lra Drive, regarding the pumping system 
for sewer located in Este t,jiltlera that is inoperative during power 
outages; untreated raw sewag? leaking into the street at 560, 562 
and 564 Este Madera; additional building creatinq more problems in 
Este Madera; sewer drains alff,! insufficient; asking about what 
happened to the 100 new dweTJings 1imits; and stating that the 
sewage treatment plant is already taxed to the limits. 
Mayor Riboni replied that t~~ sewer is under a County's agency, 
The Sanitation District spent 12 Million Dollars to upgrade the 
sewer plant. The plant is sDffi ci ent to handl e sewaqe for the next 
10 to 20 years. Some of th~~sewer lines are taxed to the limit I 
but not the selver plant. The other questions Ms. Seeger has 
shoul d be di rected to the County Publ i c \~orks Department, 
specifically to the SanitatHm District. Mayor Riboni said he 
takes exception to sOf!le of those comments in Ms. Seeger's letter. 

Lee Bell, 707 East MacArthur', said her property routinely floods. 
Nothing in the EIR quaranteBS a solution to this problem. She 
said her property did not e~perience any flooding until a drain 
was put in from Dr. OO~ld's groperty, through the Becker property 
onto McArthur Street, down M~cArthur Street and through her property. 
Nathanson Creek overflows now onto the Oowd property. \~hat wi 11 
happen to this water when th~ Dowd property is built on? Plans 
are to put this water in an Dnderground drain. No study has been 
done on the capacity of the 48" storm drain. These are her major 
concerns of the EIR study. 

Debbi e Cuda, 20 Quedo Court.: presented 69 1 etters contai ni ng 115 
signatures (47 letters frorn'iesidents in the surrounding area and 
22 letters from residents frpm outside the area) stating opposition 
to Laurel Woods Farms as it -is now proposed and asking that the FEIR 
not be done until the Genercd Plan study and rezoning is done. 
Mrs. Cuda asked that the letters be made a part of the EIR. 

r~alcolm Stone asked if the n@aring on the FEIR may be postponed from I 
1/9/84 to 1/23/84 to allO\~ JljQre time for review by the public. 
Mr. Stone also asked if it is correct that the Council, by law, 
wi 11 not consi der the Laurel; I~oods Farms project until the FEIR 
is certified. 
Mayor Riboni and Planner Ste~l1beck replied that if the Council 
determines the FEIR is adequate then the public hearing on the 
annexation, General Plan revtsion, prezoning and subdivision 
requests woul d be conducted .]'011 ow; ng the certi fi cat; on of the 
FEIR. If the FEIR is not certified, then the Public Hearing on 
the other reques ts will not t)e held. 
Planner Steinbeck remarked that the Public Hearing scheduled for 
1/9/84 has been pub 1 i shed, tt~e property owners noti fi ed and the 
notices posted. A postponefl')~nt to 1/23/84 would require renoticing 
but it would also allol'l adeqpate time to review and respond to the 
FEIR. The OEIR has been available to the public since August 1983. 

By consensus the Council cOO:;9urred that wri tten questi ons on the 
DEIR can be SUbmitted until <5 p.m. on Thursday, December 15, 1983. 
After that, any questions not addressed in the FEIR can be heard 
at the January 23, 1984 meeting. 
Planner Steinbeck remarked tfiat if a separate consultant is to be 
hired to do a drainage study/there \10uld be an additional cost 
to the applicant and the City. This may push the completion date 
beyond 3/1/84 on Dr. Dowd'sappl;cation. A decision needs to be 
made this evening if the extra study is needed. 
Mayor Riboni replied that aniadditional study regarding sanitation 
is inappropriate. Either the drain pipe is sufficient or it isn't. 
The question presented has;~een technicallY answered in the DEIR. 
The letter dated 9/29/83 from the Sonoma County Water Agency has 
found the information adequgi:te. The questions raised this evening 
have been technically answeped. The other members of the Council 
concurred \'1ith this statement. 
Council and Staff held a briM discussion on the question raised 
earl i er thi s eveni ng i f JudfJ~ Eymann actually ordered an independent 
sewer study. City Atty. Kli¥in replied that the Judge ruled that an 
EIR be prepared on the proj~i:t under CEQA guidelines. It is not 
unusual to hire a specialist in a particular 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 ErR 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. 12/15/83 for submitting questions on the 
DEIR. 
At this point Mr. Cuda again asked if the ErR asked for an 
independent study on ,the sewer and drainage. Mayor Riboni 
replied that it did not. 
Mr. Cuda asked if the ErR 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. 
Malcolm Stone said that his group mistrusts the figures done 
by the developer's engi neer on the san·i tati on questi on. 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 adequate and the 
same applies to the sanitation question. If the County engineer 
found the figures submitted by the developer'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. 

ell La,"fl(' i; (egJ ldGl%f:f.I1.qT.~igg<t'6t %j\;,it:~eq ~~hEj %~wer system 'tQ,~l.,y!1fes was prepared 
in 1982 and is a timely document. A regiStered civil engineer 
'itgQ,~~otf6e tl?llan~qJddi~yi 'b trEl;~p.p~.~i-.~tEj tt'A tt~~ ;P4~ 1 i q,. I1Ll~t lIi!'~a'JPJ'd ' 
a fa1r statement tnat the f1gures are doctored. I . 

trlll'rep,ly d~Q1da qMsliMn (.frqm tM8y6YlUp"~0 S1lertl Ma'r~~CjJn IVJ()1 ty Mgr~vr.€!, 
{'i;-rt/M efpll@i:n'ed nfhci,tLWR'en"ari- lie env1f.tenmentcIll<'C0nst/'Jota:nt"i SO,), e 
?~b:gerrfet'ne Oeon§ln.>t~rl~ }S1a0~~~~dlfj.r ~1-cl,~i;}Y:-~lTe.,Cif-f' c.)~h'e 1 I ,.~ 
de'v@Tloper dd&4!'s riot 'p-atrttti(!e 'lI'1'Tlilftilg.dseie@i:lon'l'm any wa~N, "Fhe 
dt!~€ll!6pel'(jp"Paces cmS'nej oi\!lclEfpOSlf.tCWi;Vtl !ilhej~0"j..tijl to (CEN'eththe 
i9..~S'uFt'arlt!lis scoS't chicl1tK&·lscepe ~o~ffitfie iSl'Qudy.':j;S. ,d.i1r.ected ilby 
e-i,ty staff. 
