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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 
 

1.  CALL TO ORDER 
 The Mayor will open the meeting and take public testimony on closed session items only.  The 

Council will then recess into closed session. 
 
2. CLOSED SESSION 
 
Item 2A: CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS, pursuant to Government 

Code §54956.8.  Property:  Field of Dreams, located behind the Sonoma Police 
Department and Community Meeting Room at 177 First Street West.  Agency 
Negotiators:  Dan Takasugi, David Goodison and Carol E. Giovanatto.  Negotiating 
Parties: Richard Goertzen.  Under Negotiation:  Price and terms of payment. 

  

6:00 P.M. – REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

 
RECONVENE, CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
ROLL CALL  (Gallian, Cook, Barbose, Rouse, Brown) 
REPORT ON CLOSED SESSION 
 

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 

 
 
 
 

SPECIAL & REGULAR MEETINGS OF THE SONOMA CITY COUNCIL 
& 

CONCURRENT REGULAR MEETING OF SONOMA CITY COUNCIL AS THE 
SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE DISSOLVED SONOMA COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
 

Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West 

Monday, November 4, 2013 
5:30 p.m. Closed Session (Special Meeting) 

6:00 p.m. Regular Meeting 
**** 

AGENDA (Revised 11/1/13) 

City Council 
Ken Brown, Mayor 

Tom Rouse, Mayor Pro Tem 
Steve Barbose 

David Cook 
Laurie Gallian 
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4. PRESENTATIONS  

 
Item 4A: Proclamation recognizing the opening of the new Emergency Department and 

Surgery Center at Sonoma Valley Hospital. 
 
Item 4B: Proclamation recognizing November as Pancreatic Cancer Awareness Month. 
 

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) 
 
Item 5B: Approval of the Minutes of the October 7 and October 21, 2013 Council meetings. 
  Staff Recommendation:  Approve the minutes.  
 
Item 5C: Approval and ratification of the reappointment of Nellie Cravens to the Cultural 

and Fine Arts Commission for a term ending November 7, 2017. 
  Staff Recommendation:  Approve and ratify the reappointment. 
 
Item 5D: Approval and ratification of the reappointment of Linda Ransom to the Cultural 

and Fine Arts Commission for a term ending November 3, 2015. 
  Staff Recommendation:  Approve and ratify the reappointment. 
 
Item 5E: Approval and ratification of the reappointment of Christopher Woodcock to the 

Traffic Safety Committee for a term ending November 7, 2017. 
  Staff Recommendation: 
 
Item 5F: Approval of a Resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute a Professional 

Services Agreement with Spilman & Associates for a Water Rate and Connection 
Charge Study.   

  Staff Recommendation:  Approve the resolution. 
 

Item 5G: Approval of the Purchase of Two Rosenbauer Type 1 Fire Engines and the Lease 
of One Engine to Valley of the Moon Fire District. 

  Staff Recommendation:  Approve the purchase and the lease to VOM Fire. 
 

Item 5H: Second reading and adoption of an ordinance amending Chapter 12.12 of the 
Sonoma Municipal Code pertaining to sidewalk maintenance and dangerous 
conditions including a finding of categorical exemption under the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

  Staff Recommendation:  Adopt the ordinance. 
 

Item 5I: Second reading and adoption of an ordinance amending Section 1.24.010 of the 
Sonoma Municipal Code pertaining to appeals. 

  Staff Recommendation:  Adopt the ordinance. 
 

Item 5J: Second reading and adoption of an ordinance amending the Municipal Code with 
respect to historic preservation, including a finding of categorical exemption 
under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

  Staff Recommendation:  Adopt the ordinance. 



 

Page 3 of 4 

5. CONSENT CALENDAR/AGENDA ORDER – CITY COUNCIL, Continued 

 
Item 5K: Adoption of a resolution re-authorizing a process to track water demand and 

verify capacity to serve new development, including a finding of categorical 
exemption under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

  Staff Recommendation:  Adopt the resolution. 
 

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: Approval of the portions of the Minutes of the October 7 and October 21, 2013 

City Council / Successor Agency Meetings pertaining to the Successor Agency. 
  Staff Recommendation:  Approve the minutes. 
 

7. PUBLIC HEARING 

 
Item 7A: Discussion, consideration and possible action on an appeal of the Planning 

Commission’s decision to approve the application of Steve Ledson for a Planned 
Development Permit, Use Permit, and Tentative Map allowing construction of an 
18-unit planned development at 821-845 West Spain Street.  (Senior Planner) 

  Staff Recommendation:  Deny the appeal, upholding the decision of the Planning 
Commission. 

 

8. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL 

(Matters requiring discussion and/or action by the City Council) 
 
Item 8A: Discussion, consideration and possible action on a proposal for the upgrade and 

re-use of the Maysonnave Cottage through a long-term lease.  (Planning Director) 
  Staff Recommendation:  Authorize staff to prepare a lease agreement that would 

implement the proposal for subsequent consideration by the City Council. 
 
Item 8B: Discussion, Consideration and Possible Action to Adopt a Resolution Approving 

the Second Amendment to Joint Powers Agreement Between the City of Sonoma 
and Sonoma County Waste Management Agency to Deal with Waste 
Management Issues.  (City Manager) 

  Staff Recommendation:  Adopt the resolution approving the Amendment to the 
SCWMA JPA. 

 
Item 8C: Discussion, Consideration and Possible Action Supporting a Resolution to 

Modify the Method of Reassessing Commercial Property Under Proposition 13 
[Councilmember Barbose].  (City Manager) 

  Staff Recommendation:  Council discretion. 
 
Item 8D: Discussion, Consideration and Possible Action to Direct Mayor to Open 

Negotiations with City Manager for a Successor Employment Contract.  (City 
Manager) 

  Staff Recommendation:   Council discretion. 
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9. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

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

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 
November 1, 2013.  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 normally available for public inspection the Wednesday 
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 
 
11/04/2013 

                                                                                            

Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact 
Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Proclamation recognizing the opening of the new Emergency Department and Surgery Center at 
Sonoma Valley Hospital. 

Summary 
This proclamation was requested to recognize the opening of the new Sonoma Valley Hospital 
Emergency Department and Surgery Center.  Hospital CEO Kelly Mather will be present to receive 
the proclamation. 
 
In keeping with City practice, the proclamation recipients have 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 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 

 
Copy via email: Bob Kenney 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 
 

 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
4B 
 
11/04/2013 

                                                                                            

Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact 
Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Proclamation recognizing November as Pancreatic Cancer Awareness Month. 

Summary 
Laurie Dinwiddie of the Pancreatic Cancer Action Network, requested a proclamation proclaiming 
the month of November 2013 as Pancreatic Cancer Awareness Month.  Sarah Carroll will be present 
to receive the proclamation. 
 
In keeping with City practice, the proclamation recipients have 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 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.  Pancreatic Cancer Facts 2013 

 
Copy via email: Laurie Dinwiddie 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5B 
 
11/04/2013 

 
Department 

Administration 

Staff Contact  
Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Approval of the Minutes of the October 7 and October 21, 2013 Council 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 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Alignment with Council Goals:  N/A 

 

cc:  N/A 
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OPENING 
 
Mayor Brown called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.  Vincent Anibale led the Pledge of 
Allegiance. 
 
PRESENT: Mayor Brown and Councilmembers Barbose, Gallian, Cook and Rouse  
ABSENT: None 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  City Manager Giovanatto, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager Johann, 
City Attorney Walter, and Planning Director Goodison. 
 

1. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 
Nellie Cravens, the Artistic Director of Silver Moon Theater, announced their production of “No 
Sex Please, We’re British” at the Sonoma Community Center October 3-20.   
 
Gina Cuclis announced the Sonoma Valley Road Summit Thursday night at Ramekins.   
 
Fred Allebach asked Council to consider increasing the time allowance for public comments and 
to stop locking the cemetery gates at 4:30 p.m. 
 
Enrique Salazar announced a collaboration between Whole Foods Market and La Luz to 
provide information on healthy eating and living to the Hispanic population on October 11. 
 

2. COUNCILMEMBERS’ COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Item 2A: Councilmembers’ Comments and Announcements  
 
Clm. Gallian dedicated the meeting in the memory of Dr. Donald Martin.  She reported 
attendance at the Valley Oaks affordable housing complex dedication and Vintage Festival 
activities. 
 
Clm. Rouse commended the Vintage Festival Committee and the Native Sons of the Golden 
West for their efforts in putting on the Vintage Festival weekend. 
 
Mayor Brown announced the next Chamber mixer would be Thursday at the Bank of Marin. 

CONCURRENT REGULAR MEETINGS OF THE 
SONOMA CITY COUNCIL 

& 
SONOMA CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE 

DISSOLVED SONOMA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
 

Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West 
Sonoma CA 95476 

 
Monday, October 7, 2013 

6:00 p.m. 
**** 

MINUTES 

City Council 
Ken Brown, Mayor 

Tom Rouse, Mayor Pro Tem 
Steve Barbose 

David Cook 
Laurie Gallian 
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3. CITY MANAGER COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS INCLUDING 
ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM SUCCESSOR AGENCY STAFF 

 
City Manager Giovanatto announced that CFAC had selected local musician David Aguilar as 
the 2013 Treasure Artist of the Year and were in the process of planning a reception in his 
honor.  She congratulated Mayor Brown upon being named a recipient of a 2013 Amistad 
award. 
 

4. PRESENTATIONS  
 

Item 4A:        Proclamation declaring October 2013 as Domestic Violence Awareness 
Month. 

 
Mayor Brown read aloud the proclamation and presented it to Madelyn O'Connell who thanked 
the City for its support.  Sgt. Dave Thompson recognized the many services provided by the 
YWCA Sonoma County and also thanked the Council for recognizing Domestic Violence 
Awareness Month.   
 

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 September 16, 2013 Council meeting. 
Item 5C: Approval and ratification of the appointment of Bill D’Allaird to the 

Mobilehome Park Rental Review Board. 
 
City Manager Giovanatto stated that the matter of support for AB 1229 had been received 
subsequent to the posting of the agenda and required action before the next regular Council 
meeting.  She requested addition of an item to the agenda to authorize the Mayor to sign a letter 
to the Governor in support of AB1229. 
 
The public comment period was opened and closed with none received.  It was moved by Clm. 
Rouse, seconded by Clm. Cook, to approve the addition of the agenda item requested by City 
Manager Giovanatto to the consent calendar and to approve the consent calendar as amended 
(including the letter to the Governor).  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 September 16, 2013 City 

Council / Successor Agency Meeting pertaining to the Successor Agency. 
Item 6B: Adoption of the Amended FY 13-14B Recognized Obligation Payment 

Schedule [ROPS] for the period January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2014. 
Item 6C: Issuance of a Request for Qualifications for the retention of a real estate 

professional to assist in the marketing and sale of the property located at 
32 Patten Street. 

Item 6D: Authorization of a new appraisal of the property located at 32 Patten Street. 
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Clm. Barbose removed Consent Item 6B.  The public comment period was opened and closed 
with none received.  It was moved by Clm. Gallian, seconded by Clm. Rouse to approve the 
Consent Calendar except for Item 6B.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Item 6B: Adoption of the Amended FY 13-14B Recognized Obligation Payment 

Schedule [ROPS] for the period January 1, 2014 through June 30, 2014. 
 
Clm. Barbose clarified that the annual $218,000 funding of the Visitor Bureau would run through 
2016.  It was moved by Clm. Rouse, seconded by Clm. Barbose, to approve Item 6B.  The 
motion carried unanimously. 
 

7. PUBLIC HEARING – None Scheduled 
 

8. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL 
 
Item 8A: Discussion, consideration and possible action on the introduction of an 

ordinance banning gas-powered leaf blowers. 
 
Planning Director Goodison reported that the City’s current regulations relating to the use and 
noise levels associated with leaf blowers were adopted in 2011.  In recent months, several 
presentations were made to the City Council (including a petition) requesting that the 
regulations be revisited, with the specific suggestion that gas-powered leaf blowers be banned. 
Councilmembers Barbose and Cook requested that this question be placed on an agenda to 
determine whether there was majority interest in amending the current regulations. That 
discussion occurred at the City Council meeting of September 4, 2013.  After hearing public 
testimony on the matter and conducting its own discussion, the Council ultimately voted 4-1 to 
direct staff to prepare an ordinance that would ban gas-powered leaf blowers. Goodison stated 
that the draft ordinance would ban gas-powered leaf blowers and prohibit operation of a leaf 
blower in a manner that directed dust and debris onto any neighboring property. 
 
Clm. Cook confirmed with staff that the cost to place the issue on a future ballot would be 
between $3,000 and $5,000. 
 
Mayor Brown invited comments from the public.  Paul Gorce spoke against the ordinance 
stating he was tired of being told what he could and could not do and that if leaf blowers were 
banned, Council might as well ban chain saws, chippers, vehicles, and anything else that made 
noise. 
 
Kurt Carnell said gardeners need leaf blowers to do their job and a rake would take three times 
the amount of time.  Georgia Kelly stated support for a total ban on all leaf blowers noting that 
electric blowers create the same amount of pollution.  Alan Ollenger was opposed to the ban 
and stated that it was a self-appointed group who want to control their neighborhood.  He said 
the City already had regulations and the City should not listen to a small vocal minority.  Stan 
Pappas vowed not to support any Councilmember for reelection if they vote for the ban. 
 
David Brim favored the ban and pointed out the number of children with asthma.  Fred Allebach 
said he thought people would get used to using rakes.  Rick Suerth supported the ban stating 
that sometimes leaf blowers outside his home were so loud he had to take phone calls in his 
bathroom.  Rosemary Pedranzini reported that she rakes her leaves and noted that leaves 
could pose a trip hazard when left on sidewalks.  Andrew Johnson, Director of California 
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Landscape Contractors Association, suggested a compromise of better technology, mufflers, 
and limiting the number of days leaf blowers could be used.  Steven Dungan, Pate Coleman, 
Ceceila Ponicsan, Darryl Ponicsan, Ed Kuhry, Kenneth Cordie, Regina Baker, Gary Edwards,  
also spoke in support of the ban.  Craig Martin did not support the ban.  He stated his landscape 
business consisted of himself and his son and that it would cost him over $2,000 to convert to 
non gas-powered blowers.  Joel Bicker stated his problem was banning a technology that may 
not cure the concerns. He said we could end up with a gas-powered generator being used to 
power an electric blower.  He also pointed out there were diesel and propane blowers.  He 
stated he would rather see a ban on the noise and the dust and not the technology. 
 
Clm. Rouse stated he would not support a ban and if Council felt that gas powered leaf blowers 
were the enemy then it should be a matter that goes on the ballot.  Clm. Cook stated that 
whether blowers were gas or electric; they still put dust in the air.  He said that he did not like 
leaf blowers but did not want to ban them; he would also support placing the matter on a ballot.  
Clm. Gallian stated her support for the ban but felt that more education was needed for the 
community.  Clm. Barbose stated that he did not buy the predictions of dire economic impacts 
on landscapers.  He added that he wasn’t certain the proposed ordinance went far enough.  
Mayor Brown stated that while he would not support a total ban, he would support the gas 
powered blower ban. 
 
It was moved by Clm. Gallian, seconded by Clm. Barbose, to introduce the ordinance entitled 
An Ordinance of the City of Sonoma Amending Chapter 9.56 of the Municipal Code by 
Establishing Additional Regulations on the Use and Operation of Leafblowers.  Gallian and 
Barbose then amended the motion to include a “ban on leaf blowers powered by an internal 
combustion engine and use of diesel generators to power electric leafblowers.  The motion 
carried three to two, Rouse and Cook dissented. 
 
RECESS:  The meeting recessed from 7:40 to 7:50 p.m. 
 
Item 8B: Discussion, consideration and possible action on the preparation of an 

amendment of the Management Plan for the Montini Preserve to allow 
leashed dogs on trails and related matters. 

 
Planning Director Goodison reported that Clm. Barbose requested that the Council discuss the 
issue of allowing leashed dogs on trails within the Montini Preserve.  The Montini Preserve 
encompassed approximately 98 acres of open space, including a significant portion of 
Sonoma’s hillside backdrop.  At its meeting of March 4, 2013, the City Council voted 3-2 to 
approve a Transfer Agreement with the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open 
Space District that would result in the City taking ownership of the Preserve early in 2014.  The 
Transfer Agreement implemented a number of restrictions set forth in a Conservation Easement 
and a Recreation Covenant.  Among those restrictions was that the City would administer the 
Preserve in conformance with a Management Plan previously adopted by the Open Space 
District, which prohibited dogs on the Montini Preserve.  Goodison then explained the process 
by which the City could amend the Management Plan if it chose to do so. 
 