P( tIP:, ~llJrtli f (:Ide ,lQd111 d"kpg it the t:l~< ~ eC! r"'Q'l 
GJm~I;1\.\IIIW[. t;em%yk~~ tni1;~ :;~~~'roH~g n9~ d\'6S~ 11 a, ~H!~ ~~~~Il: 

, ee'CqlJ~9U~,i1t1 gure% ,Wemhg1 ven 'CO l:ne Counell by t!H1S. eng1 neer. 
Th1S englneer has demonstrated over and over that hlS work 
!(is d61i€',in',iHi dm~artl'i'a1-;way~'ula be '.!~l·t {ip;j 'iii rJJJI 'j 

uen,"",·,, P <1" ' .. ,dy, ever, Ii to(:·EIR ',dl" ,'(It;' f,;r ..... ' ... \, ",I' 
~~~.C,O 11]1(:'.~ton!¥tco'!)lll.' \im~(i;lA:J.b~tpl Ef\~as I,~ghl.~n ~c~y~~11Rn gf;i ~r8 
f},gl,lr~?f;s~~Wl . te~1 P¥' tp.~! t'19 !§nfl~.~§Y~s tileI~"W?~. [Jud~ei;~~ann 
~ho "s,e i 9cttJI'lcfi g4D~sl \1~r,~ j ~\l~ ~~EZ8HaMe~ df wS§ t!J;lE~!.~, concern 
l,f . the fi gures were verif1 ed by anoin~r engi nee!" •. Mr. Stone 
~hehaquest<i'tH1eddtrtel eJ(tefjsioftr(jfPt'i:li1etg~\fel'l to~Dr l ::JDowd. dene 

e~ t~'1~~tt;~kJei ~~I~P~G~t~~('~b~fdt3~(!~~E~h~~9b': ot :i:iW~:~~~v~~~ to 
Qn~oPS~PdW@§ notiAQ f~~,EIR out on the approval :of h1S ~roJect. 
Th1S extension' was by mutual agreement between the appllcant 
~!WJthg 1 tn'fiY., Pi}ati~eruStMnDedkc ~'l!at.edetbat('Gove~Dli1e!'lt(i Lh,~ 
CattEl' Si:!clW:ll.ll:65957ba11tl\ilsdaFlee§<lflensiofl l1dflltrfrne for~ a,;per;ioG\ 
h5:e tEl(.El5tc~ee ~01.daS'sdbyemut/jaqcla~re'eiliEditl}9 to Illr dC~af'd":Y 
01 tne f 19l1r~ • t4ayor R!Odnl Sjld ne t41<'es 'I'e'i ,,1":1; 'n r,'1dt 
tttYi\~ ~tgf;l~ ~i1Jd '~R(!1eaPf i h(1~2H~9~'dlr.~re~PA,wt,~,~x, ,JiaYlTrlar.llgt 

9tillg~§~t1 OQ§ a~~tp.~hg9~~Ua ~dj uflo~\1~ftatvl~.ydcad· ~ @.~ M~P!t211' nl"/lU; llH'f 
\'I,l)i\itan9iW T~gt i!§ WuMrn~t!t.a8 b~rth&,uugv~~vr"" Up, ;u811Wkf, i .• ~ne 
!yQr~tljJf OI1t:t , wulil cj(l' t p'it it:; appruvd I 01 LIl, ii 9,-r(,'s p. 

w'ltinCi 
Mayo~ Riboni closed the Public Hearing at 9 p.m. . 
I.I[j ,iIl\Jr .A·'o,. tcll!dlkrd.dlrd. I,~i") d tfr"f!J\f Ln'I.;:..rt;j·;';O. 
Iv!'!;, CpuP€f1J" dJ sC\:lfi?ep\ br.~ ~fli)I":. i"rlilrhAateJfdtnd Ms. "'111 arde 
questions it had on TIRE, trafflC level and the Nathanson 

I' ;,'; ." 'l!,,~, I "G:reekN,~ypa'ss.'", 'd.t:!;,t'tf A~r)'" ');";:::~I'" soy:, CCil! on.d.ly:'!:' ':". ;" r~.J"'. S'U 
111 :98.:: dno I tl rliff'!y (i"'lJj~("nt A 1~:g'or0'<'r! :"'~ f'(:'lf'lh. 

~~l\1;"p}1cT~ggart q.~ke,qeM?k l,li1, ,al'lt;!Yb ~p, ~op.eillg rj.t)h the' FOR otl.,:: ( 
th~,~ ~PIlil\i~~t~ilmapetR.Yr'Mr)~(: ~~; J; tffg.~r~lrJa,- p8i1(_,iler' property ,~s', 
affected oy the runoff of wa er. 
:I'·i,e/hy:b!·>d \)e~'~FI'l:l'f''''~'I,'I~a:yon~)tu't!t!IH i'l;.,>,;(s, ,\ 'I,i':) 1'1g­
Jv·lrrt:!tl' -l.I~,t;rtJ'}·-f.r Ilen.illw'FI:~.D·,·.t:_~;{1~~~(.~6IfAntrll:·(!'1 ~JTj.;~t 'It. 
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By consensus, the Council ordered the consultant to proceed 
with the preparation of the:;final EIR; concurred that \'iritten 
comments on the DEIR would !;Iile received until 5 p.m., Thursday, 
December 15, '983; stated tHe FUR would be available to the 
public on January '3, 1984;:}stated the City Council will consider 
the certification of the FEJ1R on 1/23/84 and, if certified, a 
public hearing win be helctthereafter on the annexation, 
General Plan revision, preZqning and subdivision requests for the 
Dr. Dm1d proj ect; di rected%ta ff to repub 1 ish the 1 ega 1 not i ce , 
renotify the surrounding pr.qperty O\~ners and repost the notices 
for the subject hearing. The Council further stated that if the 
FEIR is not certified there.·.; .•.•. Wil1 be!!£ hearing on the other requests I 
t1ayor Riboni declared a rec~ss from 9:12 p.m. to 9:29 p.m. 

2. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

b) Continuation of Revised Creek­
wood P.U.D., Phases 2, 3 & 4 
(Public Hearing closed) 

Gi ven to the City Council 
-in the Agenda Packet were 
the following: 

1) Memo dated 12/7/83 fr .... Ci ty Manager Arner recommending tha..t 
tennis court develo be reviewed as part of the 
1984-85 budget delibe ions and approve the redesign of 
Creekwood Phases 2, 3~nd 4 as presented. 

2) Letter dated 12/8/83 f~Om City Atty. Klein stat-jng that 'in 
his legal research ther~ is no legal authority on the part 
of the City to mandate~a homeowners association to operate 
a pub 1i c tenni s court ~{ 

3) Letter dated 12/9/83 fj:f(jm Henry F. 14ayo. Sonoma Creek Partners, 
that in his negotiatiaf\S with three different tennis club 
operators, 'each hav$1\reluctantly come to the same conclUsion I 
that it is just not eC4flomical1y feasible at this time. 

- 4) Letter dated 11/1/83 ..•.. Domenic J. Paino. General Manager. 
Houston Indoor Tennis ub, Houston, Texas. stating that tne 
proposed racquet/spar facility for the Creekwood development 
from the tennis stand ....•• nt is not economically justifiable. 

5) Letter dated 12/5/83 ntom Paul T. Rivard, Tennis Professional. 
Olynpi: Valley, Cal ifol'"rila, stati ng that it woul d l)ot be 
financially practical to put a Tennis Club in the Creekside 
project.· 

Planner Steinbeck reportew that City Mgr, Amer, in his MEf40 gated 
12/7/83, stated that in Ht78 the City Council and Planning Commis­
sion approved a General Pj;);ln revision for the southwest area of 
town showing prec-ise strei£t alignments for Oregon Street, Stuqley 
Street, Sixth Street West{ilnd Seventh Street West. The purpose 
of this revision was to pr~plan the street pattern in this ar'?a 
as had previously been dori~ in the northwest area of town. A 
street connection betweeniXhe Studley. Street extension and West 
Napa Street \~as shown thrg~gh the Henris property. Phase I of 
CreehlOod began development in June of 1983. and it became evi.aent 
that increased traffi c a lQng Studl ey Street due to an eventual 
connection between Studle&0 and West Napa would be highly detY'l­
mental to the 160± units .:p;lanned for that area. Staff percEl.iv;~d 
that limiting through traif.:.f. ic on residential streets is more .1 
important than providing ~X "bypass" for Highway 12 through a 
residential area.; . 

Planner Steinbeck pointeddlUt that the current Creekwood sitep:lan 
indicates a pedestrian pa£h (which with ~/idening to 10' could 
also be a,bicycle path) . <lJ:9ng the -Former a-lignment of Studley 
Street WhlCh connects wlt!'F a proposed pathway along Sonoma CY'B.ek, 
This pathway, when connec$:l!!d to the north through the Henris 
property, could provide tti~ pedestrian and bicycle access to 
Napa Street as suggestedp'y Clm. Ruggles t 
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CALL TO ORDER 

CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFORNIA 
CITY COUNCIL 

111 

REGULAR t4EETING: AUGUST 23, 1982 

7:30 p.m. - Municipal Court/ 
Council Chambers, 177 Fi rst 
Street ~Iest - Mayor McTaggart 
presiding 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE Mayor McTaggart 

ROLL CALL: Present: Clm. Markson, Riboni, Ruggles, Tuller,_ .Mayor McTaggart 
Absent: None 

Also Present: City Clerk Berto, City Mgr. Arner, Fire Chief Mazza, 
Planner Steinbeck, City Atty. Klein, PWD Rowland 

CONSENT CALENDAR: 

PRESENTATION 

1. Council minutes 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 Senior Volunteer 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 Regi ster 8/12/82; \~arrant Regi ster 8/23/82 - approve. 
It was moved by Clm. tuller, seconded by Clm. Riboni, and unani­
mously adopted, to approve the Consent Calendar as presented. 

8. Certificate of Recognition 
to former Planninq Commis­
sioner John Glaese 

Mayor McTaggart awarded a 
Certificate of Appreciation 
to John Glaese for his two 
terms as a member of the 
Planning Commission. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
9. Proposed annexation of the 

Avenue del Oro Reorganiza­
tion #1 

Mayor McTaggart continued this 
item to a date unspecified at 
the request of the applicant, 

: Robert Dowd. 

10. Amendment to Zoning Ordinance Planner Steinbeck reported 
to delete "medical clinics" that the Planning Commission 
as conditionally permitted in its meeting of 8/5/82 
uses in R-l and R-2 zOnes recommended adoption of a 

zoning ordinance amendment 
deleting medical cli.nics as a conditionally permitted WE in the 
R-l and R-2 zoning districts. Reasons for this recomm~ndation 
include: 1) The P1anninq Commission wishes to discourage the 
conversion of rental housing into office space due to the limited 
availability of rental space within the city. 2) The Commission 
perceives potential land 'use conflicts between proposed medical 
office conversions and surrounding r~sidential uses especially 
in the area of the Sonoma Valley Hospital. 3) The Commission feels 
certain that there is sufficient land zoned-R-3 and R-4 which 
could provide for additional medical office uses. 
Mayor McTaqgart opened the Public Hearing at 7:47 p.m. and called 
for comments from the audience. No one spoke. Mayor McTaqgart 
clDsed the Public Hearing at 7:48 p.m., 
C1m. Markson and Ruggles commented against the proposed amendment 
Clm. Ruggles stated the area around the hospital wa~ a logical 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. elm. Markson said she had received many phone calls 
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CALL TO ORDER 

CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFORNIA 
CITY COUNCIL 

REGULAR MEETING: JULY 27, 1982 

103 

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: Clm. Ruggles, Tuller (both excused) 
Also Present: City Clerk Berto, City Mgr. Arner, Planner· Steinbeck 

CONSENT CALENDAR: 

PUBLIC HEARl NG 

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
lution #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 July 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 Prevention 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 elm. Riboni, seconded by Clm. Markson, to approve 
Consent Calendar as presented. 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (3) Clm. Markson, Riboni, Mayor McTaggart 

Noes: (0) None 
Absent: (2) Clm. Ruggles, Tuller 

10. Consideration of one-year Planner 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 addit·ional 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 thatan.artificially low 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 limitation 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 territory is included 
in the growth limitation 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 for its stand and hoped that by 
Sonoma's leadership 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 

CITY OF SONOMA, CALIFORNIA 
CITY COUNCIL 

REGULAR MEETING: OCTOBER 26, 1981 

7:30 p.m; - Municipal Court/ 
Council Chambers, 177 First 
Street West - Mayor Tuller 
presiding 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE Clm. McTaggart 

ROLL CALL: Present: Clm: McTaggart, Parmelee, Riboni, Ruggles, Mayor Tuller 
Absent: None 

Also Present: City Clerk Berta, City Manager Arner, City Atty. Klein, 
Police Chief Rettle, PWD Rowland, Planner Steinbeck 

CONSENT CALENDAR: 

PRESENTATION: 