Clm. Barbose inquired if an environmental impact review which included the possibility of a dog 
park would increase the cost and amount of time necessary to complete the review.  Director 
Goodison responded that first a proposed dog park would have to be defined and most likely the 
amendment would qualify for a Negative Declaration. 
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Mayor Brown inquired if there was a reason staff did not want to include the element of a dog 
park.  Goodison stated that it went back to the purposes for which the property was acquired.  It 
was acquired for open space and when the City posed the idea of a dog park to the Open 
Space District General Manager, he did not feel it was consistent with the preserve plans. 
 
Clm. Barbose confirmed that an amendment to the plan would require approval of the Open 
Space District. 
 
Clm. Rouse inquired if staff had communicated with State Parks about the proposed 
amendment to allow dogs.  Goodison responded in the affirmative and added that the State did 
have some concerns relating to the Vallejo property. 
 
Mayor Brown invited comments from the public.  Vincent Anibale, Supervising Ranger for 
Sonoma State Parks, stated that in the spirit of being good neighbors the State had allowed the 
trail to go through their property with the condition that dogs would not be allowed.  He clarified 
that it was a State law that prohibited dogs. 
 
Fred Allebach disagreed with allowing dogs on the trail.  He said allowing dogs on a nature 
preserve went against the Montini Preserve vision statement.  Nicole Catanno agreed. 
 
Elizabeth Monet supported the concept of allowing dogs on the trail. 
 
Richard Dale, Executive Director of Sonoma Ecology Center, reported that wildlife cameras and 
direct observations of wildlife showed that many animals use the preserve for food, shelter, and 
reproduction.  Mammals include bobcat, coyote, black-tailed deer, gray fox, raccoon, western 
gray squirrel, black-tailed jackrabbit, and several others.  Birds include White-tailed Kite, Red 
Shouldered Hawk, Red Tailed Hawk, American Kestrel, Wild Turkey and many more.  He said 
there was an active coyote den on the site and bobcat had been observed regularly until 
disturbance by the trail construction that occurred in the spring.  Dale stated he had spoken to 
several wildlife biologists and found that most literature on the subject indicated there would be 
impacts and that allowing dogs on the preserve would diminish the wildlife. 
 
Phoenix Featherstone, Joan Tillman, Katie Byrne, Mary Hart, Kathy George, Bob Edwards, and 
Barbara Page spoke in support of allowing leashed dogs on the trail.  Rich Gibson, Overlook 
Trail Steward, stated that dogs would create issues including dog waste, the need for 
receptacles, dogs chasing cattle or biting people.  He said Council needed to consider the extra 
cost of maintenance and enforcement.  Jennifer Hainstock presented Council a petition signed 
by 385 requesting leashed dogs be allowed and a dog park of at least one acre be installed on 
the Montini Preserve.   
 
Armando Zimmermann stated it was meant as a nature preserve and he did not support 
allowing dogs on the trail.  Rosemary Marks, Overlook Trail Docent, stated the trail was not 
suited for dogs; it was a very narrow trail and the area was full of poison oak and ticks.  The 
presumption that dogs would be kept on a leash was erroneous.  Joanna Kemper, Chair 
Overlook Trail Stewards, stated they supported the management plan and vision statement as 
they currently exist.  They wish to keep it as a preserve.  She noted that dogs would disturb 
wildlife not just by their presence but also by their scent.  Jack Carter stated there were already 
a number of places that allowed dogs. 
 
Clm. Barbose stated that when the City decided to acquire the Montini property he had 
understood that the plan would be amended to allow dogs; however, that was not the case.  
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Late in the game, the City was told it couldn’t acquire the trails unless it accepted the 
Management Plan and Bill Keene had said he would not stand in the way of an plan 
amendment to allow dogs.  Clm. Barbose stated he thought from the beginning, and supported 
the notion, that dogs would be allowed on the preserve.  He stated support for an amendment to 
the plan to make that change but because he was a realist would not shoot for a dog park on 
the property because the head of the Open Space District had said it was a no go. 
 
It was moved by Clm. Barbose, seconded by Clm. Gallian, to direct staff to prepare an 
amendment to the Montini Preserve Management Plan to allow leashed dogs on the trail.  Clm. 
Gallian stated this would simply be correcting what some thought was true all along.  Clm. 
Rouse stated it was designed as a wildlife preserve and when you introduce dogs the natural 
habitat would go away.  For those reasons, he would not support the amendment.  Clm. Cook 
stated he would support it because he wanted local control.  Mayor Brown said he was willing to 
move the idea forward.  The motion carried four to one, Rouse dissented. 
 
Item 8C: Discussion, consideration and possible action providing direction to the 

Mayor regarding the City’s vote on appointments by the Sonoma County 
Mayors’ and Councilmembers’ Association at their October 10, 2013 
meeting. 

 
City Manager Giovanatto reported that the Sonoma County Mayors’ and Councilmembers’ 
Association would meet on October 10, 2013 in Rohnert Park and the Board of Directors would 
consider two appointments to the North Bay Division LOCC Executive Board to fill the expiring 
terms of Councilmembers Laurie Gallian and Susan Harvey.  Letters of interest were submitted 
by Sonoma Councilmember Laurie Gallian, Cotati Councilmember Susan Harvey, Petaluma 
Vice Mayor Chris Albertson, and Santa Rosa Councilmember Ernesto Olivares. 
 
It was moved by Clm. Rouse, seconded by Clm. Cook, to support the appointment of Laurie 
Gallian and Susan Harvey.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 

9. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY 
 

10. COUNCILMEMBERS’ REPORTS AND FINAL REMARKS 
 
Item 10A: Reports Regarding Committee Activities. 
 
Clm. Rouse reported on the Facilities Committee meeting.   
 
Clm. Barbose reported on the Sonoma County Clean Power and Sonoma County Waste 
Management Agency meetings.  
 
Clm. Gallian reported on the Sonoma County Ag & Open Space Advisory Committee meeting. 
 
Mayor Brown reported on the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission meeting.  
 
Item 10B: Final Councilmembers’ Remarks. 
 
Clm. Barbose asked for a future agenda item considering sending a letter of opposition to the 
County’s proposed water fluoridation plan. 
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11. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC  
 
Bob Edwards expressed appreciation to the Council for considering the issue of allowing dogs 
on Montini. 
 

12. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:26 p.m. in the memory of Dr. Donald Martin. 

  

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 __________ 2013. 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Gay Johann, MMC 
City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 
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OPENING 
 
Mayor Brown called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.  Kyra Hinton and Ellen Ballard led 
the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
PRESENT: Mayor Brown and Councilmembers Barbose, Gallian, Cook and Rouse  
ABSENT: None 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  City Manager Giovanatto, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 
Johann, City Attorney Walter, Public Works Director Takasugi, Development Services 
Director Wirick and Planning Director Goodison. 
 

1. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
 
Lynn Clary requested that the City Council take up the issue of traffic in and around the 
area of the Safeway store.  He suggested that the parking lot exits be posted with right 
turn only signs.  
 

2. COUNCILMEMBERS’ COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Item 2A: Councilmembers’ Comments and Announcements  
 
Clm. Gallian announced attendance at the Bi-National Health Fair and the Amistad 
Awards.  She congratulated Mayor Brown for being a recipient of an Amistad Award.   
 
Clm. Rouse said it had been his honor to Emcee the Amistad Award ceremony. 
 
Mayor Brown requested a future agenda item for discussion of the three-minute time 
limit on public comments.  He dedicated the meeting in the memory of Michael Hinton, 
Mark Toole and former City Attorney Tom Curry. 
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3. CITY MANAGER COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS INCLUDING 
ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM SUCCESSOR AGENCY STAFF 

 
City Manager Giovanatto stated that former City Attorney Tom Curry had served the 
City well during his tenure with the City from 2001 through 2009 and that staff was 
saddened to hear of his passing. 
 

4. PRESENTATIONS  
 
Item 4A: Recognition of Michael David Hinton 
 
Mayor Brown read aloud the proclamation in loving memory of Michael Hinton and 
presented it to Kyra Hinton and Ellen Ballard.  Ms. Ballard announced that a celebration 
of Michael’s life would be held October 26 at the Veteran’s Building. 
 

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 and ratification of the appointment of John H. Bouldt to the 

Traffic Safety Committee for a term ending October 21, 2015. 
Item 5C: Approval of procedures for the collection of delinquent water utility 

fees and charges.  (Res. No. 37-2013) 
Item 5D: Approval of a Residential Customer Water Leak Adjustment Policy. 

(Res. No. 38-2013) 
Item 5E: Approve the Notice of Completion for the Depot Park Parking Area 

and ADA Improvement Project No. 1301 Constructed by Serres 
Corporation and Direct the City Clerk to File the Document. 

Item 5F: Resolution Establishing an Appropriations Limit for FY 2012-13 
Pursuant to Article XIIIB of the California Constitution as Amended 
by Proposition 111. (Res. No. 39-2013) 

Item 5G: Approve changes and additions to employment positions in the 
City’s Classification and Compensation Plan.  (Res. No. 40-2013 and 
41-2013) 

Item 5H: Adoption of an ordinance banning leaf blowers powered by internal 
combustion engines.  (Removed from consent, see below) 

 
Mayor Brown removed Item 5H.  It was moved by Clm. Rouse, seconded by Clm. 
Gallian, to approve the Consent Calendar except for Item 5H.  The motion carried 
unanimously. 
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Item 5H: Adoption of an ordinance banning leaf blowers powered by internal 
combustion engines.   

 
Planning Director Goodison reported that Council had voted to introduce the ordinance 
at the October 7 meeting and it was now on the agenda for the second reading and 
adoption. 
 
Mayor Brown invited comments from the public.  The following people spoke in 
opposition to the proposed ordinance:  Stan Pappas, Jose Sedona, Alex Barragan, 
Jenny Irving, Thomas Cannard, Sergio Cornel, Jerry Marino, Roy Guerrero, Rick 
Lessler, Craig Martin, Daniel Motes.  
 
The following spoke in support of the proposed ordinance:  Karen Barto, Barbara 
Heiman, Regina Baker, Cecelia Ponicsan, Darryl Ponicsan, Bob Edwards, Fran Larsen, 
Marty Greenman.  
 
Clm. Gallian stated that the issue had been a thorough vetting of the subject and moved 
to adopt the ordinance entitled AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SONOMA 
AMENDING CHAPTER 9.56 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE BY ESTABLISHING 
ADDITIONAL REGULATIONS ON THE USE AND OPERATION OF LEAFBLOWERS.  
Clm. Barbose seconded the motion and stated that the ordinance dealt with health and 
quality of life issues and that peoples’ rights to peace and quiet should be paramount 
over the landscapers whose rates may go up. 
 
Clm. Cook stated that the ban would cause hardships, that it was not the Council’s 
place to ban leaf blowers and that neighbors should work out their issues amongst 
themselves. 
 
Mayor Brown stated that he had additional time to obtain input and to look into his own 
life.  He stated that he grew up in a blue-collar world and was still a pay check to pay 
check kind of guy with a family to support.  Mayor Brown also pointed out the Amistad 
Award he just received was a recognition of his support and ongoing friendship with the 
Latino community.  For that and other reasons, he would not support the ordinance. 
 
The motion to adopt the ordinance failed with the following vote:  AYES:  Barbose, 
Gallian.  NOES:  Rouse, Cook, Brown.  ABSENT:  None. 
 
RECESS:  The meeting recessed from 7:10 to 7:20  
 

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

 

7. PUBLIC HEARING 
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Item 7A: Discussion, consideration, and possible action on the introduction of 
an ordinance amending the Municipal Code with respect to historic 
preservation.  

 
Planning Director Goodison explained the modifications to the Municipal Code 
necessary for the City of Sonoma to be designated as a Certified Local Government 
with respect to historic preservation.   
 
Mayor Brown invited comments from the public.  Pat Pulvirenti thanked staff, the 
Planning Commission and the City Council for their continued support of moving 
towards the Certified Local Government distinction.  Barbara Wimmer, George McKale, 
and Robert Demler also spoke in favor of adoption of the ordinance.  Mr. Demler 
suggested that the title of the Design Review Commission be amended to include 
Historic Preservation and that real estate agents be required to disclose properties that 
are within an historic zone. 
 
It was moved by Clm. Rouse, seconded by Clm. Gallian, to introduce the ordinance 
entitled AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SONOMA MUNICIPAL CODE BY 
CLARIFYING THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION 
AND MODIFYING REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO THE HISTORIC RESOURCES IN 
ORDER TO ACHIEVE COMPLIANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE 
CERTIFIED LOCAL GOVERNMENT PROGRAM FOR HISTORIC PRESERVATION.  
At the suggestion of Clm. Barbose, Councilmembers Rouse and Gallian amended the 
motion to include an amendment to the ordinance to change the name of the Design 
Review commission to the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission.  The 
motion carried unanimously. 
 

8. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL 
 
Item 8A: Discussion, consideration and possible action on the Sonoma 

County Library Proposed Amended JPA Agreement. 
 
City Manager Giovanatto reported that in 2012 the Sonoma County Mayors and Council 
members initiated a review of the Sonoma County Library Joint Powers Agreement in 
light of challenges at the library and changes in demographics, technology, and 
finances since the 1975 agreement was first approved. All of the cities in the County 
agreed to participate in the review, along with the Library Commission, and formed the 
Sonoma County Library JPA Review Advisory Committee.  
 
The Committee began meeting in October, 2012, and completed its review and 
recommended distributing the Draft Amended JPA for review by the Board, City 
Councils, and Library Commission on September 16, 2013.  Key Features of Current 
JPA: 1. Continuing to have one County-wide system, which provides economies of 
scale that would be unattainable otherwise.  2. Continuing to dedicate a current portion 
of property taxes to the Library. 3. Retaining the Library as an independent government 
organization focused on a regional system. 4. Continuing to have Library Advisory 
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Boards in each community to provide a local voice for library patrons. 5. Continuing to 
operate in a spirit of collaboration among the Members; and  
6. Continuing a commitment to equitable services throughout the County. 
 
Mayor Brown invited comments from the public.  Mary Evelyn Arnold, Sonoma County 
Library Commission member, stated her disagreement with a majority of the changes 
being proposed and added that most of the library commissioners agreed with her.  She 
strongly disagreed with allowing local communities to fund additional services. 
 
City Manager Giovanatto led Councilmembers through a series of topics relating to the 
JPA agreement and obtained their comments to be forwarded to the Library JPA 
Review Committee.  Clm. Cook requested that it be made clear that local employees 
would have first priority to work during any locally funded additional hours. 
 
Item 8B: Discussion, consideration, and possible action on the request of 

Selma Blanusa to remove or modify an easement pertaining to 19725 
Seventh Street East. 

 
Planning Director Goodison provided a detailed description of the easement in question 
and explained that property owner Selma Blanusa had submitted a request that the 
easement be either modified or removed. Blanusa felt the circumstances that led to the 
easement were no longer relevant and that it unfairly restricted her use of the property. 
 
Clm. Rouse inquired why the easement was put in place.  Director Goodison stated that 
it was his opinion that the easement was implemented to prevent further expansion of 
the residential component of the property. 
 
Mayor Brown invited comments from the public.  Selma Blanusa requested that council 
eliminate or clarify the easement.  She would like to convert an old barn into a second 
dwelling unit on her property that would provide an increased sense of security for her 
family. 
 
Mike and Linda Anderson stated that the open space was a reason they purchased their 
home and had been told that the easement would be there in perpetuity.  They were not 
opposed to conversion of the old barn. 
 
Additional neighboring property owners Laurie Maggioncalda and Vince Parisi also did 
not agree with abandonment of the easement.  Neither were opposed to development of 
the old barn. 
 
Clm. Barbose stated he felt the easement served a public purpose and did not feel it 
should be abandoned.  He said he was willing to modify the easement to allow 
conversion of the historic barn as a second unit.  All the other Councilmembers agreed. 
 
City Attorney Walter recommended that the easement be clarified to the benefit of all 
involved.  It was moved by Clm. Barbose, seconded by Clm. Gallian, to direct staff to 
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come back with a recommendation for modification of the easement for better clarity 
and to allow conversion of the historic barn. The motion carried unanimously. 
 