1. Council minutes of October 13, 1981 - approve. 
2. Proposed ordinance rezoning property at 472 Fifth Street West 

from R-l (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 Clm .. Riboni, to adopt 
the Consent Calendar as presented. 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) Clm. McTaggaft, Parmelee, Riboni, 

Ruggles. Mayor Tuller 
Noes: (0) None 

Absent: (0) None 

4. Certificate of Appreciation 
to Ray O. Bradbury, Parks 
and Recreation Commissioner 

Mayor Tuller presented a 
Certificate of Appreciation 
to ParkS and Recreation 
Commissioner Ray O. Bradbury. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
5. Amendments to Housing Element 

to conform to State Housing . 
and Community guidelines 

Planner Steinbeck reported 
that the Planning Commission 

"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:~5 p.m. and called for 
comments from the audience. There were no comments. Nayor Tuller 
closed the Public Hearing at 7:36 p.m. 
It was moved by Clm. Parmelee, seconded by Clm. r4cTaggart, to adopt 
Resolution #74-81 adopting the amendments to the Housing Element in 
conformance to State Housing and Community Development guidelines. 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (4) Clm. McTaggart, Parmelee, Ruggles, 

Mayor Tull er 
Noes: (1) elm. Riboni 

Absent: (0) None 
6. Variance and condominium conversion 

application of Ray Gabriel for six 
apartment units under construction 
behind 399 West Napa Street for low/ 
moderate income buyers 

The Council reviewed the 
following: a) Application 
Statement dated 9/10/81 from 
Gerald N. Hill, attorney for 
applicants. b) Planner 

Steinbeck's Staff Report dated 9/25/81 recommending approval of the 
application subject to the conditions a) that the sales of the units be 
in an affordable housing price rang~ as defined on the appended table 
to the Housing Element entitled "Affordable Housing Prices by Income 
and Mortgage Rate;\' 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. 
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. 

23 
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Clm. Riboni remarked that he is les's than enthusiastic about condominium 
conversions. He stated that when icontractor builds apartments they 
should be available as apartments:; He suggested contractors should 
build condominiums if they 'want to'Ysel1condominiul1Js. \~henever apartments 
are conve.rted to condominiums it sh~ts out a number of people from occupy~ 
ing rental units. Clm. Riboni stated he"does not favor the proposal and 
would vote against the application. 
Clm. McTaggart remarked that he agri'ees with some of Clm. Riboni's 
sentiments. The problem is that apartments are not being bunt due to 
the bad economic situation. This dondominium conversion seems a reas.onable 
approach to make housing available ,,to the low/moderate income population; 
it does meet a housing need and he sees no problem with this application. I 
It was moved by Clm. Parmelee, secqnded by Clm. Ruggles, to adopt . 
Resolution #75-81 entitled: "APPRO'WING A VARIANCE AND TENTATIVE MAP 
APPLICATION OF RAY GABRIEL TO CONVBRT SIX EXISTING NON-OCCUPIED APARn4ENT 
UNITS LOCATED BEHIND THE RESIDENCEiAl 399 WEST NAPA STREET INTO INDIVIDUAL 
CONDOMINIUMS WHICH WILL BE SOLD AT }PRICES AFFORDABLE TO LOW TO MODERATE 
INCOME HOUSEHOLDS" subject to the fpllowing conditions of approval: 
1) Sale of the units in Beatrice Cd(frt Condominiums shall be in an afford~ble 
housing price range for persons of:10w to moderate income as defined in 
the adopted City of Sonoma Housing!i!:lement. 2) The seller of Beatrice 
Court Condominiums shall furnish cQPy of deposit receipts on each individual 
unit sale to the City of Sonoma, a~(J the buyer of each individual unit shall 
submit verification of income level to the City. 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (4) Clm. McT~9gart, Parmelee, Ruggles, Mayor Tuller 

Noes: (1) Clm. Rindoi 
Absent: (a) None ... 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
7, Amended Tentative Map appl ication of The Council reviewed the neqa-

L. B. Nelson for 8 additional dwell- tive declaration, Planned Unit 
ing units on west side of 7th St. W. Development and Tentative Map 

appljcations of L. B. Nelson 
Corporation for approval to 

allow construction o'f 8 additionaLdl'Jelling units on property adjacent 
to the 68 unit project formerly approved by the Planning Commission and I 
City Council. The applicant propo$es the 8 additional units in lieu 
of the previously approved professf;onal 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 u#der the maximum density allowed. 
Planner Stejnbeck reported that the' Planning Comnission in its 10/1/81 
meeting recorrrnended approval of tnts application subject to the same 
conditions of approval which were :~]aced on the 68 units already approved. 
Mayor Tull er opened the Pub 1 i c Hearii ng at 7: 45 p.m. and called for comments 
from the audience. 
David Robertson, representative of~. B. Nelson Corporation, stated the 
application is for the substHutiot,i of an 8-unit two-story residence from 
the two-story office building. He/said he would answer any questions the 
Council may have on the project. 
Mayor Tuller closed the Public Hearing at 7:46 p.m. 
It was moved by Clm. Riboni, secon~J'd by Clm. Ruggles, to adopt Resolution 
#76-81 entitled: ",lWPROVING NEGAHNE DECLARATION AND APPROVING TENTATIVE 
SUBDIVISION MAP OF NORRBOM ESTATESj A CONDOMINIUM." 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (5) elm. McT,iggart, Parmelee, Riboni, Ruggles, 

Mayor Tuti er 
Noes: (0) None 

Absent: (0) None 
8. Pre20ning, annexation and tentative 

map application of R. Dowd for 
suburban residential zoning on 
westerly half of 8.74 acre property 
at 19725 Seventh Street East 

The Council reviewed the 
follO\~ing items: 
1. Staff Reports of 8/27/81 
and 9/24/81 to the Planning 
Commission. . 

2. Recommended Conditions of App~val for Monte Vista Estates Subdivision 
#5. ~ 

3. Subdivision location map. .'. 
4. Planning Commission minutes of"'9/3/81. 
5. Tentative map of the proposed~ubdivision. 
6. A 1 etter from Edward Gerhardt,45 Sereno Court, and the staff 1 ettf:r 

in response to Mr. Gerhardt. 
7. A letter to Planning Commissio~ Chairman Ansell from Nr. George J. 

Gundlfinger, 24 Sereno Court, ~nd the response to that letter. 
8. A copy of the preliminary drai:fiage study prepared by John J. Bonnoitt 

Associates, Inc. 

I 

david
Highlight



I 

I 

I 

City Council,: regular meeting: October 26, 19in Page 3 25 
9. ' A letter of response from the Sonoma County Water Agency regarding 

the hydrology and hydraulics information presented in Mr. Bonnoitt.'s 
drainage study. 

10. A staff letter 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, outlining 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;'l absent. 
Mayor Tuller opened the Publ ic 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 lots. The property owner has the option to d'i vi de the property into 
1/2 acres each or clustering these lots against an area developed the same 
as to the west (Monte Vista Subdivision) and leave 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 lots 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 Plan 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 ,lot sizes from 7,000 to 12,000 square feet, 
averaging 9,000 s'quare 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 ~OO' 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 all 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 ,'Iill go through Dr. Dowd's property, it wil1 only be 
a temporary road for construction only. ' 

elm. Parmelee: Wher~ will storm drain tie-in occur? " 
Mr. Bonnoitt: It ~lill run down the eas~ side of the Becker property into 
the 'existing ditch on East MacArthur Street which ends just east of 
Cordilleras Drive. _ There will be no Cha~\ge made to the drain on East 
MacArthur Street now. The drainage will be put underground~ The ditch 
will be cleaned, widened and deepened an is conceived to take the drainage 
to East MacArthur. 

Carla De Petris, 384 Chase, spoke on the preservation of the Dowd home 
which was constructed in 1906. 

Gary Monnich, 641 Avenue del Oro: "1 have a petition, Signed by 42 res'i­
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. 
Irm under the impression that the Planning 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 t@l1 if it was a positive or negative 
letter. It seems to be putting up q.~f1ag that there may be capacity 
problems in the area but I'm not sure." Planner Steinbeck then read the 
pert i nent sect i on from the 1 et ter . .. 
Mr. Monnich asked if it didn't state: in the letter that during the rainy 
season that the MacArthur Street punJJl was running over capacity. He said 
there are a number of things that bothered him about this subdivision. 

Dr. Dowd moved the configuratioD:6f the development to one end of the 
property to maintain a rural atmosph~re. If the area is opened up on'l1i<Jth 
sides, the rural atmosphere is a jok~. The southern exit is to go dO'lifl 
the center of two large parcels to M~cArthur Street. The General Plan 
maintains two lots per acre. The rfJral atmosphere is fine for Or. Dowd I 
and we have to suffer wi th the trafHc of the 16 new homes. I consi der • 
it as strip annexation. It's not tog complete parcel, and it's not large . 
enough to consider annexing. The original plan for a cul de sac conformed 
to the existing subdivision and fit'{ihe plan which was originally established. 
The subdivision was redrawn for one reason or another for fire department 
and police department reasons. When\Mr. Nazworthy developed this subdivision 
he built the thing with the design that it had no other alternate water source 
for the hydrant system. The hydrantbsystem is already oversized and this is 
allowed for. Mr. Monnich said he al.§{) talked to Poli~e Chief Rettle as far 
as the traffi c prob J em. He sa; d the;;:'nei ghborhood has to suffer the 23% 
increase in traffi c due to the fi re .. drant. The Pol ice Dept. says whatever 
went \~ith the Fire Department is wh hey generally went by. He (POli\\;fl 
Chief Rettle) agreed with me that b 9 that our street is a dead end street 
is the reason already we have no cr. ... rate but it would also make it easier 
to apprehend burglars if it was on i)./standard street design. One contra<licts 
the other. Why should we put in an'i:trea that has nO crime rate and put in 
a street system where you can catch~urglars. It doesn't make sense to him. 
Mr. r'lonnich asked about the impact of the project on Prestwood School. 

Mayor Tuller replied that two classrQoms were closed at PreshlOod School 
this year. 

~lr. Monnich: "I think an environmental impact report (EIR) is necessary. 
We asked for an EIR. This was skipped over by the Planning Commission. 
l~hy isn't an EIR required for this~ubdivision? It should be required. 
It's a substantial size, has tremendQus bearing on my property value and 
property value of neighbors. 11hat W~uld be the consequence if those 
streets opened up? The proposal has'}a lot of distreSSing points. Now is 
the time to look into this thing to<make it as clear as possible to every-
one. At some later date we don't vii'lht to say we didn't know this would 
have this effect. Regarding the wat;i!r problem. my home is at 641 Avenue del 
Oro and is at the first catch basin for the drainage system for the subdi­
vision from the eastern end. During{times of heavy rains water comes out 
of the field so heavy and so strong that it floods the street, completely 
bypaSSing, probably 50% of-the wateripassing the h~o catch basins in front 
of my house, runni ng all the way to/cordill eras before termi nati ng into 
the sewer system. The 30-36" storm;l1rain dumping into a ditch on East 
f.1acArthur is far, far from adequat'¢;as far as a storm system. An EIR is 
almost mandatory." 

Debbie Cuda, 20 Quedo Court: "In Lots 14 and 15 there is a pond that is 
proposed to be filled in." I questl:~n if filling in the pond will it take 
care of the water flow through there) There seems to be a spring under 
there. There are nebulous things in+the whole proposal as to drainage, 
sewer system, etc. If this is annelS~d into the City and there are 16 unHs 
a 11 owed on the 4 acres it goes aga i iJ·$ t the General Pl an when the Genera 1 
Pl an ca 11 s for 2 units per acre. Yo~ want to put in 4 units per acre, 
thus shading the General Plan by cal1ing it a cluster or whatever. The 
benefit of retaining the other 4.7 aqres is in Dr. Dowd's favor and not 
in ours because clustering it is not\a benefit and it is not a cluster 
project. " 

George Ewi ng, 871 Cordill eras: "TYi'~g in the seVJer at Cordi 11 eras and East 
MacArthur is not fool-proof and not~dequate as it floods now. Drainage 
as planned is inadequate." 