RECESS:  The meeting recessed from 8:45 to 8:55 p.m. 
 
Item 8C: Introduction of Ordinance repealing Chapter 14.10 of the Sonoma 

Municipal Code and reenacting a new Chapter 14.10 adopting and 
amending new construction codes. 

 
Development Services Director Wirick explained that the California Building Standards 
Code, made up of twelve parts, were amended and published every three years by the 
State Building Standards Commission and the construction codes currently in place 
would expire January 1, 2014.  He stated the local amendments suggested by staff 
were consistent with the existing policies and construction requirements previously 
adopted by the Council.  Wirick provided a detailed description and explanation of the 
proposed codes and local amendments and stated that construction and permit costs 
would increase as a result of these codes. 
 
The public comment period opened and closed with none received. 
 
It was moved by Clm. Barbose, seconded by Clm. Gallian, to introduce the ordinance 
entitled AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SONOMA REPEALING CHAPTER 14.10 
OF THE SONOMA MUNICIPAL CODE IN ITS ENTIRETY AND REENACTING A NEW 
CHAPTER 14.10, ADOPTING NEW ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS AND 
ADOPTING BY REFERENCE PARTS 2, 2.5, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11 AND 12 OF THE 
2013 CALIFORNIA BUILDING STANDARDS CODE AND AMENDMENTS THERETO 
and to schedule a public hearing on November 18, 2013 for the second reading and 
adoption of the ordinance.  Clm. Cook requested that the Fire Chief be present at the 
November 18 meeting.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Item 8D: Consideration and possible action on the introduction of an 

ordinance amending Section 1.24.010 of the Sonoma Municipal Code 
pertaining to appeals. 

 
Development Services Director Wirick reported Section 1.24.010 of the Sonoma 
Municipal Code (SMC) stated that “Any person dissatisfied with any final decision of any 
city commission, board or official may appeal such final decision to the city council.  
Only final decisions may be appealed to the city council”.  The proposed ordinance 
amending SMC 1.24.010 was recommended by City Attorney Walter and clarified what 
constituted a “final decision”.   
 
The public comment period was opened and closed with none received. 
 
It was moved by Clm. Barbose, seconded by Clm. Cook, to introduce the ordinance 
entitled AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SONOMA 
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AMENDING SECTION 1.24.010 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE PERTAINING TO 
APPEALS.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Item 8E: Discussion, consideration and possible action to approve a 

Resolution of the City Council of the City of Sonoma authorizing the 
Amendment to MuniServices LLC Agreement to conduct a vacation 
rental review program. 

 
City Manager Giovanatto reported that the City maintained a contract with MuniServices 
for examination of Sales and Use Tax records for the purpose of verifying accurate 
collection of sales tax revenue.  Additional services available through MuniServices 
include Hotel/Lodging Properties reviews and Audits.  With the increasing evidence of 
the conversion of residences to Vacation Rentals and the new opportunity for “Air Bed 
and Breakfasts” it has become a priority to find a method to bring illegal vacation rentals 
into compliance and to make all unregistered lodging properties comply with the City’s 
Transient Occupancy Tax ordinance and the Tourism Improvement District ordinance.  
This level of review has been on staff’s list of future projects to undertake for some time, 
but the available staff hours and resources are limited.  Staff is proposing an 
amendment to the contract with MuniServices to provide a specific focused program for 
the City to identify and bring into compliance these undocumented properties.  For this 
service, MuniServices would be compensated on a revenue-split basis with 45% of any 
new revenues being retained by MuniServices and the remaining 55% will be 
unanticipated revenue to the City and the Tourism Improvement District.  Once lodging 
properties are brought into compliance, they will come under the jurisdiction of the City 
regulations which could include obtaining Planning Use Permit approval and obtaining a 
valid City Business License.  The Tourism Improvement District Board has approved 
their participation in this program. 
 
Clm. Barbose inquired if MuniServices would address the issue if a particular business 
was legal.  Giovanatto stated that those would be turned over to the planning 
department to deal with. 
 
Mayor Brown invited comments from the public.  Regina Baker asked if there would be 
late penalties.  Giovanatto responded in the positive. 
 
It was moved by Clm. Gallian, seconded by Clm. Rouse, to adopt Res. No. 42-2013 
entitled A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Sonoma Authorizing Amendment 
No. 1 to the Agreement with MuniServices, LLC to Add Additional Services to Perform a 
Vacation Rental Review Program on Behalf of the City of Sonoma.  The motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
 
 
Item 8F: Discussion, consideration and possible action on a Sidewalk Trip-

Hazard Repair Policy. 
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Public Works Director Takasugi reported the California Street and Highways Code, 
under Section 5600-5618, and the City Municipal Code Sections 12.12.110 through 
12.12.130 place responsibility on the abutting property owner for maintaining in safe 
condition the sidewalk fronting or adjacent to their property.  Historically, the City of 
Sonoma has enforced the sidewalk repair ordinance by complaint only.  The City has 
not actively inspected sidewalks for trip hazards.  Sidewalk trip hazards may vary from 
small cracks to abrupt edges.  Repair costs vary considerably from one type of trip 
hazard to another.  Once a complaint is received by the City, a code enforcement letter 
is sent to the abutting property owner, directing a timely repair in accordance with State 
and City codes.  The enforcement action is typically not well received and enforcement 
may require significant staff time and attention. 
 
Takasugi stated that staff proposed to issue a $25,000 contract to perform inspection 
and saw cutting repair of trip hazards in the first of eleven City sectors.  The remaining 
$25,000 of available budget would be used to fund 50/50 cost-shares with property 
owners for larger trip hazards, fund City-owned sidewalk repairs, and fund the cost to 
effect repairs of large trip hazards at non-compliant properties 
 
The public comment period was opened and closed with none received. 
 
It was moved by Clm. Rouse, seconded by Clm. Gallian, to Adopt Res. No. 43-2013 
entitled Resolution of the City Council of the City of Sonoma Adopting a Sidewalk Trip 
Hazard Repair Policy.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Item 8G: Discussion, consideration and possible action on the introduction of 

an ordinance amending Chapter 12.12 of the Sonoma Municipal Code 
pertaining to sidewalk maintenance and dangerous conditions. 

 
Public Works Director Takasugi reported the Sonoma Municipal Code Section was 
silent as to the maintenance responsibility of sidewalk damage caused by street trees 
located in the park or parking strip.  However, the California Streets and Highway Code 
Section 5600-5610 had long since provided such clarity, placing that responsibility on 
the abutting property owner.  The proposed amendment of the Municipal Code seeks to 
provide consistency and alignment between the City’s Code and the State Streets and 
Highway Code.  Takasugi added that  
Staff was recommending deletion of Municipal Code Section 12.12 which defined dirt 
sidewalks, curbs and gutters, or the lack thereof, as a “dangerous” condition 
inadvertently placing liability on property owners and the City. 
 
Clm. Rouse questioned why a property owner should be responsible to repair sidewalk 
damage caused by trees planted in the parkway.  
 
Mayor Brown invited comments from the public. Jeannie Allen stated that the City 
needed to make sidewalk improvements now.  She provided pictures and information 
regarding streets where there are patchwork and/or non-existing sidewalks and 
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explained that they were unsafe for those in wheel chairs, on scooters or for mothers 
pushing strollers. 
 
Clm. Rouse agreed that the City should look at some of the areas pointed out by Ms. 
Allen.  Mayor Brown reminded all that in the past, the City Council had waived the 
requirement for sidewalk installation to preserve the rural nature of an area.  Clm. 
Barbose stated the Council could adopt the ordinance and bring back for further 
discussion the need for sidewalks where they are lacking. 
 
It was moved by Clm. Barbose, seconded by Clm. Gallian, to introduce the ordinance 
entitled 
An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Sonoma Amending Chapter 12.12 of the 
Sonoma Municipal Code Pertaining to Sidewalk Maintenance and Dangerous 
Conditions.  The motion carried four to one, Rouse dissented. 
 

9. REGULAR CALENDAR – CITY COUNCIL AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY 
 

10. COUNCILMEMBERS’ REPORTS AND FINAL REMARKS 
 
Item 10A: Reports Regarding Committee Activities. 
 
Clm. Barbose reported on the Waste Management and Sonoma Clean Power meetings. 
 
Clm. Cook reported on the Library Advisory Committee meeting. 
 
Clm. Gallian reported on the Mayors and Councilmembers and the Board of 
Supervisor’s meetings. 
 
Item 10B: Final Councilmembers’ Remarks.  None. 
 

11. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC  
 
Regina Baker asked the Council to create a map indicating all development proposed 
for the next two years. 
 
Jeannie Allen pointed out that some sidewalks did not have curb cuts. 
 

12. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:57 p.m. in the memory of Michael Hinton, Mark Toole 
and former City Attorney Tom Curry. 
  

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 __________ 2013. 
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_____________________________ 
Gay Johann, MMC 
City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 
 



 
 

 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5C 
 
11/04/2013 
 

                                                                                            

Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact 
Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Approval and ratification of the reappointment of Nellie Cravens to the Cultural and Fine Arts 
Commission for a term ending November 7, 2017. 

Summary 
The Cultural & Fine Arts Commission consists of seven members and one alternate who serve at 
the pleasure of the City Council.  Appointments are made by nomination by the Mayor with 
ratification by the City Council.   

Nellie Cravens has served on the commission since November 7, 2011.  Mayor Brown has 
nominated her for reappointment for a four-year term ending November 7, 2017. 

Recommended Council Action 
Approve and ratify the reappointment. 

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: 
None 

 

cc:  Nellie Cravens via email 

 
 



 
 

 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5D 
 
11/04/2013 
 

                                                                                            

Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact 
Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Approval and ratification of the reappointment of Linda Ransom to the Cultural and Fine Arts 
Commission for a term ending November 3, 2015. 

Summary 
The Cultural & Fine Arts Commission consists of seven members and one alternate who serve at 
the pleasure of the City Council.  Appointments are made by nomination by the Mayor with 
ratification by the City Council.   

Linda Ransom has served on the commission since November 3, 2007.  Mayor Brown has 
nominated her for reappointment for a two-year term ending November 3, 2015. 

Recommended Council Action 
Approve and ratify the reappointment. 

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: 
None 

 

cc:  Linda Ransom via email 

 
 



 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5E 
 
11/04/2013 

                                                                                            

Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact 
Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Approval and ratification of the reappointment of Christopher Woodcock to the Traffic Safety 
Committee for a term ending November 7, 2017. 

Summary 
The Traffic Safety Committee consists of 5 members and one alternate who serve at the pleasure of 
the City Council.  Appointments are made when a nomination by the Mayor is ratified by the City 
Council.  Mr. Woodcock has served on the Committee since November 7, 2011 and is eligible for 
reappointment to a four-year term ending November 7, 2017. 

Recommended Council Action 
Approve and ratify the reappointment. 

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:   
None. 
 

CC:  Christopher Woodcock via email 

 
 



 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5F 
 
11/4/2013 

 
Department 

Public Works 

Staff Contact  
Dan Takasugi, Public Works Director / City Engineer 

Agenda Item Title 
Approval of a Resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute a Professional Services 
Agreement with Spilman & Associates for a Water Rate and Connection Charge Study 

Summary 
City water rates have not been updated since 2007.  A 2012 analysis of water rates by John Nelson 
showed that the existing rate structure and model were not sustainable in the long term.  Two 
presentations were made to the Council in June 2013 to highlight the challenges faced by the City’s 
water enterprise.  At that time, Council gave staff direction to pursue a water rate study update. 
 
Proposals were solicited from three consultants who have performed water rate studies in this 
region.  Two consultants responded with proposals.  Spilman & Associates was selected due to their 
understanding of Sonoma’s unique challenges, approach to the study, experience with rate studies, 
and local presence in this area. 
 
The water rate study update process is expected to take approximately one year, following the rigid 
guidelines of the State’s Proposition 218 mandates.  There will be several Council study sessions 
and public hearings during the update process to gather feedback from the Council and the public.  
At this point, a target date for updated water rate implementation would be January 1, 2015. 
 

Recommended Council Action 
Approve the Resolution 

Alternative Actions 
Council discretion 

Financial Impact 
The Water Rate and Connection Charge Study is expected to cost $29,232.  Water enterprise 
funding in the amount of $30,000 has been budgeted in FY13/14 for this study update. 

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

Attachments: 
    Resolution 
    Proposed Professional Services Agreement 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Alignment with Council Goals:   

Supports the Council Water and Infrastructure Goal for updating the City’s water rate structure and 
rate model. 

cc: 
David Spilman, Spilman & Associates 

 



CITY OF SONOMA 
 

RESOLUTION ___ - 2013 
 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SONOMA 
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH 
SPILMAN & ASSOCIATES FOR A WATER RATE AND 

CONNECTION CHARGE STUDY UPDATE 
 
 

 WHEREAS, the City has not updated its water rates since 2007; 
 

WHEREAS, City water rates are not sustainable over time under the existing water rate 
structure; 
 

WHEREAS, staff solicited proposals from three (3) qualified water rate consultants and 
selected Spilman & Associates for its superior qualifications; 
 

WHEREAS, staff has negotiated a professional services agreement with Spilman & 
Associates at a fee of $29,232; 
 

WHEREAS, funds for the water rate study update are budgeted at $30,000 in Fiscal 
Year 2013-14; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to retain the services of Spilman & Associates to 
perform a water rate study update. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by this City Council that the City Manager is 
hereby authorized to execute a professional services agreement with Spilman & Associates in 
the amount of $29,232 for a water rate and connection charge study update. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 4th day of November 2013 by the following vote: 
 
  AYES:    
  NOES:    
  ABSENT: 
  ABSTAIN:  
 
 
 
       ____________________________ 
       Ken Brown, Mayor 
 
 
       ATTEST: 
 
       ____________________________ 
       Gay Johann, City Clerk 



CITY OF SONOMA 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 

 
 

 THIS AGREEMENT is entered into as of the 5th day of November, 2013, by and 
between the CITY OF SONOMA herein called the “City,” and Spilman & Associates, herein 
called the “Consultant.” 
 

Recitals 
 

 WHEREAS, City desires to obtain professional water rate analysis services in connection 
with the City of Sonoma Water Rate and Connection Study Update Project No. 1309; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Consultant hereby warrants to the City that Consultant is skilled and able to 
provide such services described in Section 1 of this Agreement; and 
 
 WHEREAS, City desires to retain Consultant pursuant to this Agreement to provide the 
services described in Section 1 of this Agreement. 
 

Agreement 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, THE PARTIES HERETO AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 1. Scope of Services.  Subject to such policy direction and approvals as the City 
through its staff may determine from time to time, Consultant shall perform the services set out 
in Exhibit “A” which is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 
 
 2. Time of Performance.  The services of Consultant are to commence not later than 
November 5, 2013 and be completed not later than December 31, 2014.  Any changes to these 
dates must be approved in writing by the City Manager or his or her representatives. 
 
 3. Compensation and Method of Payment. 
 
  A. Compensation.  The compensation to be paid to Consultant, including both 
payment for professional services and reimbursable expenses, shall be as set forth in Exhibit “A” 
which is attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.  However, in no event shall the 
amount exceed Twenty-Nine Thousand, Two-Hundred and Thirty-Two Dollars ($29,232.00).  
Payment by City under this Agreement shall not be deemed a waiver of defects, even if such 
defects were known to the City at the time of payment. 
 
  B. Timing of Payment.  Billing and payment for said services shall be as set 
forth in Exhibit “A,” attached hereto and incorporated herein. 
 
  C. Changes in Compensation.  Consultant will not undertake any work that 
will incur costs in excess of the amount of Twenty-Nine Thousand, Two-Hundred and Thirty-
Two Dollars ($29,232.00) without prior written amendment to this Agreement. 
 



  D. Litigation Support.  Consultant agrees to testify at City’s request if 
litigation is brought against City in connection with Consultant’s report.  Unless the action is 
brought by Consultant or is based upon Consultant’s negligence, City will compensate 
Consultant for the preparation and the testimony at Consultant’s standard hourly rates. 
 
 4. Ownership of Documents.  All plans, studies, documents and other writings 
prepared by and for Consultant, its officers, employees and agents in the course of implementing 
this Agreement, except working notes and internal documents, shall become the sole property of 
the City upon payment to Consultant for such work, and the City shall have the sole right to use 
such materials in its sole discretion without further compensation to Consultant or to any other 
party. 
 