Planner Steinbeck: "Ne\>J storm draini is part of Conditions of Approval. 
Storm sewers will be put in accordil)!'l to city standards to tie into 48/1 
line on East MacArthur. As to sanitary sewer that Mr. Monnich had talked 
about in the beginning, the Public Wprks Director and myself both rerea{j 
the letter again and it doesn't talkhabout any existing surcharge and DV(}r­
flow of the sewer in the area now. J'll be happy to let Mr. Monnich read 
the letter again. I don't believe that corrment was a part of this 1etter 
from the Sonoma County Department of'Public Works." 

I 

I 
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Dr. Duke Lokka, 682 Avenue del Oro: "All traffic that lvill be going to 

. the west wi 11 travel up and down Avenue del Oro. There, i s no other access. 
The road to the north will probably relieve same 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 calling 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 Tuller 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 East- MacArthur 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, ! think, that situation will be improved." 
Clm. Parmelee: "Is there a spring?" 
Planner Steinbeck: "The Public Works Director and myself looked at the 
pond. It seems to be shall 01-1 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 hole (pond) is 
filled and compacted there will be no problem." 
PWD Rowland: "Where Itle have a high water tab'le, there is often hardpan 
close to .the surface. The ~Iater is trapped there. Prior to final design 
of the subdivi~ion, 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 
s9uthern'extension of the street wl11 bisec~ two large properties. 

Clm. Ruggles asked if the street will be stopped there or go through 
in the future. Planner Steinb,eck repJied that at least with the street 
to the south, there's a good chance that nothing will be built in the 
way of the future street. 

Clm. Parmelee stated she has heard concerns about q) the park and-asked 
is it proper for the area; 2) flooding - it mayor may not be improved; 
3) traffic and 4) an EIR - don't knoltl 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 live 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 
provfsion for a pa'rk in the area if not' along the sl-Iale ~lhere it is 
proposed. We hear.d 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 flood, that much. It 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 only 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 a rs. wi 11 i ng to put it in reserve so tna t the property 
will not be further divided •. 1 see the concerns of the people 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 un; ts is' proper. 1) I thi nk Dr. Dovld' soffer reservi ng the 1 and 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 servi ces that are made: se\~er stubs, storm drai n, 
curb. gutter, streets, water s~ubs, fire hydrants and all other necessities 
of having urban life. 3) This.should be the last extension of Monte Vista 
Subdivision, the street should be a cul de sac and the number of lots 
cut in half. The maximum number of lot~ should be eight." 

david
Highlight

david
Highlight

david
Highlight



28 City Council: regul ar meet; ng: Octobel') 26. 1981 Page 6 

C1m. McTaggart: "T appreciate ther.;oncerns of the neighbors. What's 
involved here is a n.eed for hous'ingiand the orderly gro~Jth of the City. 
An EIR is frequently used as a swor~; rather than as an information gather­
ing tool. It's expensive and passe$:\ 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 wil1;/1ot vote in favor to deny the negative 
declaration. Prestwood School is ri:qt 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 contlSibute to traffic. If it can be handled 
reasonably, it should be allowed fori in some way. To say traffic alone 
deters future development means there won't be any future development. 
Regarding the ~lOrd "cluster", it can be defined the same as a number of I 
units in a given space, not necessar-ily unformly or evenly spaced. . 
The question is, who's benefiting from a scenic easement? It's unfair to 
think that the people who look over}a neighbor's land have a scenic 
easement over a nei ghbor' s 1 and. Li;ee the problem is not ans~lered about 
the sewer capacity. (C1m. McTaggart ?then quoted from the Sonoma County 
Water Agency 1 etter) Ncmthat the r-~j ny season is near, we can have obiler­
vation on the drainage capacity. I~:wou1d rather see urban development 'In 
an urban area because the cost to e;*=tend servi ces is expens i ve. It's nice 
to say one house per 1/2 acre. Thejproperty will probably be fenced off 
and you can't go through. I'd rath~r see no development than 8 units on 
a parcel that size. People need hoQsing. It doesn't serve any purpose 
to have large parcels there. I'm mit sure that stubbing the street to the 
north is desirable. Stubbing the S't,reet to the south makes sense. The 
lot sizes in the proposal are equivalj2nt to the existing Monte Vista Subdi­
vision; I lean toward favoring thi'~ development. This is a logical 
boundary and finishing of the existtng subdivision. This will stop develop­
ment to the east," . 

Clm. Ruggles: "What kind of park ar;e we talking about?" 

City Manager Arner: "The General p'i'an says a linear park along the swale 
(Nathanson Creed bypass.) The Genelial 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 lot to go towards park development. Also, the Bond property 
is in the area (19990 Seventh Street East.) vie are awaiting urban 
expansion in that area before develQ'ping the Bond property. r.he General I 
Pl an recommends a ne.i ghborhood parldl n that area. Neither Staff nor the 
Parks and Recreation Commission feeJ that the swale is a logical location 
nor that the developer should be refiliired solely to provide for that park 
site." . 

Clm. Ruggles: "What's Dr. Dowd's p\toposal?" 

Planner Steinbeck replied that Dr. Qbwd will keep his land as open space 
with his one house on the parcel. ~taff brought up park development 
because of.the designation inthati'\rea of the General Plan. 

Gl!l1. Ruggles: "The proposed subdiVision will come into the City and 
Dr. Dowd' s pa rce 1 wi 11 not come in ?!f 

City Manager Arner: "Staff recomme:rided the eastern half (Dr. DO~Jd"s parcel) 
which fronts on Seventh Street East/not be annexed.· It will be a heavy 
burden on the city to provide servi~es to Seventh street East. It's 
logical for Dr. Dowd's parcel to rei'@.in in the county. If Dr. Dowd's 
parcel came into the·city, the poH~~ and fire vehicles would have to g.o 
into the county area and up Seventh;Street East to reach Dr. Dowd's property, 
Dr. Dovld says he would go either way, either annex his parcel to the city or 
not annex. Staff recommended thatWis parcel not be made a part of the city," 

Mayor Tuller: "We heard about the rtiral atmosphere, General Plan, EIR need, 
drainage system, traffic, lot sizesi sewerage; Dr. Dowd's willingness to 
come in or stay out of the city, Dr) Dowd's will ingness to 1 egally bind I 
himself to keeping his parcel in op¢i1 space, and the impact of the proposed . 
subdivision on Prestwood School. Clin. McTaggart sums up my viel'J point 
closer than any other view point. r lean towards favoring this project. 