 5. Employment of Other Consultants, Specialists or Experts.  Consultant will not 
employ or otherwise incur an obligation to pay other consultants, specialists or experts for 
services in connection with this Agreement without the prior written approval of the City. 
 
 6. Interest of Consultant. 
 
  A. Consultant (including principals, associates and professional employees) 
covenants and represents that it does not now have any investment or interest in real property and 
shall not acquire any interest, direct or indirect, in the area covered by this contract or any other 
source of income, interest in real property or investment which would be affected in any manner 
or degree by the performance of Consultant’s services hereunder.  Consultant further covenants 
and represents that in the performance of its duties hereunder no person having any such interest 
shall perform any services under this contract. 
 
  Consultant is not a designated employee within the meaning of the Political 
Reform Act because Consultant: 
 
   (1) will conduct research and arrive at conclusions with respect to 
his/her rendition of information, advice, recommendation or counsel independent of the control 
and direction of the City or of any City official, other than normal contract monitoring; and 
 
   (2) possesses no authority with respect to any City decision beyond the 
rendition of information, advice, recommendation or counsel.  (FPPC Reg. 18700(a)(2).) 
 
 7. Interest of Members and Employees of City.  No member of the City and no other 
officer, employee or agent of the City who exercises any functions or responsibilities in 
connection with the carrying out of any project to which this Agreement pertains, shall have any 
personal interest, direct or indirect, in this Agreement, nor shall any such person participate in 
any decision relating to this Agreement which affects his/her personal interests or the interest of 
any corporation, partnership or association in which he/she is directly or indirectly interested. 
 
 8. Liability of Members and Employees of City.  No member of the City and no 
other officer, employee or agent of the City shall be personally liable to Consultant or otherwise 
in the event of any default or breach of the City, or for any amount which may become due to 



Consultant or any successor in interest, or for any obligations directly or indirectly incurred under 
the terms of this Agreement. 
 
 9. Indemnification of City.  Consultant agrees to protect, defend, indemnify and save 
harmless City and its officers, officials, employees and volunteers from and against all claims, 
damages, losses and expenses including attorney fees arising out of the performance of the work 
described herein, caused in whole or in part by any negligent act or omission of the Consultant, 
any Sub-consultant, anyone directly or indirectly employed by any of them or anyone for whose 
acts any of them may be liable, except where caused by the active negligence, sole negligence, or 
willful misconduct of the City. 
 
 10. Consultant Not an Agent of City.  City retains all rights of approval and discretion 
with respect to the projects and undertakings contemplated by this Agreement.  Consultant, its 
officers, employees and agents shall not have any power to bind or commit the City to any 
decision. 
 
 11. Independent Contractor.  It is understood that Consultant, in the performance of 
the work and services agreed to be performed by Consultant, shall act as and be an independent 
contractor and not an agent or employee of City; and as an independent contractor, Consultant 
shall obtain no rights to retirement benefits or other benefits which accrue to City’s employees, 
and Consultant hereby expressly waives any claim it may have to any such rights. 
 
 12. Compliance with Laws. 
 
  A. General.  Consultant shall use the standard of care in its profession to 
comply with all applicable federal, state and local laws, codes, ordinances and regulations.  
Consultant represents and warrants to City that it has all licenses, permits, qualifications, 
insurance and approvals of whatsoever nature which are legally required for Consultant to 
practice its profession.  Consultant represents and warrants to City that Consultant shall, at its 
sole cost and expense, keep in effect or obtain at all times during the term of this Agreement any 
licenses, permits, insurance and approvals which are legally required for Consultant to practice 
its profession.  Consultant shall maintain a City of Sonoma business license.  
 
  B. Workers’ Compensation.  Consultant certifies that it is aware of the 
provisions of the California Labor Code which require every employee to be insured against 
liability for workers’ compensation or to undertake self-insurance in accordance with the 
provisions of that Code, and Consultant certifies that it will comply with such provisions before 
commencing performance of this Agreement. 
 
  C. Injury and Illness Prevention Program.  Consultant certifies that it is aware 
of and has complied with the provisions of California Labor Code Section 6401.7, which requires 
every employer to adopt a written injury and illness prevention program. 
 
  D. City Not Responsible.  The City is not responsible or liable for 
Consultant’s failure to comply with any and all of said requirements. 
 



 13. Confidential Information.  All data, documents, discussions or other information 
developed or received by or for Consultant in performance of this Agreement are confidential 
and not to be disclosed to any person except as authorized by City, or as required by law. 
 
 14. Insurance. 
 
  A. Minimum Scope of Insurance. 
 
   (1) Consultant agrees to have and maintain, for the duration of the 
contract, a General Liability insurance policy insuring him/her and his/her firm to an amount not 
less than Five Hundred Thousand Dollars ($500,000.00) combined single limit per occurrence 
and in the aggregate for bodily injury, personal injury and property damage. 
 
   (2) Consultant agrees to have and maintain for the duration of the 
contract an Automobile Liability insurance policy insuring him/her and his/her staff to an amount 
not less than Five Hundred Thousand Dollars ($500,000.00) combined single limit per accident 
for bodily injury and property damage. 
 
   (3) A Workers’ Compensation and Employers’ Liability policy written 
in accordance with the laws of the State of California and providing coverage for any and all 
employees of Consultant: 
 
   (4) (a) This policy shall provide coverage for Workers’ 
Compensation (Coverage A). 
 
    (b) This policy shall also provide coverage for One Hundred 
Thousand Dollars ($100,000.00) Employers’ Liability (Coverage B). 
 
   (5) All of the following endorsements are required to be made a part of 
each of the required policies, except for the Professional Liability and Workers’ Compensation 
and Employers’ Liability policies, as stipulated below:   
 
    (a) “The City of Sonoma, its employees, officers, agents and 
contractors are hereby added as additional insureds, but only as respects work done by, for on 
behalf of the named insured.” 
 
    (b) “This policy shall be considered primary insurance as 
respects any other valid and collectible insurance the City may possess, including any self-
insured retention the City may have, and any other insurance the City does possess shall be 
considered excess insurance only and shall not contribute with it.” 
 
    (c) “This insurance shall act for each insured and additional 
insured as though a separate policy had been written for each.  This, however, will not act to 
increase the limit of liability of the insuring company.” 
 
   (6) Consultant shall provide to the City all certificates of insurance 
with original endorsements affecting coverage required by this paragraph.  Certificates of such 



insurance shall be filed with the City on or before commencement of performance of this 
Agreement.  The City reserves the right to require complete, certified copies of all required 
insurance policies at any time. 
 
  B. General Liability. 
 
   (1) Any failure to comply with reporting provisions of the policies 
shall not affect coverage provided to the City, its officers, officials, employees or volunteers. 
 
   (2) Consultant’s insurance shall apply separately to each insured 
against whom a claim is made or suit is brought, except with respect to the limits of the insurer’s 
liability. 
 
  C. All Coverages.  Each insurance policy required in this item shall provide 
that coverage shall not be canceled, except after 30 days’ prior written notice by certified mail, 
return receipt requested, has been given to the City.  Current certification of such insurance shall 
be kept on file with the City Secretary at all times during the term of this Agreement. 
 
  D. Acceptability of Insurers.  Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a 
Best’s rating of no less than A:VII. 
 
  E. Deductibles and Self-Insured Retentions.  Any deductibles or self-insured 
retentions must be declared to and approved by the City.  At the City’s option, Consultant shall 
demonstrate financial capability for payment of such deductibles or self-insured retentions. 
 
 15. Assignment Prohibited.  Neither the City nor Consultant may assign any right or 
obligation pursuant to this Agreement.  Any attempted or purported assignment of any right or 
obligation hereunder shall be void and of no effect. 
 
 16. Termination of Agreement.   
 
  A. This Agreement and all obligations hereunder may be terminated at any 
time, with or without cause, by the City upon written notice to the Consultant upon 5 days’ 
written notice.  Consultant may terminate this Agreement upon 30 days’ written notice. 
 
  B. If Consultant fails to perform any of its material obligations under this 
Agreement, in addition to all other remedies provided by law, City may terminate this Agreement 
immediately upon written notice. 
 
  C. Upon termination with or without cause, all finished and unfinished 
documents, project data and reports shall, at the option of the City, become its sole property and 
shall, at Consultant’s expense, be delivered to the City or to any party it may so designate.   
 
  D. In the event termination is without cause, Consultant shall be entitled to 
any compensation owing to it hereunder up to the time of such termination, it being understood 
that any payments are full compensation for services rendered prior to the time of payment; 



provided, however, that Consultant shall be entitled to compensation for work in progress at the 
time of termination. 
 
 17. Amendment.  This Agreement constitutes the complete and exclusive statement of 
the Agreement to City and Consultant.  It may be amended or extended from time to time by 
written agreement of the parties hereto. 
 
 18. Litigation Costs.  If either party becomes involved in litigation arising out of this 
Agreement or the performance thereof, the court in such litigation shall award reasonable costs 
and expenses, including attorneys’ fees, to the prevailing party.  In awarding attorneys’ fees, the 
court will not be bound by any court fee schedule, but shall, if it is in the interest of justice to do 
so, award the full amount of costs, expenses, and attorneys’ fees paid or incurred in good faith. 
  
 19. Time of the Essence.  Time is of the essence of this Agreement. 
 
 20. Written Notification.  Any notice, demand, request, consent, approval or 
communications that either party desires or is required to give to the other party shall be in 
writing and either served personally or sent by prepaid, first class mail.  Any such notice, 
demand, etc. shall be addressed to the other party at the address set forth below.  Either party may 
change its address by notifying the other party of the change of address.  Notice shall be deemed 
communicated within 48 hours from the time of mailing if mailed as provided in this section. 
 
 If to City:   City of Sonoma 
     City Manager 
     #1 The Plaza 
     Sonoma, CA 95476 
 
 If to Consultant:  Spilman & Associates 

Municipal Consulting Services 
P. O. Box 577 
Sebastopol, CA  95473-0577 

 
 21. Consultant’s Books and Records. 
 
  A. Consultant shall maintain any and all ledgers, books of account, invoices, 
vouchers, canceled checks, and other records or documents evidencing or relating to charges for 
services, or expenditures and disbursements charged to City for a minimum period of three (3) 
years, or for any longer period required by law, from the date of final payment to Consultant to 
this Agreement. 
 
  B. Consultant shall maintain all documents and records which demonstrate 
performance under this Agreement for a minimum period of three (3) years, or for any longer 
period required by law, from the date of termination or completion of this Agreement. 
 
  C. Any records or documents required to be maintained pursuant to this 
Agreement shall be made available for inspection or audit, at any time during regular business 
hours, upon written request by the City Attorney, City Auditor, City Manager, or a designated 



representative of any of these officers. Copies of such documents shall be provided to City for 
inspection at City Hall when it is practical to do so.  Otherwise, unless an alternative is mutually 
agreed upon, the records shall be available at Consultant’s address indicated for receipt of notices 
in this Agreement. 
 
  D. Where City has reason to believe that such records or documents may be 
lost or discarded due to dissolution, disbandment or termination of Consultant’s business, City 
may, by written request by any of the above-named officers, require that custody of the records 
be given to City and that the records and documents be maintained in City Hall.  Access to such 
records and documents shall be granted to any party authorized by Consultant, Consultant’s 
representatives, or Consultant’s successor-in-interest. 
 
 22. Equal Employment Opportunity.  Consultant is an equal opportunity employer 
and agrees to comply with all applicable state and federal regulations governing equal 
employment opportunity.  Consultant will not discriminate against any employee or applicant for 
employment because of race, age, sex, creed, color, sexual orientation, marital status or national 
origin.  Consultant will take affirmative action to ensure that applicants are treated during such 
employment without regard to race, age, sex, creed, color, sexual orientation, marital status or 
national origin.  Such action shall include, but shall not be limited to, the following:   
employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer;  recruitment or recruitment advertising;  lay-offs 
or termination;  rates of pay or other forms of compensation;  and selection for training, including 
apprenticeship.  Consultant further agrees to post in conspicuous places, available to employees 
and applicants for employment, notices setting forth the provisions of this nondiscrimination 
clause. 
 
 23. Waiver.  No failure on the part of either party to exercise any right or remedy 
hereunder shall operate as a waiver of any other right or remedy that party may have hereunder. 
 
 24. Execution.  This Agreement may be executed in several counterparts, each of 
which shall constitute one and the same instrument and shall become binding upon the parties 
when at least one copy hereof shall have been signed by both parties hereto.  In approving this 
Agreement, it shall not be necessary to produce or account for more than one such counterpart. 
 
 25. News Releases/Interviews.  All Consultant and subconsultant news releases, 
media interviews, testimony at hearings and public comment shall be prohibited unless expressly 
authorized by the City. 
 
 26. Venue.  In the event that suit shall be brought by either party hereunder, the 
parties agree that trial of such action shall be held exclusively in a state court in the County of 
Sonoma, California. 



 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the City and Consultant have executed this Agreement as of 
the date first above written. 
 
CITY OF SONOMA 
 
 
 
 
By:        
 Carol Giovanatto 
 City Manager 
 
 

CONSULTANT 
 
 
 
 
By:        
 David Spilman 
 
       
Title 
 
 56-2338856 
Federal Tax Identification Number or 
Social Security Number 
 
 
 

  
 
 

FOR CITY USE ONLY 
  

Project Name ___________________________ 

Account No. ___________________________ 

Project Manager ___________________________ 

 
 





City of Sonoma
Response to Proposal for Water Rate Study 2013 Billing Rate  $   110.00 

Task # Scope of Work, Task and Actions From To
Est. 

Hours
Est. 

Meetings
 Labor 
Charge 

1

Meet with City staff to understand the concerns regarding the Nelson 2010 Water Rate 
Study recommendations and discuss City financial objectives of the rate study; discuss 
need for updated data on financial, operational, CIP, development, Water master plan and 
other data to rate model with actual data from 2009

11/20/2013 11/27/2013 4 1 440$        

2
Gather and thoroughly review financial and operating data from 2009, current year budget 
and other data to insure a complete understanding to use as a basis for future 
assumptions and projections. Meet with City staff as needed

11/20/2013 12/13/2013 20 1 2,200$     

3
Meet with City staff to understand operations, billing system, CIP needs, water use and 
future development projections to 2019 relating to the water master plan and development; 
research documents as needed

11/20/2013 12/13/2013 16 2 1,760$     

4

Review and understand Nelson 2010 Water Rate model to understand data and 
projections for use as needed in new rate study model; review current and proposed rate 
structure to insure meeting financial requirements of the water system, water conservation, 
impact on the rate payers, best practices of rate setting principals and comply with state 
laws.

11/20/2013 12/13/2013 16 1,760$     

5

Develop Water Rate model with current actual and projected data to 2019 to address 
updated financial objectives and operating/capital assumptions; develop tables, as 
needed, to clarify the data and set up in a presentation format; Develop clear worksheet 
summaries and narratives of key issues, assumptions, alternatives and options

12/13/2013 1/31/2014 60 6,600$     

6
Preliminary review of data and rate scenarios with City staff to receive comments and 
discuss alternatives to meet the financial objectives. Follow up with adjustments, 
development of options as discussed

2/3/2014 2/24/2014 30 1 3,300$     

7

Second review by City staff to of the assumptions and alternative rate changes based on 
different scenarios and financial objectives; receive comments to include in development 
of Draft Report; Follow up with changes recommended by staff for City Council Study 
Session

2/24/2014 2/28/2014 4 1 440$        

8
Complete Draft Water Rate Study with narrative discussion, summary charts, detailed 
backup charts, references to 2010 Nelson Water Rate Study and PowerPoint presentation 
summary slides and submit to City staff for review.

2/28/2014 3/21/2014 40 1 4,400$     

9
Present Draft Water Rate Study to City Council at a Study Session; receive comments 
from City Council and follow up with amendments to the Draft  Water Rate Study or 
presentation as needed. 

4/7/2014 4/7/2014 8 1 880$        

10 Follow up from City Council Study Session comments with staff for a City 
Council/community workshop to discuss proposed Draft Water Rate Study in detail. 4/8/2014 4/16/2014 20 1 2,200$     

11
Present Draft Water Rate Study at a City Council/Community Study Session; receive 
comments from City Council and public and follow up with adjustments to the Draft  Water 
Rate Study or presentation as needed. 

4/28/2014 5/9/2014 8 1 880$        

12

Present Draft Water Rate Study Update at first City Council meeting presentation; 
receive comments from City Council; City Council to authorize staff to issue Prop. 218 
public hearing 45-day notice;  follow up with adjustments to the Draft  Water Rate Study 
Update or presentation as needed for final report at Prop. 218 Public Hearing. 

6/16/2014 6/16/2014 20 1 2,200$     

13 Assist staff in development and issuance of Prop 218 notice and other implementation 
documents as needed 6/16/2014 6/20/2014 4 440$        

14

Prop. 218 Public Hearing on Final Water Rate Study Update report; summary 
presentation to City Council on recommendations for rate changes; hear public 
comments and protests; City  Council direction and /or action to proceed with rate 
increases or further adjustments and possible continuation of Public Hearing.

8/4/2014 8/4/2014 10 1 1,100$     

15 Follow up as required to complete Final Water Rate Study Update and implementation of 
rate changes TBD TBD TBD TBD -$         

Total Estimated Hours and Meetings 260 12 28,600$   

Mileage Rate at current IRS $.565/mile Miles of round trip travel 51 346$        

Incidental Office Consumables at 1% of labor charge 286$        

Total Estimated Contract for Services 29,232$  

SSPILMAN & Associates

Recommended Adjusted 
Schedule 

David W. Spilman

Spilman Associates - David W. Spilman - 707-795-5062 - davidspilman@wildblue.net



 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5G 
 
11/4/2013 

 
Department 

Administration 

Staff Contact  
Carol E. Giovanatto, City Manager 

Phillip Garcia, Fire Chief 

Agenda Item Title 
Approval of the Purchase of Two Rosenbauer Type 1 Fire Engines and the Lease of One Engine to 
Valley of the Moon Fire District 

Summary 
The City of Sonoma and the Valley of the Moon Fire District entered into a Contract for Fire Services 
in early 2012.  The contract provides that each entity [City and District] maintain ownership of 
vehicles and facilities.  The City, through the contract, leases its equipment and facilities to the 
District/Sonoma Valley Fire Rescue Authority [SVFRA] for use in providing fire protection and 
ambulance services.  The City and the District have determined that each entity is in need to 
purchase replacement Type 1 Engine.  The new engines will replace equipment which is 
approximately 20 years old and have been fully amortized.  The purchase of the City’s vehicle was 
included in the adopted 2013-14 City Budget. 

The Valley of the Moon Engine purchase will be funded through a lease purchase contract. The 
District does not currently maintain an Internal Service Fund.  In discussions with Fire staff, we 
opened the possibility for the City to purchase both engines and to lease one of the vehicles to the 
District with an annual payment due to the City for a period of 10 years.  City Attorney Walters has 
reviewed the concept and finds that it is a legally sound use of public funds between two 
governmental agencies.   

Recommended Council Action 
Staff is recommending the purchase of two Rosenbauer Type 1 Engines.  Both Engines to be 
registered in the name of the City of Sonoma and funded through the City’s Vehicle Reserve Fund.  
Sufficient reserve funds are available to purchase both engines for a total cost of $868,700.  Future 
revenue through the financing interest rate from the District will become revenue to the City’s 
Vehicle Replacement Fund. 

Alternative Actions 
Request additional information 

Delay purchase of City Engine 

Decline to provide leasing to Valley of the Moon Fire District 

Financial Impact 
Purchase of two Rosenbauer Type 1 Engines total $868,700.  City will recover approximately 
$30,000 - $36,000 in interest payments from Valley of the Moon Fire District lease.  In addition, the 
City will received sales tax on both engine purchases. 

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



Agenda Item Error! Reference source not found. 

 
 

Attachments: 
Supplemental Report 
Resolution 
Proposed Lease Agreement 
Purchase Agreement 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Alignment with Council Goals:   

Although this is not directly aligned with individual Council Goal, providing the lease arrangement 
with Valley of the Moon Fire District displays leadership in local government, fiscal stability through 
increasing sales tax and investment earnings and innovation in purchasing. 

cc: 
Cameron Jarrett, President, Valley of the Moon Fire District 

 



 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT  
 

Authorize Purchase of Two New Type 1 Engines for Fire Protection   
And Approve Lease of one Type 1 Engine to Valley of the Moon Fire District 

 
For the Council Meeting of November 4, 2013 

 

PURCHASE OF REPLACEMENT TYPE 1 ENGINES:   The City of Sonoma and 
the Valley of the Moon Fire District entered into a Contract for Fire Services in 
early 2012.  The contract provides that each entity [City and District] maintain 
ownership of vehicles and facilities.  The City, through the contract, leases its 
equipment and facilities to the District/Sonoma Valley Fire Rescue Authority 
[SVFRA] for use in providing fire protection and ambulance services.  The City 
and the District have determined that each entity is in need to purchase 
replacement Type 1 Engine.  The new engines will replace equipment which is 
approximately 20 years old and have been fully amortized.  The purchase of the 
vehicle was included in the adopted 2013-14 City Budget. 
 
Specifications for the Type 1 Engines were prepared and sent to eight 
manufacturers.  Six of the eight manufacturers responded to the specification 
requirements as follows [listed in order of final consideration: 
 

 Rosenbauer 

 Pierce 

 Ferrarra 

 KME 

 Hi-Tech 

 Spartan 
 
The SVFRA Equipment Committee [eight employees] reviewed each response 
and have recommended the purchase of two engines from Rosenbauer.  The 
process took the Committee approximately five months to reach a 
recommendation.  The total cost of each Engine is $434,350.10 delivered to 
Sonoma.  The purchase will be made through a piggy-back purchase from North 
Lake Tahoe Fire District bid process.  Each engine will be built to the 
specification and it is anticipated to take approximately one year to take 
possession of the new engines. 
 
INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDING SOURCE FOR CITY PURCHASE:  The City 
maintains an Internal Service Fund for Vehicle Replacement.  Money is 
transferred into these funds from individual departments and enterprise funds 
based on an established amortization schedule.    Departmental transfers 
represent a pro rata share of all costs.  Transfer amounts are approved as a 
component of the annual budget process.  Vehicle costs are spread over a set 



number of years until the vehicle has completed its depreciation based on the 
established “life” of the vehicle.  At such time as a replacement is due, the 
vehicle to be purchased is included in the operating budget.   
 
COOPERATIVE FINANCING WITH VALLEY OF THE MOON FIRE DISTRICT:  
The Valley of the Moon Engine purchase will be completed through a lease 
purchase contract. The District does not currently maintain an Internal Service 
Fund such as the City’s but I have been advised by the District President that 
they are looking to establish such a fund in the future.  In discussions with Fire 
staff, we opened the possibility for the City to purchase both engines and to lease 
one of the vehicles to the District with an annual payment due to the City for a 
period of 10 years.  City Attorney Walters has reviewed the concept and finds 
that it is a legally sound use of public funds between two governmental agencies.  
Entering into a lease purchase agreement with the District will have several 
advantages for both agencies: 
 
 [1]  Allows both vehicles to be purchased within the City limits making them 
subject to Measure J sales tax and local point of sale.  City would prepay the 
sales tax directly to the State Board of Equalization for both vehicles and receive 
an increased % of the Bradley-Burns tax returned to the City as it would be 
handled outside the County pool [District does not receive any portion of County 
sales tax earnings]. 
 
[2] Sets a finance rate for the District equal to the investment earnings rate 
with the minimum set at 1.5%; rate would vary annually based on prior twelve 
months investment rate.  This would assure that interest earnings to the Vehicle 
Replacement Fund are not lost during the 10-year lease.  Estimated earnings to 
the Vehicle Replacement Fund approximately $30,000-$36,000 over the term of 
the lease. 
 
[3] Assists the District through the resulting lower lease rate as compared to 
the commercial market.  All lease payments plus interest would be deposited into 
the Vehicle Replacement Fund. 
 
LEASE PURCHASE AGREEMENT WITH VALLEY OF THE MOON FIRE 
DISTRICT:  The City Attorney has prepared the Lease Purchase Agreement for 
the leasing of the second engine to Valley of the Moon Fire District.  The final 
lease payment amount will be determined by action of the District Board 
scheduled for November 12th.  The Board will be considering placing an upfront 
lump sum payment thereby reducing the amount of the lease payments to the 
City.  The 10-year lease includes one annual payment due in December with the 
interest rate calculated as an average of the prior 12-month investment earnings 
rate.  At the conclusion of the 10-year lease, the District will purchase the Engine 
from the City for the sum of $1.  The SVFRA will provide insurance coverage for 
both vehicles as required by the Fire Services Contract. 
 



RECOMMENDATION:   
 
Staff is recommending the purchase of two Rosenbauer Type 1 Engines.  Both 
Engines to be registered in the name of the City of Sonoma and funded through 
the City’s Vehicle Reserve Fund.  Sufficient reserve funds are available to 
purchase both engines for a total cost of $868,700. 



CITY OF SONOMA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. ___ - 2013 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SONOMA  
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE AN EQUIPMENT  
LEASE AGREEMENT WITH VALLEY OF THE MOON FIRE DISTRICT 

 

WHEREAS, The City of Sonoma entered into a Contract for Fire Services with Valley of the 

Moon Fire District [“District”], and 

  

WHEREAS, the City, through the contract, leases its equipment and facilities to the 

District/Sonoma Valley Fire Rescue Authority [SVFRA] for use in providing fire protection and 

ambulance services, and   

 

WHEREAS, The City and the District have determined that each entity is in need to purchase 

replacement Type 1 Engine both of which are approximately 20 years old and have been fully 

amortized, and 

 

WHEREAS,  the City has the financial capability to provide lease financing for the purchase of 

the District vehicle resulting in additional sales tax and financing interest income to the City. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Sonoma hereby 

finds and declares that entering into a lease purchase agreement with the District will have 

several advantages for both agencies: 

 

 [1]  Allows both vehicles to be purchased within the City limits making them subject to 

Measure J sales tax and local point of sale.   

 

[2] Sets a finance rate for the District equal to the investment earnings rate with the 

minimum set at 1.5%; rate would vary annually based on prior twelve months investment rate.   

 

[3] Assists the District through the resulting lower lease rate as compared to the commercial 

market.  All lease payments plus interest would be deposited into the Vehicle Replacement 

Fund. 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council approves the Lease Agreement with Valley 

of the Moon Fire District for a 10-year period and authorizes the City Manager to sign the 

Agreement on behalf of the City. 
 
 The foregoing Resolution was adopted this 4th day of November 2013, by the following 
vote: 
 
   AYES:   
   NOES:   
   ABSENT:  

 __________________________ 
       Ken Brown, Mayor 
 

ATTEST: 
 
 
       __________________________ 

Gay Johann, City Clerk 



 

 1 

 

LEASE AGREEMENT 
 

 

 

Parties, Term, Description of Vehicle.  The City of Sonoma, a General Law City, hereinafter called “Lessor”, in 
consideration of the promises and stipulations hereinafter set forth to be kept and performed by Valley of the Moon Fire 
Protection District, a California Special District, hereinafter called “Lessee”, hereby leases and rents to the Lessee for the 
period beginning on [receipt of vehicle] and ending on December 31, 2023 the following described new                                 
vehicle: Rosenbauer Commander EX 1250 GPM Custom Pumper [Type 1 Engine], hereinafter called “vehicle”. 
 
Rent.  For the use of this vehicle, the Lessee hereby agrees to pay the Lessor rent in the amount of 
_________________________Dollars ($_________), plus a finance charge as calculated below.  Rent and finance charge 
shall be payable in 10 annual installments commencing   December 15, 2014, and continuing on December 15 of each of the 
9 years thereafter; all due and payable on December 15, 2023. 
 
Annual Rent Installment.  The annual rent payment is Forty-Three Thousand Four Hundred Thirty-Five Dollars ($43,435).  
Payment shall be made through a Transfer of Funds between Lessor and Lessee. 
 
Finance Charge Calculation.  The finance charge shall be the greater of 1.5% or the rate of annual investment earnings of 
the City of Sonoma and the Valley of the Moon Fire Protection District for the 12-month period prior to the due date of the 
rent installment payment.  The finance charge shall be applied to the unpaid rent installments. 
 
Lessor shall notify Lessee of the finance charge no later than November 1st prior to the due date of the next rent payment. 
 
Maintenance. The Lessee shall, at its own expense, make all repairs and replacements to the vehicle during the continuance 
of this lease necessary to keep and maintain it in first-class condition and repair, but Lessee has no authority to place, or 
permit to be placed, any lien, encumbrance or charge on the vehicle for repairs or replacements. Lessee agrees to keep the 
vehicle free from all liens, encumbrances and charges of any nature whatsoever, voluntary or involuntary, except the lien of 
taxes not delinquent. 
 
Return of Vehicle. Subject to the Lessee’s right to redeem the vehicle after repossession thereof as hereinafter provided and 
unless the Lessee’s option to purchase has been theretofore exercised, at the termination of this lease the Lessee shall return 
the vehicle to the Lessor at City Hall, City of Sonoma, No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma, CA  95476, in the same condition in which 
it was received by the Lessee, ordinary wear and tear and natural depreciation only excepted, and shall execute any and all 
papers necessary to effect the transfer of possession of the vehicle back to the Lessor free of all claims of the Lessee. Loss, 
injury or destruction of the vehicle shall not reduce or release the obligations of the Lessee hereunder. Tires shall be in good 
condition with a minimum average of 50% of original tread. 
 
Accession. Lessee agrees that all equipment, accessories, replacements, additions or substitutions now or hereafter added to 
the vehicle shall immediately, by accession, become integral parts thereof. 
 
Indemnification. The Lessee agrees to indemnify and save the Lessor harmless from any and all claims resulting from, or 
incidental to, the operation of the vehicle during the term of this lease. 
 
Insurance. The Lessee shall furnish the Lessor with insurance policies or certificates thereof insuring the vehicle to the full 
extent of its insurable value against fire and theft, and also providing for $ 10,000 deductible collision insurance, such 
insurance policies to be kept effective during the entire term of this lease, this insurance to be written in the name of the 
Lessee, but endorsed with loss payable to the Lessor or its assignee, as its interest may appear, and also endorsed to the effect 
that the interest of the Lessor or its assignee shall not be invalidated by any act of the insured.  
 

Operating Expenses. License plates used on the leased vehicle shall be issued in the name of the Lessee. The certificate of 
title issued with respect to the vehicle shall be delivered to the Lessor showing the interest of the Lessor or its assignee. The 
Lessee shall bear the cost of license plates and all other operating expenses incidental to the use of the leased vehicle, and in 
the operation of the vehicle the Lessee shall comply with all laws, regulations, rules and orders of lawfully constituted 
authorities. All personal property taxes and other taxes applicable to the vehicle, which become effective during the term of 
this lease, shall be paid by the Lessee. 
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Title. Notwithstanding the issuance of a certificate of title or any other documents required by law to enable the Lessee to 
obtain license plates or operating rights, the title to the leased vehicle is retained by the Lessor. 

Default. In case of Lessee’s failure to pay any installment of rent or to fulfill or perform any other agreement or condition 
required to be fulfilled or performed by the Lessee, within twenty (20) days after receipt of written notice of such default, or 
if proceedings are instituted by or against the Lessee under any provision of the Bankruptcy Code or for the appointment of a 
receiver, or if the Lessee shall make an assignment for the benefit of creditors, the Lessee shall be in default hereunder and at 
the option of the Lessor (exercised at any time thereafter and without notice to or demand on the Lessee), (a) the entire 
unpaid amount of the rent due and to become due hereunder and all other sums for which the Lessee is liable hereunder shall 
become immediately due and payable and the Lessor may institute proceedings to enforce payment thereof, or (b) the Lessor 
may repossess the vehicle with or without legal process (Lessee hereby authorizing the peaceful entry for said purpose on any 
premises of Lessee) and, after selling the vehicle, at public or private sale which is hereby authorized, may institute 
proceedings to enforce payment by the Lessee of any deficiency in the proceeds of the sale as set forth below, which 
deficiency Lessee hereby agrees to pay on demand. The Lessor may also exercise any and all other lawful remedies Lessor 
may have by reason of Lessee’s default. 