~1any areas of concern have been add!iessed clearly and solved. He do not 
want to make a Lake del Oro on anYP,ortion of this. An EIR is an additional 
cost. It is not needed. Remember ,Ethe Genera 1 P1 an is genera 1, it· s a 
guideline and not cast in cement and.; Vie are not required to follow it word 
by word. Regardi ng cutt; ng the pa l":¢e 1 into 8 pi eces, costs to extend 
servi ces out there wi 11 be prohi bi ti~ve for the ci ty. There are strong 
feelings about housing costs. It's~ major topic of conversation these days. 
If we don't do something to make hoiIses reasonabl e and avail abl e then we're 
all responsible if we make it more :~rohibitive for people to get involved 
in housing. We know what the cosL{j.f the lots will be, about $50,000 to 
$70,000 - expensive! It's better td take 16 homes. If 8 homes are al101'>1ed 
the services are the same for waterfline, 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-
ab 1 e, but n()t undes i rab 1 e for thegi ty. I will favor deve 1 opment~._ 
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Clm. Parmelee asked if there was any feeljng to Gutting the number of 
units to 13? ' 

" 

Clm. McTaggart: "We'd accelerate the costs for each single family dVJelling 
if the number of units are reduced. If someone Ivants 1 to 10 acre parcel, 
l1e will not come here. A lesser number of units will spread the cost for 
streets, sidewalk, all these appro~als 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 ~t will only increase the expenses." 

Malcolm Stone, 65 Sereno Court: "We need legal counsel. You owe it to 
yourself to ~heck 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. Ribon; 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 like to see the city limitsstop 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 equipm~nt to go over his property rather than burdening the 
people on Avenue del Oro and would like_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 
motion 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 said a full EIR is not 
necessary but other data is needed. He said Clm. McTaggart has asked 
for information on the adequacy of tQe sewer trunk line in the area. At 
this pOint there was a brief discussion between City Attorney Klein and 
Clm. Riboni regarding voting on the negative declaratton. 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,after 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 line becomes overloaded and they say the surcharge is difficult to 
observe over a short period of time. The Sanitation Di,strict may ask for 
compensation from Dr. Dbwd 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' i ndi cated, the Sanitation Di stri ct does 
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 Clm. McTaggart, to adopt Reso­
lution #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 ESTAT'ES SUBDIVISION UNIT #5 ON THE HESTERLY PORTION 
OF PROPERTY OWNED BY DR. ROBERT DO\~D AT 19725 SEVENTH STREET EAST IN 
ANTI CI PATION OF ANNEXATION" subj ect to' the fo 11 owi ng two addi ti ona 1 condi­
tions: a) Access for construction equipment in~olved 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 located neaT the frontage of 672 East MacArthur st. 
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Clm. Ruggles remarked that he favors some kind of development for this 
property. He first thought this W0'S a possible, solution. He could see 
problems in the future and the City could end up with a dead end street. 
His impression is that the neighbo'iis want to stop the city limits where 
it is now. He said it's unrealisttc to anticipate future development. 
No one has said ~Ihat size development it should be. He said he was 
first inclined to vote for it but 'lie would not vote for it now. 
Clm. Riboni said he concurred witll;Clm. Ruggles. Dr. Dowd has a right 
to develop but an effort should beiinade to get additional information. 
He said he did not favor ,the develiJpment as presented; 'The City or the 
citizens in the area will not beheflt from this development. 
Clm. f4cTaggart stated that he can't:ecall at either a Planning Corrrnission I 
or City Council meeting, when Mr. Gonnoitt was presenting the last part 
of the existing subdivision (Monte{Vista) there was a discussion about 
whether there should be a cul de sac in tnere or the stub street as it 
now,exists. The conclusion finall~was to do exactly what we see: have 
a stub street for the reason that the City would then be able to continue 
to the adjacent development. The$Jtreets are exactly consistent vlith his 
recollection of the discussion althpugh he doesn't remember exactly who 
made the presentation, Mr. Bonnoitt', Mr. Nazworthy or someone else. With 
respect to the street and the general approach to the area that what is 
being proposed in the Dowd subdivi8.~ion, is exactly more or less ~Ihat the 
City was anticipating then. . 
The roll cal'l on the adoption of Re~$olution #77-81 was as follows: 
ROLL CALL VOTE: Ayes: (3) Clm. McTa.ggart, Parmelee, Mayor Tuller 

Noes: (2) Clm. Rib0nl, Ruggl es 
Absent: (O) None 

Mayor Tuller declared a recess from 9:15 to 9:25 p.m. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
9. Appeal of P. Sosnowski of Architec­

tural Review Commission's denial for 
remodeli'ng project at 1051 Broadway 

The Counei 1 rev; evwd the 
following: a) Letter of appea'i 
dated 10/14/81 from Gerald N. 

b) Planner Steinbeck's MEMO dated lV/21/81. 

Hill, attorney for Herltage I 
Investments and Properties of 
Sonoma NV (Paul SosnO\~ski) and 

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 ~t 1051 Broadway as long as the design 
included vertical trim pieces whid(:were to be made an integral part of the 
building as specified in the Architectural Review Commission's earlier 
approval (November 1980) of the reiljpdeling of the southeast corner of the 
building. The motion died on a votie of two ayes, two noes and one 
abstention from Corrrn. Chantler, who~declared a conflict of interest on this 
project. 
/,1ayor Tuller iopened the Public Hearing at 9:30 p.m. and called for 
comments from the audience. 
Gerald Hill, attorney for the appH;C:ant, requested approval of his 
appl i cant ',s proposal for the remorleJ i ng. 
Mayor Tuller closed the Public Hearjng at 9:31 p.m. 
It was moved by Clm. Parmelee, secQbded by Clm. Riboni, to uphold the 
appeal an~ approve the remodeling of an existing building at 1051 Broadway 
with the condition that vertical trjm pieces al"e to be made an integral 
part of the remodeling of the northeast and northwest corners. 
ROLL CALL: Ayes: (5) Noes: (OJ Absent: (0) 

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS I 10. PARKS AND RECREATION 
a) Fund '$12,933 for Community 

Pool Refurbishment 
The Council revi ewed the follow­
ing: a) Letter dated 10/14/81 

.. from John Meyn, Pres i dent. 
Sonoma Sea Dragons Swim Team, requg$ting $12,933 from the City of Sonoma to 
help with the refurbishing of the cpmmunity swimming pool at the high school. 
f'lr. Neyn stated in the letter that it will cost approximately $55,000 to 
completely replace the entire filtering system. rep1aster the entire pool 
tank and other miscellaneous repairs. b) City Manager Arner's MEr40 dated 
10/23/81 reporting that the Parks a[Ki Recreation Commission in its meeting 
of 10/21/81 cons i dered thi s requesf and recommended that a one-time General 
Fund expenditure be authorized for the refurbishment. City Manager Arner 
suggested, that if the Counci 1 apprf.lVes thi s request, that the Ci ty reta; n 

----------------------_. '-----~---~.- .. 
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Written Comments on the Draft EIR
Correspondence from John Flitner/EIR Response







Note: Although the question was about preserving 
the property from future development, the response 
appears to make reference to the Bypass easement 
(which encompassed a 150-foot strip), not the scenic 
easement.  





Oral Comments on the Draft EIR
Statement of John Flitner/EIR Response

Note: Both the comment and the response refer to 
the scenic easement.





Air Quality
Mitigation Measures



Runoff and Drainage
Existing Conditions and Mitigation Measures



Note: The scenic easement and the bypass ease-
ment are identified as separate mitigation measures 
(see following page).





Note: Because of the 150-foot reference, the refer-
ence to “future drainage”,  and the fact that easement 
is shown as extending onto properties tot he north 
and south the Dowd property, this appears to refer to 
the Bypass easement.

EIR Project Alternatives



Note: Because of the 150-foot reference, the refer-
ence to “future drainage”,  and the fact that easement 
is shown as extending onto properties tot he north 
and south the Dowd property, this appears to refer to 
the Bypass easement.



Appendix B
Conditions of approval for Monte Vista Estates

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.
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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. Our 
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 told 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 ft' 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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TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

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. 

2. 

Easement from Robert F. Dowd and Carol J. Dowd 
"open spacell on the Dowd pro erty adjacent easter! 
laurel wood Subdivision. 

+~ .. 
IV, 

to 

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. 

RlRlssc 

Attachment 

Ai/V 
Richar~L(~owland 
Public Works Director 



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 Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
8A 
 
4/16/12 

 
Department 

Administration 
Staff Contact  

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, Vietnam 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 
   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 
 



 

Promoting peace through mutual respect, understanding & cooperation – 
one individual, one community at a time. 

 

Sonoma Sister Cities Association 
Aswan, Egypt ● Greve in Chianti, Italy ● Kaniv, Ukraine                                     

Patzcuaro, Mexico ● Penglai, China 
 

                              SSCA Center ● 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 – 
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• 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; 

• The Board of Directors of the Sonoma Sister Cities Association endorsed the idea of 
twinning with Tokaj; 

• A delegation of 14 Hungarians from wineries throughout the country came for a 
tasting of Buena Vista wines and tour of the caves;  
 

 
 
 

• A local committee of community volunteers was formed to support the proposed 
Sister City relationship and organizational meetings were conducted; 

• 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 200th 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: 
 

• Chambolle-Musigny, Burgundy, France 
• Greve in Chianti, Tuscany, Italy 
• 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.  
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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.   
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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.  
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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. 
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City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
8B 
 
4/16/12 

 
Department 

Administration 
Staff Contact  

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 
   Not Applicable  
Attachments: 

Budget Reconciliation of Alcalde event 
cc: Whitney Evans, 2012 Alcalde 

 
 



 

 
 



 

  
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 Facilities Committee ABAG Delegate City Audit Committee 

Community Dev. Agency 
Loan Subcommittee 

Cemetery Subcommittee Community Dev. Agency 
Loan Subcommittee, Alt. 

Cemetery Subcommittee Community Dev. Agency 
Loan Subcommittee 

LOCC North Bay Division 
Liaison, Alternate 

Cittaslow Sonoma Valley 
Advisory Council, Alt. 

Community Choice 
Aggregation Focus Grp. 

Cittaslow Sonoma Valley 
Advisory Council 

LOCC North Bay Division 
Liaison 

Sonoma County Mayors &  
Clm. Assoc. BOD 

City Facilities Committee North Bay Watershed 
Association 

City Audit Committee Sonoma County M & C 
Assoc. Legislative 
Committee, Alt. 

Sonoma County M & C 
Assoc. Legislative 
Committee 

Sonoma Community Center 
Subcommittee 

Sonoma Community Center 
Subcommittee 

Sonoma County 
Transportation Authority 

Sonoma Valley Citizens 
Advisory Comm. Alt. 

Sonoma Disaster Council Sonoma County Health 
Action, Alternate 

Sonoma County 
Transportation Authority, 
Alt. 

(SCTA) Regional Climate 
Protection Authority 

S.V. Economic Development 
Steering Committee, Alt. 

Sonoma Housing 
Corporation 

Sonoma County Mayors &  
Clm. Assoc. BOD 

(SCTA) Regional Climate 
Protection Authority, Alt. 

LOCC North Bay Division, 
LOCC E-Board, Alternate 
(M & C Appointment) 

 

S.V.C. Sanitation District 
BOD 

Sonoma Disaster Council, 
Alternate 

Sonoma County Waste 
Management Agency 

Sonoma County/City Solid 
Waste Advisory Group 
(SWAG), Alt. 

 

S.V. Economic 
Development Steering 
Committee 

Sonoma Housing 
Corporation 

Sonoma County/City Solid 
Waste Advisory Group 
(SWAG) 

Sonoma County Ag 
Preservation and Open 
Space Advisory Committee 
(M & C Appointment) 

 

S.V. Fire & Rescue 
Authority Oversight 
Committee 

S. V. Citizens Advisory 
Commission 

VOM Water District Ad Hoc 
Committee 

VOM Water District Ad Hoc 
Committee 

 

S. V. Library Advisory 
Committee 

S.V.C. Sanitation District 
BOD, Alt. 

Water Advisory Committee, 
Alternate 

Water Advisory Committee  

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 
 

Agenda Item:           10A 
Meeting Date:          04/16/2012 
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