Repossession. If the vehicle is repossessed other than by legal process, (a) Lessor shall immediately furnish Lessee with a 
written notice of repossession in the form and manner required by law, and (b) Lessee shall be liable for costs incurred by 
Lessor in retaking, storing and repairing the vehicle only if the default exceeded 15 days at the time of repossession and if 
such costs are actual, necessary and reasonable, excluding charges for services of full time employees of Lessor, and if such 
costs are supported by the evidence of payment and the records required by law. Upon repossession of the vehicle by legal 
process, Lessee shall be liable for such costs of suit and reasonable attorney fees as are provided by the laws governing such 
proceedings. 

Redemption. After repossession, Lessee may redeem the vehicle and obtain a release of all of Lessor’s rights therein by 
payment of the Redemption Price, within 15 days after Lessor, if required by law, mails a lawful notice of repossession to 
Lessee, and also, unless Lessor has retained the vehicle in the manner permitted by law in satisfaction of Lessee’s obligations 
hereunder, at any time before Lessor has sold or contracted to sell the vehicle. The Redemption Price shall be the entire 
unpaid amount of the rent due and to become due hereunder, plus the amount of any accrued default charges hereunder and 
of all other sums for which Lessee is liable hereunder, plus any costs incurred by Lessor in retaking, storing and repairing the 
vehicle and preparing it for sale for which Lessee is legally liable, less the rebate, if any, of the unearned portion of the above 
mentioned “Finance Charge” to which Lessee is entitled by law. 

Sale After Default. Lessor may, following repossession, sell the vehicle at public or private sale after the expiration of this 
15-day redemption period, if any. In the event of any public or private sale provided for hereunder, Lessor shall give Lessee 
reasonable notice of the time and place thereof. If the proceeds of the sale are not sufficient to pay the expenses of sale and an 
amount equal to the above mentioned Redemption Price, Lessee shall be liable for any deficiency determined in accordance 
with law; any surplus of the proceeds shall be paid to Lessee. 

Waiver. The waiver by Lessor of any default on the part of Lessee hereunder shall not be a waiver of any subsequent default. 

Prepayment.  The Lessee may at any time prepay in whole or in part the unpaid amount to become due hereunder and upon 
prepayment in full may become entitled to a rebate of the unearned portion of the deferred rental payment charge, and (b) 
upon repossession, the Lessor may reinstate this lease and return the vehicle to the Lessee upon the Lessee’s payment (or 
agreement on mutually satisfactory arrangements therefor) of all past due rental and certain other sums. 

Inspection. The Lessor is hereby given the right and privilege to inspect the vehicle on the premises of the Lessee or 
wherever located whenever in the Lessor’s judgment such inspection may be proper. At the written request of the Lessor 
from time to time the Lessee will advise the Lessor, in writing, of the exact location at which the vehicle is kept. 

Option to Purchase. The Lessee is hereby given the right and privilege, at its option, but before the Lessor’s lawful 
repossession and sale hereunder, to purchase the vehicle upon any of the following dates at the respective option price shown, 
provided that all rents and other amounts theretofore due and payable hereunder (excluding accelerated rents) have been paid 
in full: 

 

 

 Date  Option Price  

     $    1.00   

  

Payment of the full option price shall be made by the Lessee to the Lessor in cash upon exercise of the option, and thereupon 
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this lease shall terminate and no further rents shall become due hereunder. 

Entire Agreement. There are no agreements, understandings or representations between the parties hereto not embraced 
herein. It is agreed that the vehicle herein described is subject to no warranty, guaranty or representation, written or oral, 
express or implied. 

Delivery. The Lessor shall deliver the vehicle to the Lessee at City of Sonoma on or before December 31, 2014 unless 
purchase option is exercised . 

Warranty of Authority. Each party warrants that its signatories to this Lease are authorized to execute the Lease. 

Governing Law. This lease is executed in California and is to be construed in accordance with the laws of California. 

Control. Prior to lawful repossession by the Lessor, the vehicle shall be at all times, during the term of this lease, under the 
sole and absolute control of the Lessee. 

Assignment by Lessee. Lessee may assign, transfer or sublet any of its rights under this lease or in the vehicle covered 
hereby with the prior written consent of the Lessor. Such assignment, transfer or sub-letting shall not relieve the Lessee of 
any of its obligations hereunder. 

Assignment by Lessor. The rights of the Lessor hereunder and in the vehicle may be assigned by the Lessor without the 
consent of the Lessee, and in the event of such assignment and upon written notice thereof to the Lessee the assignee hereof 
shall succeed to all of the rights of the Lessor, and the Lessee shall render to the assignee instead of to the Lessor 
performance of all obligations of the Lessee hereunder. 

Construction. This agreement is a lease, with an option in the Lessee to buy the leased vehicle under the term hereinabove 
set forth.  

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have agreed and executed this agreement in quadruplicate, this ________ day 
of ________, 2013, one copy having been delivered to and retained by the Lessee. 

  
VALLEY OF THE MOON FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

 
 
 
        
By:        Dated:      
 
 
 
CITY OF SONOMA 

 
 
        Dated:      
By: 



 

 

 

 To: City of Sonoma 
       No. 1 The Plaza   DATE: September 26, 2013   

  Sonoma, CA  95476                     

    
We hereby propose and agree to furnish, after your acceptance of this proposal and the proper execution by the City of Sonoma, CA hereinafter 
called the BUYER and an officer of Rosenbauer Minnesota, LLC, hereinafter called the COMPANY, the following apparatus and equipment: 
 
TWO (2) ROSENBAUER COMMANDER EX 1250 GPM CUSTOM PUMPER APPARATUS BODIES MANUFACTURED BY 
ROSENBAUER MINNESOTA, LLC AND SPECIFIED EQUIPMENT     $204,292.00 EA. 
 

TWO (2) ROSENBAUER COMMANDER 4-DOOR CUSTOM CHASSIS       191,892.00 EA. 
 

DELIVERY EXPENSE             3,500.00 EA. 
 

CALIFORNIA SALES TAX  8.75%  (SELF ACCESSED BY THE CITY OF SONOMA, CA)                     0.00 EA. 
 

           TOTAL …  $399,684.00 EA.* 
 

THREE HUNDRED, NINETY NINE THOUSAND, SIX HUNDRED EIGHTY FOUR & 10/100 DOLLARS (EACH) 
 

All of which are to be built in accordance with the specifications, clarifications and exceptions attached, and which are made a part of this 
agreement and contract. 
 
DELIVERY:  The estimated delivery time for the completed apparatus, is to be made 360 days after receipt of and approval of this contract duly 
executed subject to all causes beyond the Company’s control.  The quoted delivery time is based upon our receipt of the specified materials 
required to produce the apparatus in a timely manner.  The Company cannot be held responsible for delays due to Acts of God, Labor Strikes, or 
Changes in Governmental Regulations that result in delayed delivery to our manufacturing facilities of these specified materials.  This delivery 
estimate is based on the Company receiving complete and accurate paperwork from the Buyer and that no changes take place during pre-
construction, mid-point inspections or final inspections.  Changes required or requested by the Buyer during the construction process may be 
cause for an increase in the number of days required to build said apparatus. 
 
PAYMENT TERMS:  Final payment for the apparatus shall be made at time of delivery or pick up of the completed vehicle.  It is the responsibility of 
the Buyer to have full payment ready when the apparatus is complete and ready to deliver.  If payment is delayed or delivery is delayed pending 
payment, a daily finance and storage fee may apply.  Upon delivery of the apparatus or upon pickup of the apparatus by the Buyer, Buyer agrees 
to provide all liability and physical damage insurance.  It is further agreed that if on delivery and test, any defects should develop, the Company 
shall be given reasonable time to correct same.  Guarantee of the chassis is subject to the guarantee of the chassis manufacturer. 
 
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS:  This agreement shall be construed in accordance with the laws of the State of Minnesota.  The parties agree that 
any litigation arising from or in connection with any dispute between the parties under this agreement shall be venued in Minnesota.  The parties 
agree that this agreement bears a rational relationship to the State of Minnesota, and they consent to the personal jurisdiction of such state and 
further consent and stipulate to venue in the above described court. 

 
*NOTE: This proposal includes a discount for prepaying 90% of the contract amount within 15 days after the execution of the contract. Please add 
$11,027.00 per each pumper purchased plus CA Sales tax to this proposal if the 90% prepayment is not made.  This proposal is based on a 
minimum purchase of two (2) pumpers.  If only one (1) pumper is purchased, please add $7,867.00 plus CA Sales Tax to this proposal.  
 
The amount in this proposal shall remain firm for a period of 45 days from the date of same. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
     
SALES REPRESENTATIVE:            _____________________________ 
                                                                            BOB BECK 
 

 
 
 

 
 
After company receipt of this document signed by the Buyer, the document will be reviewed and upon approval, countersigned by the 
Company thereby putting the document in force. 
 
ROSENBAUER MINNESOTA, LLC 
 

_______________________________ Title _______________  
 
_______________________________ Date 

BUYER: 
We accept the above proposal and 
enter into contract with signature below. 
 
_______________________ Title_____________ 
 
_______________________ Title_____________                                 
                                                                
_______________________ Date  



 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5H 
 
11/4/2013 

 
Department 

Public Works 

Staff Contact  
Dan Takasugi, Public Works Director/Engineer 

Agenda Item Title 
Second reading and adoption of an ordinance amending Chapter 12.12 of the Sonoma Municipal 
Code pertaining to sidewalk maintenance and dangerous conditions 

 

Summary 
The Sonoma Municipal Code Section 12.12 is silent as to the maintenance responsibility of 
sidewalk damage caused by street trees located in the park or parking strip.  However, the 
California Streets and Highway Code Section 5600-5610 has long since provided such 
clarity, placing that responsibility on the abutting property owner.  This amendment of the 
Municipal Code seeks to provide consistency and alignment between the City’s Code and 
the State Streets and Highway Code.  As the City may soon embark on a sidewalk repair 
program, this alignment between City and State Codes may help avert some confusion. 
 
Further, the Municipal Code Section 12.12 contains a paragraph which defines dirt 
sidewalks, curbs and gutters, or the lack thereof, as a “dangerous” condition.   This 
paragraph could inadvertently place liability on property owners and the City.  The Municipal 
Code should not imply that the lack of a sidewalk or a dirt sidewalk is, in and of itself, 
dangerous.  Whether or not the condition is dangerous depends upon the actual 
circumstances and needs to be evaluated on a case by case basis. 
 
This Municipal Code amendment was introduced on October 21, 2013. 

 

Recommended Council Action 

Adopt the ordinance amending Chapter 12.12 of the Sonoma Municipal Code. 

Alternative Actions 
    Council discretion 

Financial Impact 

None. 

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

Attachments: 
    Ordinance 

Alignment with Council Goals:   
Supports the Council Policy and Leadership Goal of updating policies on Sidewalk Repair. 
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CITY OF SONOMA 

ORDINANCE NO. 04 - 2013 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SONOMA AMENDING 
CHAPTER 12.12 OF THE SONOMA MUNICIPAL CODE PERTAINING TO SIDEWALK 

MAINTENANCE AND DANGEROUS CONDITIONS 

The City Council of the City of Sonoma hereby does ordain as follows: 

Section 1. 
Section 12.12.110 of the Sonoma Municipal Code is amended to read as follows: 

12.12.110  Sidewalk repair. 
It is unlawful for any person, firm or corporation owning any building, lot or premises in the city, 

fronting on any portion of an improved street or way where a sidewalk is laid to allow any portion 

of such sidewalk in front of such building, lot, or premises to be out of repair, or to become, be 

or remain defective, or to become, be or remain dangerous to the users thereof for any reason. 

Such person, firm or corporation must at all times keep each such sidewalk in such condition 

that it will not endanger persons or property passing thereon, will not interfere with public 

convenience in the use thereof, or be or remain an obstruction or impediment to normal, 

customary and usual pedestrian or vehicular traffic.  Such property owner shall be responsible 

for all maintenance and repairs, including that required to repair damage caused by tree roots, 

needed to keep the sidewalk improvements in a safe condition.  Such property owner shall have 

a duty to members of the public to keep sidewalk improvements in a reasonably safe condition 

and shall be liable for negligence to any person suffering damage due, in whole or in part, to the 

owner’s failure to perform this duty. 

Section 2. 

Section 12.12.130 of the Sonoma Municipal Code is amended to read as follows: 

12.12.130   Procedures governing, maintenance, and repair of sidewalks, driveways and 
driveway approaches. 
The provisions of Sections 5600 through 5630 and Sections 5870 through 5894, inclusive, of 

the Streets and Highways Code of the State of California, as they now exist or may hereafter be 

amended, are adopted as the procedure governing the maintenance and repair of sidewalks, 

driveways, and driveway approaches in the city. For the purposes of this chapter, "sidewalk" 

shall have the same meaning as defined in Section 5600 of the California Streets and Highways 

Code, and shall also include a "driveway" and a "driveway approach." 
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Section 3.  Exemption from Environmental Review.  The amendments to the Municipal Code 
effected by this ordinance are exempt from environmental review pursuant to Section (b)(3) of 
Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, as it can be determined with certainty that there is 
no possibility that clarifying sidewalk maintenance responsibility may have a significant effect on 
the environment. 
 
Section 4.  Effective date.  This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after the date of 
adoption. 
 
Section 5.  Posting.  This ordinance shall be published in accordance with applicable 
provisions of law, by either: 
 

publishing the entire ordinance once in the Sonoma Index Tribute, a newspaper of 
general circulation, published in the City of Sonoma, within fifteen (15) days after its 
passage and adoption, or publishing the title or appropriate summary in the Sonoma 
Index Tribune at least five (5) days prior to adoption, and a second time within fifteen 
(15) days after its passage and adoption with the names of those City Councilmembers 
voting for and against the ordinance. 
 

 ******** 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Sonoma on the 4th 
day of November 2013. 
 
       _______________________________ 
       Ken Brown, Mayor 
 
       ATTEST: 
 
       ________________________________ 
       Gay Johann, City Clerk 
 
State of California   ) 
County of Sonoma  ) 
City of Sonoma       ) 
 
I, Gay Johann, City Clerk of the City of Sonoma, do hereby certify that the foregoing ordinance 
was adopted on the 4th day of November 2013 by the following vote:  
 
 AYES:   
 NOES:   
 ABSENT:   
 
 
       ______________________________ 
        Gay Johann, City Clerk 



 

 

City of Sonoma 

City Council 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5I 
 
11/4/13 

 
Department 

Building 

Staff Contact  
Wayne Wirick, Development Services Director / Building Official 

Agenda Item Title 
Second reading and adoption of an ordinance amending Section 1.24.010 of the Sonoma Municipal 
Code pertaining to appeals. 

Summary 
Section 1.24.010 of the Sonoma Municipal Code (SMC) states that “Any person dissatisfied with any 
final decision of any city commission, board or official may appeal such final decision to the city 
council. Only final decisions may be appealed to the city council”.   
The proposed ordinance amending SMC 1.24.010 is recommended by City Attorney Walter and 
clarifies what constitutes and who is authorized to make a “final decision”.   
At its meeting of October 21, 2013, the City Council held its first reading and introduced the 
proposed ordinance. 

Recommended Council Action 
Adopt the ordinance amending Section 1.24.010 of the Sonoma Municipal Code pertaining to 
appeals. 

Alternative Actions 
1. Make changes to the ordinance with any revisions deemed necessary by the City Council. 
2. Decline to adopt the ordinance. 

Financial Impact 
None 

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

Attachments:  
 Proposed ordinance amending Section 1.24.010 of the Sonoma Municipal Code  

Alignment with Council Goals:   
This item is not directly related to any stated in Council Goal. 

cc: 

file://COSFX1/Share/CITY%20COUNCIL/Council%20Goals/2013-14%20COUNCIL%20GOALS.docx
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CITY OF SONOMA 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 05 - 2013 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SONOMA AMENDING SECTION 

1.24.010 OF THE SONOMA MUNICIPAL CODE PERTAINING TO APPEALS 
 
The City Council of the City of Sonoma does ordain as follows: 
 
SECTION 1. 
 
 Section 1.24.010 of the Sonoma Municipal Code is amended to read as follows: 
 
1.24.010 Applicability. 
 
Any person dissatisfied with any final decision of any city commission, board or official may 
appeal such final decision to the city council. Only final decisions may be appealed to the city 
council.  
 
 A. For purposes of this section, a “final decision” is one made by a body or official 
who, by State or federal law, or by virtue of a provision in this Sonoma Municipal Code or other 
enactment adopted by the city council, is authorized to make a decision that is binding upon the 
City and becomes effective without any additional approval or decision by any other body or 
official.  Decisions by a body possessing only advisory powers are not “final decisions” for 
purposes of this chapter.  Unless a City employee is expressly granted final decision-making 
authority by this Sonoma Municipal Code or other enactment adopted by the city council, the 
only employee who, acting on his or her own, can make a final decision appealable under this 
Section is the City Manager. 
 
 B. Except for Sections 1.24.040 and 1.24.070, this chapter does not apply to any 
final decision the appeal of which is governed by some other provision of this Sonoma Municipal 
Code and/or State or federal law. 
 
SECTION 2.  SEVERABILITY.  If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion 
of this ordinance is for any reason held invalid or unconstitutional, such decision shall not affect 
the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance. 
 
The City Council hereby declares that it would have passed this and each section, subsection, 
phrase or clause thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, 
phrase or clauses be declared unconstitutional on their face or as applied. 
 
SECTION 3.  EFFECTIVE DATE.  This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after the date 
of adoption.  
 
SECTION 4.  POSTING.  This ordinance shall be published in accordance with applicable 
provisions of law, by either: 

publishing the entire ordinance once in the Sonoma Index Tribune, a newspaper of 
general circulation, published in the City of Sonoma, within fifteen (15) days after its 
passage and adoption; or  



 2 

publishing the title or appropriate summary in the Sonoma Index Tribune at least five (5) 
days prior to adoption, and a second time within fifteen (15) days after its passage and 
adoption with the names of those City Councilmembers voting for and against the 
ordinance. 

 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Sonoma on the 4th 
day of November 2013. 
 
       _______________________________ 
       Ken Brown, Mayor 
 
       ATTEST: 
 
       ________________________________ 
       Gay Johann, City Clerk 
 
State of California   ) 
County of Sonoma  ) 
City of Sonoma       ) 
 
I, Gay Johann, City Clerk of the City of Sonoma, do hereby certify that the foregoing ordinance 
was adopted on the 4th day of November 2013 by the following vote:  
 
 AYES:   
 NOES:   
 ABSENT:   
 
 
       ______________________________ 
        Gay Johann, City Clerk 
 



 

 

City of  Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5J 
 
11/04/13 

 

Department 
Planning 

Staff Contact  
David Goodison, Planning Director 

Agenda Item Title 
Adoption of an ordinance amending the Municipal Code with respect to historic preservation, 
including a finding of categorical exemption. 

Summary 
The Certified Local Government program, administered by the State Office of Historic Preservation 
(OHP) in partnership with the National Park Service, provides a broad structure for local 
governments to identify, evaluate, register, and preserve historic properties within their jurisdiction. 
Required components to qualify for certification include a system to survey and inventory historic 
resources, a historic preservation review commission, a local preservation ordinance consistent with 
National Historic Preservation Act, and a local preservation plan. In order achieve certification, a 
local government must file an application with the OHP, which reviews the proposal for compliance. 
In November of 2012, the City Council adopted a preservation plan and staff forwarded an 
application for CLG status shortly thereafter. Along with the preservation plan, this application also 
included draft amendments to the Municipal Code addressing various requirements of the CLG 
program, which the Council reviewed in conjunction with the Preservation Plan.  
The State Office of Historic Preservation recently completed its review of the proposed amendments 
and found that through their adoption, the City would achieve compliance with CLG standards (see 
attached correspondence). They did recommend that the name of the Design Review Commission 
be changed, but they did not identify this as a requirement for certification.  (Note: When the Design 
Review Commission discussed this issue, it was preference of the DRC to retain its existing name.) 
After the receiving the letter of conditional approval from the State Office of Historic preservation, 
staff scheduled a final review of the Development Code amendment for the meeting of September 
12, 2013. After holding a public hearing on the matter, the Planning Commission voted unanimously 
to forward the amendments to the City Council for approval. The Planning Commission took no 
position on the recommendation to change the name of the Design Review Commission, leaving 
that issue for the City Council to decide. 
At its meeting of October 21, 2013, the City Council voted 5-0 to introduce this ordinance, while 
amending it to change the name of the Design Review Commission to the “Design Review and 
Historic Preservation Commission”. 

Recommended Council Action 
Adopt the ordinance. 

Alternative Actions 
N.A. 

Financial Impact 
The City already implements programs and policies related to historic preservation. The designation 
of the City as a Certified Local Government would involve some expansion of these programs, but in 
the near-term this would be accommodated within the normal workflow of planning staff and the 
DRC. In the long-term, implementation measures identified in the Preservation Plan could require 
the allocation of significant funding and/or staff time, but the decision to implement any of those 
measures would be made as part of the normal budget process. Achieving CLG status would enable 
the City to apply for grant funding to help support some of the implementation programs, but staff 
has no estimate of what this might amount to and obtaining grant funding cannot be relied upon. 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified (through draft ordinance) 



 

 

 

   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  
Alignment with Council Goals:  

Achieving CLG status relates to the “Policy and Leadership” goal, as it responds to the requirements 
of State legislation while emphasizing local control through the planning process. 

Attachments: 
1. Ordinance 

cc: League for Historic Preservation 
 Patricia Cullinan 



C I T Y  O F  S O N O M A 
 

ORDINANCE NO. XX – 2013 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SONOMA 
AMENDING THE SONOMA MUNICIPAL CODE BY CLARIFYING THE RESPONSIBILITIES 
OF THE DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION AND MODIFYING REGULATIONS PERTAINING 

TO HISTORIC RESOURCES IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE COMPLIANCE WITH THE 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE CERTIFIED LOCAL GOVERNMENT PROGRAM FOR HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION 
 
The City Council of the City of Sonoma does ordain as follows: 
 
Section 1. Amendments to “Design Review Commission” (Title 2, Chapter 2.60) of the 
Sonoma Municipal Code. 
 
Chapter 2.60 is hereby amended as set forth in Exhibit A. 
 
Section 2. Amendments to “Integrated Development Regulations and Guidelines” (Title 19) 
of the Sonoma Municipal Code. 
 
A.  Article 19.42 of Division IV is hereby amended as set forth in Exhibit B. 
 
B. Section 19.54.080.G of Article 19.54 of Division V is hereby amended as set forth in 
Exhibit C. 
 
Section 3. Renaming the Design Review Commission. 
 
The Design Review Commission shall henceforth be known as the “Design Review and 
Historic Preservation Commission”. 
 
Section 4. Exemption from Environmental Review. 
 
The amendments to the Municipal Code effected by this ordinance are exempt from 
environmental review pursuant to Section (b)(3) of title 14 of the California Code of 
Regulations, as it can be determined with certainty that there is no possibility that establishing 
additional protections for historic resources, as defined, may have a significant effect on 
the environment. 
 
Section 5. Effective Date. 
 
This ordinance shall become effective thirty (30) days from and after the date of its passage.  
 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Sonoma this 4th day 
of November 2013.  
 

___________________________ 
Ken Brown, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
___________________________ 
Gay Johann, City Clerk 
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EXHIBIT A 
 
2.60—Design Review Commission 
 
Sections: 
2.60.010    Purpose. 
2.60.020    Composition. 
2.60.030    Duties and responsibilities. 
2.60.040    City Council review. 
 
2.60.010 Purpose. 
The purpose of the Design Review Commission shall be to protect the architectural heritage of 
Sonoma, identify and preserve significant historic resources, enhance the visual character of the 
built environment, and promote excellence in town design and architecture through its review of 
projects in accordance with this Chapter and other applicable provisions of the Sonoma 
Municipal Code. 
 
2.60.020 Composition. 
The Design Review Commission shall consist of five members, appointed in accordance with 
SMC 2.40.100. At least four members shall be qualified electors of the city. The city council may 
choose to appoint qualified applicants who also have a professional expertise in one or more of 
the following areas: architecture, landscape architecture, urban design, historic preservation, 
arboriculture, or a related field; however, no more than two seats on the commission may be 
held at any one time by persons having such expertise. The members of the commission shall 
include persons who have demonstrated special interest, competence, experience or 
knowledge in the following areas: historic preservation, cultural geography, or other historic 
preservation-related discipline; architecture and architectural history; prehistoric and historic 
archaeology; urban planning; landscape architecture; or related disciplines, to the extent such 
persons are available in the community. All members must have demonstrated interest in and 
knowledge of the cultural heritage of the city. 
 
2.60.030 Duties and Responsibilities. 
The Design Review Commission shall have the following responsibilities: 
 
A. Exercise the authority set forth in this chapter and as otherwise provided in the Municipal 

Code. 
B. Recommend to the city council policies and programs in support of historic preservation 

including but not limited to goals and policies for the General Plan and other regulatory 
plans as well as programs for historic preservation incentives. 

C. Review and make recommendation to the State Office of Historic Preservation regarding 
nominations of property located within the city to the National Register of Historic Places. 

D. Perform the duties pursuant to the certified local government provisions of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966. This shall include undertaking review and comment 
upon those projects on which the city as a certified local government has an obligation or 
opportunity to provide review and comment under the National Historic Preservation Act 
including but not limited to private and public projects undertaken within the Sonoma Plaza 
National Landmark District, in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Municipal 
Code. 

E. Administer the nomination, designation, and registry of local historic resources and 
districts as set forth in Section 19.42.020. 



 

 2 

D. Develop and administer historic preservation plans, historic resource inventories, context 
statements, design guidelines and other information, plans and procedures related to 
historic preservation. 

E. Implement the applicable provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act pertaining 
to historic and cultural resources, consistent with its authority under the provisions of 
Chapter 19.54.  

F. Conduct the review of applications for the demolition or relocation of buildings and 
structures within the Historic Overlay zone and of potentially historic buildings and 
structures located outside of the Historic Overlay zone, in accordance with Section 
19.54.090 (Demolition Permit); 

G. Conduct architectural review, in accordance with Section 19.54.080 (Site Design and 
Architectural Review); 

H. Conduct sign review in accordance with the provisions of SMC Title 18; 
I. Conduct landscaping review in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 14.32; 
J. Consult with, advise, and report to the city council on a regular basis in connection with the 

exercise of the Commission's duties and functions.  
 
The above listed duties and functions shall be performed in compliance with Section 19.52.020 
(Authority for Land Use and Zoning Decisions), Table 5-1 (Review Authority for Planning 
Permits), and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as applicable. 
 
2.60.030 City Council Review. 
The city council shall review the duties, responsibilities and effectiveness of the Design Review 
Commission on an annual basis commencing one year from the effective date of this section. 
 



 1 

Exhibit B 
 
19.42—Historic Preservation and Infill in the Historic Zone 
 
Sections: 
 
19.42.010—Purpose  
19.42.020—Designation of a Local Historic Resource or District 
19.42.030—Adaptive Reuse  
19.42.040—Guidelines for Preservation and Adaptive Reuse  
19.42.050—Guidelines for Infill Development  
 
19.42.010 Purpose. 
This Chapter is intended to safeguard the historic character of Sonoma by recognizing 
and preserving significant historic and cultural resources buildings, by providing 
incentives for the preservation and rehabilitation of historically and culturally significant 
resources, and by ensuring that new development in the Historic Overlay zone is 
architecturally compatible. 
 
A. Officially designated historic structures. This Chapter establishes incentives, 
minimum standards, and guidelines for the preservation and adaptive reuse of 
officially designated historic structures to the greatest extent feasible, as well as a 
process for listing districts, sites, structures and other resources possessing local 
historic significance. 
 
B. Potentially historic structures. This Chapter establishes guidelines for the 
preservation of historic structures within the City, using the League for Historic 
Preservation’s inventory of historic structures as a guide for determining whether these 
provisions should be applied. 
 
C. Infill development. This Chapter establishes guidelines to be used in review of infill 
development within the Historic Overlay zone for which a discretionary permit is 
required. 
 
19.42.020 Designation of a Local Historic Resource or District 
A. Purpose. In order to recognize and promote the preservation of sites, structures, 
and areas that are important to the history of Sonoma, this section provides for the 
nomination and designation of locally significant historic resources and districts.  
 
B. Designation Process—Local Historic Resources. Local historic resources shall be 
designated by the Design Review Commission in the following manner: 

1.  Initiation of Designation. Designation of a historical resource may be initiated 
by the Design Review Commission or by the owner of the property that is 
proposed for designation. Applications for designation originating from outside 
the commission must be accompanied by such historical and architectural 
information as is required by the commission to make an informed 
recommendation concerning the application, together with the fee set by the 
City Council. 

2.  Review, Notice and Hearing. The Design Review Commission shall conduct a 
public hearing on a nomination for local historic resource designation. Notice of 
the public hearing shall be provided, and the hearing shall be conducted in 
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compliance with Chapter 19.88 (Public Hearings), including mailed notice to the 
owners of any property proposed for such designation. 

3.  Findings, Decision. Following a public hearing, the Design Review Commission 
may approve or disapprove a nomination for designation as a local historic 
resource. The Commission shall record the decision and the findings upon 
which the decision is based. The Design Review Commission may approve 
such designation only if it findings that the resource meets at least one of the 
following criteria: 
a.  It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to 

Sonoma's history and cultural heritage; or 
b.  It is associated with the lives of persons important in Sonoma’s past; or 
c.  It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 

method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative 
individual, or possesses high artistic values; or 

d.  It has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in Sonoma’s 
prehistory or history. 

 
C. Designation Process—Local Historic Districts. Local historic districts shall be 
designated by the City Council upon the recommendation of the Design Review 
Commission in the following manner: 

1.  Initiation of Designation. The designation of a local historic district may be 
initiated by the City Council or the Design Review Commission.  

2.  Requirements for Designation. The designation of a local historic district is 
subject to finding by the review authority that all of the following requirements 
are met:  
a. The proposed district is a geographically definable area.  
b. The proposed district possesses either a significant concentration or 

continuity of buildings unified by past events or aesthetically by plan or 
physical development. 

c. Considered as a whole, a sufficient concentration of buildings within the 
proposed district demonstrate integrity of design, setting, materials 
workmanship and association.  

d. The collective historic value of the buildings and structures in the proposed 
district is greater than the historic value of each individual building or 
structure  

e. The designation of the area as a historic district is reasonable, appropriate 
and necessary to protect promote and further the goals and purposes of 
this chapter and is not inconsistent with other goals and policies of the city. 

3.  Design Review Commission Hearing and Recommendation. The Design 
Review Commission shall conduct a public hearing on a nomination for local 
historic resource district. Notice of the public hearing shall be provided, and the 
hearing shall be conducted in compliance with Chapter 19.88 (Public Hearings), 
including mailed notice to the owners of any property proposed for such 
designation. Following the public hearing, the commission shall recommend 
approval in whole or in part or disapproval of the application for designation in 
writing to the city council, setting forth the reasons for the decision. The Design 
Review Commission may approve a recommendation for a local historic district 
only if it makes the findings set forth in section 19.42.020.B. 

4.  City Council Hearing and Decision. The City Council shall conduct a public 
hearing on a nomination for local historic district. Notice of the public hearing 
shall be provided, and the hearing shall be conducted in compliance with 
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Chapter 19.88 (Public Hearings), including mailed notice to the owners of any 
property proposed for such designation. Following the public hearing, the City 
Council shall by resolution approve the recommendations in whole or in part, or 
shall by motion disapprove them in their entirety. The City Council may approve 
a designation as a local historic district only if it makes the findings set forth in 
section 19.42.020.B. If the City Council approves a local historic district, notice 
of the decision shall be sent to property owners within the district.  

 
D.  Amendment or Rescission. The Design Review Commission and the City Council 
may amend or rescind any designation of an historical resource or historic district in the 
same manner and procedure as are followed for designation. 
 
E. Previously Designated Historic Resources. The sites and structures previously 
designated by the City Council as having local historic significance through the adoption 
of Resolution 18-2006 are hereby designated as local historic resources as defined in 
this Chapter. 
 
F. Register. The Design Review Commission shall maintain a register of designated 
local historic resources and districts. 
 
19.42.030 Adaptive Reuse  
The adaptive reuse of historic structures within the Historic Overlay District, involving 
uses not otherwise allowed through the base zone, may be allowed subject to the 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit, in compliance with Section 19.54.040 and as set 
forth below. 
 
A. Eligible Structures. The following types of structures are eligible for adaptive reuse: 

1. Officially designated structures. Those structures of officially designated 
historical significance as indicated by 1) listing with the State Office of Historic 
Preservation, or 2) listing as a locally-significant historic resource, regardless of 
whether they are located within the Historic Overlay zone. 

2. Structures with potential historical value. In addition to officially designated 
structures, there are other structures that may have historical value because of 
their age (usually more than 50 years old), and their contribution to the overall 
historic character of the community due to their unique architectural scale and 
style, use of design details, form, materials, proportion, as may be documented 
through listing on the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation’s inventory of 
historic structures. Such structures shall only be eligible for adaptive reuse if 
located within the Historic Overlay zone. 

 
B. Allowable Use. The following uses may be considered in an application for the 

adaptive reuse of a historic structure: 
1. Residential uses and densities: 

a. Allowable residential uses. Single- and multi-family dwellings and residential 
condominiums. 

b. Allowable residential densities. The allowable residential density within the 
Historic Overlay District may exceed the normally allowable density under 
the subject General Plan designation and zoning district, subject to the 
approval of the Planning Commission. 

2. Nonresidential uses: 
a. Bed and breakfast inns; 
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b. Hotels;  
c. Limited retail;  
d. Mixed-use (residential over commercial) developments; 
e. Professional and service-oriented offices; 
f. Restaurants (with or without outdoor dining facilities); and 
g. Wine tasting facilities. 

 
C. Retention of residential character, scale, and style. Adaptive reuse projects 

shall retain a residential character, scale, and style (e.g., off-street parking areas 
would be prohibited in the front and street side setbacks, new construction would 
have a residential appearance, signs would be limited, etc.). The guidelines set 
forth in Section 19.42.030, below, shall be considered by the Planning Commission 
in applications for adaptive reuse. 

 
D. Compliance with parking standards. The above listed uses shall be provided with 

suitable parking, in compliance with  Chapter 19.48 (Parking and Loading 
Standards) . 

 
E. Findings and Decision. The Planning Commission shall approve, with or without 

conditions, the alteration or adaptive reuse of an historic structure, only if all of the 
following findings can be made, in addition to those identified in Section 19.54.040 
(Use Permits). The alteration or adaptive reuse would: 
1. Enhance, perpetuate, preserve, protect, and restore those historic districts, 

neighborhoods, sites, structures, and zoning districts which contribute to the 
aesthetic and cultural benefit of the City; 

2. Stabilize and improve the economic value of historic districts, neighborhoods, 
sites, structures, and zoning districts; 

3. Preserve diverse architectural design reflecting phases of the City’s history, and 
encourage design styles and construction methods and materials that are 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood(s); and 

4. Promote and encourage continued private ownership and utilization of 
structures now so owned and used; 

5. Substantially comply with the applicable Secretary of Interior Standards and 
Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties as well as the applicable 
requirements and guidelines of this Chapter. 
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Exhibit C 
 
19.54.080—Site Design and Architectural Review 

A. Purpose. This section establishes the review procedures necessary to ensure that all 
applicable development projects comply with the required standards, design guidelines 
and ordinances of the City; minimize potential adverse effects on surrounding properties 
and the environment; implement General Plan policies regarding community design; and 
promote the general health, safety, welfare, and economy of the residents of the City. 
Therefore, it is the purpose of this section to: 

1. Protect and enhance historic buildings and the City’s historic character; 

2. Encourage the orderly and harmonious appearance of structures and property within 
the City along with associated facilities, landscaping, parking areas, and streets; 

3. Recognize the interdependence of land values and aesthetics and provide a method 
by which the City may implement this interdependence; and 

4. Ensure that new developments, including residential, institutional, commercial, and 
industrial developments built on the City's character and do not have an adverse 
aesthetic impact upon existing adjoining properties, the natural environment, or the 
City in general. 

B. Applicability. The review of project site planning and architectural design is an integral 
part of the development approval process. Therefore, each project that requires approval 
of a Building Permit, unless exempted as set forth below, shall require review and 
approval by the Planning Commission and/or the Design Review Committee (DRC), as 
applicable, prior to the issuance of a Building Permit or the commencement of any work on 
a new structure, or improvements to alter, enlarge, remodel, repair, or otherwise change 
the exterior of an existing structure. 

1. Residential development. Design review shall be required for new residential 
development, the alteration and enlargement of existing residential structures, and 
residential accessory structures, as set forth in the following table. 

 
Design Review Requirements for Residential Development 

Development Type/Condition Design Review Requirement 
Inside Historic Zone Outside Historic 

Zone 
1. New Development 
 Single-family development, fewer than 

five units, and associated accessory 
structures. 

Yes No 

 Single-family development, five or more 
units. 

Yes Yes 

 Duplex, and associated accessory 
structures. 

Yes No 

 Triplex, PUD, or other multi-family, and 
associated accessory structures. 

Yes Yes 

2. Existing Development 
 Maintenance, repainting, in-kind 

replacement of exterior materials. 
No No 
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 Re-roofing. No No 
 Interior remodeling. No No 
 Exterior alterations for which no building 

permit is required. 
No No 

3. Existing Residential Development, Constructed Prior to 1945 
 Alterations to existing structures that 

increase floor area by 10% or 200 
square-feet, whichever is greater. 

Yes No 

 Alterations to existing structures 
requiring a Building Permit that result in 
substantive changes to a primary or 
street-side building elevation. 

Yes No 

 Other exterior alterations or additions for 
which a building permit is required. 

No No 

 Building relocation. Yes Yes 
 Change in roof design (e.g., alterations 

in pitch and height). 
Yes No 

4. SFD/Duplexes, Constructed in 1945 or Later 
 Additions. No No 
 Exterior alterations (including change in 

roof design). 
No No 

 Relocation. No No 
5. Multi-family, Constructed in 1945 or Later(Including Planned Unit Developments) 
 Alterations to existing structures that do 

not increase floor area by more than 
10% or result in substantive changes to 
a primary or street-side building 
elevation. 

No No 

 Other exterior alterations or additions 
that require a Building Permit. 

Yes Yes 

 Change in roof design (e.g., alterations 
in pitch and height). 

Yes Yes 

6. Other 
 Detached residential accessory 

structures developed in conjunction with 
an existing primary residence. 

No No 

 Landscape modifications, existing 
single-family residences and duplexes. 

No No 

 Significant alterations to approved 
landscaping plan, existing multi-family 
development/PUDs (private yard areas 
excepted). 

Yes Yes 

 
2. Commercial and mixed-use development. Design review shall be required for new 

commercial and mixed-use development (including public and quasi-public facilities) 
and the alternation and enlargement of existing structures, as set forth in the 
following table. 

 
Design Review Requirements for Commercial Uses and Mixed Uses 

Development Type/Condition Design Review Requirement 
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New construction and building additions Yes 
Maintenance and in-kind replacement of 
exterior materials. 

No 

Exterior building modifications for which a 
building permit is required. 

Yes 

Repainting, except when the existing color 
scheme is substantially retained. 

Yes 

Improvements to existing parking facilities 
with 10 or less spaces. 

No 

Improvements to existing parking facilities 
with 10 or more parking spaces. 

Yes 

Lighting of parking areas. Yes 
Landscaping for a new development or 
significant alteration to an approved 
landscape plan (excluding private yards). 

Yes 

Accessory structures not in public view. No 

3. Demolitions. Demolitions shall be regulated as provided for under Section 
19.54.090 (Demolition Permit).  

4. Signs. Signs shall be regulated as provided for under Title 18 of the Sonoma 
Municipal Code. 

5. Use Permits. Notwithstanding the exemptions identified in subsection 1 and 2, 
above, the Planning Commission may impose design review as a condition of use 
permit approval. 

C. Application requirements. Any person proposing to construct, alter, enlarge, remodel, or 
otherwise change a new or existing structure subject to Site Design and Architectural 
Review in compliance with this Chapter, shall make application for project review prior to 
the application for a Building Permit in compliance with Section 19.52.040 (Application 
Preparation and Filing). It is the responsibility of the applicant to provide evidence in 
support of the findings required by subsection G. (Findings, decision), following. 

D. Review responsibility. Certain types of projects are subject to review by both the 
Planning Commission and the Design Review Commission, while other types of projects 
are subject to review by only one commission. The responsibilities of the two commissions 
with regard to Site Design and Architectural Review are as follows: 

1. Non-discretionary Projects. Projects subject to Site Design and Architectural Review, 
as set forth in Subsection B., but which are not otherwise subject to discretionary 
review by the Planning Commission (e.g., Use Permit review), shall be reviewed by 
the Design Review Commission only. 

2. Discretionary projects. For projects subject to discretionary review by the Planning 
Commission, the Planning Commission shall be responsible for reviewing and acting 
upon the project site plan, building massing and elevation concepts to the extent it 
deems necessary. Subsequent review by the Design Review Commission shall be 
limited to elevation details, colors and materials, landscaping (including fences and 
walls), lighting, site details (such as the placement of bike racks and trash 
enclosures), and any issues specifically referred to the DRC by the Planning 
Commission. 
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3. Single-family development of five or more units. For new single-family development 
of five or more units, except in conjunction with a Planned Development Permit, the 
Planning Commission shall be responsible for reviewing and approving design 
guidelines to ensure an appropriate variety of unit types and styles. Design 
guidelines may include building heights and mix of stories, setbacks, architectural 
concepts, elevation details, building materials, and landscaping. The topics and level 
of detail required for the review of a particular project shall be as deemed appropriate 
by the Planning Commission. Review by the Design Review Commission shall not be 
required, except as referred to the Design Review Commission by the Planning 
Commission. 

 

E. Review Procedures. Each application for Site Design and Architectural Review shall be 
reviewed by the City Planner to ensure that the application is consistent with the purpose 
and intent of this Section and with applicable requirements of this Development Code. The 
review authority shall hold a public meeting, and may approve, approve with conditions, or 
disapprove the application for Site Design and Architectural Review in compliance with this 
Section. 

F. Factors to be considered. In the course of Site Design and Architectural Review, the 
consideration of the review authority shall include the following factors: 

1. The historical significance, if any, of the site or buildings or other features on the site; 

2. Environmental features on or adjacent to the site; 

3. The context of uses and architecture established by adjacent development;  

4. The location, design, site plan configuration, and effect of the proposed 
development.  

 These factors shall be considered in relation to the development standards and design 
guidelines of this Development Code, other applicable ordinances of the City, and 
applicable General Plan policies. 

G. Findings, decision. The review authority may approve, approve subject to conditions, or 
disapprove an application for Site Design and Architectural Review. The review authority 
may approve an application, with or without conditions, only if it first makes the findings set 
forth below. 

1. Basic findings. In order to approve any application for Site Design and Architectural 
Review, the review authority must make the following findings: 

a. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this 
Development Code (except for approved Variances and Exceptions), other City 
ordinances, and the General Plan; 

b. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design 
guidelines set forth in this Development Code; and 

c. The project responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as 
well as existing site conditions and environmental features. 

2. Projects within the Historic Overlay District or a Local Historic District. In addition to 
the basic findings set forth in paragraph 1, above, the review authority must make 
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the following additional findings for any project located within the Historic Overlay 
District: 

a. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings; and 

b. The project substantially preserves the qualities of any significant historic 
structures or other significant historic features on the site. 

c. The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in 
Chapter 19.42 (Historic preservation and Infill in the Historic Zone). 

d. The project substantially complies with any applicable preservation plan or other 
guidelines or requirements pertaining to a local historic district as designated 
through section 19.42.020. 

These findings shall not apply to demolitions associated with a project which have 
been approved under Section 19.54.090 (Demolition Permit). 

3. Projects Involving Historically Significant Resources. In addition to the basic findings 
set forth in paragraph 1, above, the review authority must make the following 
additional findings for any project on which site is located a resource that is listed or 
eligible for listing on the State Register of Historic Resources or that has been 
desiganted as a local historic resource pursuant to section 19.42.020: 

a. The project substantially preserves the qualities of any significant historic 
structures or other significant historic features on the site. 

b. The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in 
Chapter 19.42 (Historic preservation and Infill in the Historic Zone). 

c. The project substantially complies with the applicable Secretary of Interior 
Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 

These findings shall not apply to demolitions associated with a project which have 
been approved under Section 19.54.090 (Demolition Permit). 

H. Expiration. If a Building Permit has not been applied for and issued within one year of Site 
Design and Architectural Review approval, the approval shall become void, unless an 
extension is approved in compliance with Chapter 19.56 (Permit Implementation, Time 
Limits, Extensions). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 

City of  Sonoma 
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Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
5K 
 
11/04/13 

 

Department 
Planning 

Staff Contact  
David Goodison, Planning Director 

Agenda Item Title 
Adoption of a resolution re-authorizing a process to track water demand and verify capacity to serve 
new development, including a finding of categorical exemption. 

Summary 
Following the decision of the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) to terminate its water 
transmission project, the City of Sonoma has updated its strategy for meeting its projected long-term 
water needs. Key components of the adopted strategy include: 1) diversifying water supply sources 
(including ground-water banking, additional wells, and increased use of recycled water); 2) 
increasing water conservation; and 3) cooperative efforts with the Valley of the Moon Water District 
and the Sonoma County Water Agency to efficiently manage water transmission. Efforts to 
implement all of these measures are underway, but in the interim it is necessary for the City to 
carefully monitor the water demand associated with new development. In 2010, the City Council 
adopted a resolution establishing a water demand tracking system. The resolution authorized this 
program for an interim period, which expired on January 1, 2013. Staff proposes to reauthorize this 
program for an additional two years. 

Recommended Council Action 
Adopt the attached resolution re-authorizing a process to track water demand and verify capacity to 
serve new development. 

Alternative Actions 
Amend the resolution as deemed necessary or decline to adopt the resolution. 

Financial Impact 
For certain types of development, as specified in the resolution, a water demand analysis would be 
required for review by the City Engineer. The preparation of this analysis is a cost that would be 
borne by applicants for new development. These reports would be reviewed by the City Engineer, 
which represents a cost to the City. However, this review would typically be undertaken in the course 
of reviewing improvement plans and other required project documentation and the time spent by the 
City Engineer is billed to the applicant, which offsets the cost to the City. That said, the review of a 
water demand analysis is not a lengthy process and staff does not expect that it would result in a 
significant cost to affected applicants. 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified (through draft ordinance) 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  
Alignment with Council Goals:  

The re-authorization of the water demand tracking process aligns with the City Council’s “Water and 
Infrastructure” goal, which calls upon the City to develop strategies addressing current and future 
infrastructure needs, promoting water conservation, and maintaining a stabilized rate structure. 

Attachments: 
1. Resolution re-authorizing a process to track water demand 

cc:  
 



CITY OF SONOMA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. XX - 2013 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SONOMA RE-
AUTHORIZING A PROCESS TO TRACK WATER DEMAND AND VERIFY 

CAPACITY TO SERVE NEW DEVELOPMENT 
 
WHEREAS, with the decision of the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA) in September 2009 
to terminate the water transmission project, the Agency cannot commit to supplying water to its 
water contractors beyond its existing Russian River water diversion permit amount of 75,000 
acre-feet per year; and 
 
WHEREAS, as a result of this change in direction on the part of the SCWA, the City of Sonoma 
is updating its strategy for meeting its projected long-term water needs; and 
 
WHEREAS, in the interim, the City of Sonoma, as the water utility for Sonoma, must carefully 
monitor water use to ensure that there is adequate water supply to address new development 
and redevelopment in order to avoid disruption to the development community and prevent 
environmental impacts that could occur as a result of insufficient supply; and 
 
WHEREAS, in 2010, the City of Sonoma City Council adopted Resolution 46-2010, establishing 
an interim process for tracking water demand which include a requirement for “will-serve” 
findings by the City Engineer to verify water availability for new development, as the water utility 
for Sonoma, must carefully monitor water use to ensure that there is adequate water supply to 
address new development; and  
 
WHEREAS, per Resolution 46-2010, the water demand tracking process expired on January 1, 
2013; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City Council is desirous of re-establishing the tracking process for water 
demand for an additional two years. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Sonoma hereby 
finds and declares as follows: 
 
Section 1: 
 
A program for tracking water demand and verifying capacity to serve new development is 
hereby established as follows: 
 
A.  Tracking Water Demand. 
 
All new development and redevelopment having a projected demand of at least 0.5 Equivalent 
Single Family Dwellings (ESDs) shall be tracked and monitored in terms of water use. This 
tracking shall be performed by the Planning Department and the Building Department using 
forms developed by the Planning Department and shall be transmitted to the Public Works 
Department and the City Engineer on an on-going basis. 
 
B.  Establishing Baseline Water Supply Capacity. 
 
The City Engineer shall calculate the water supply available to serve new development, 
including projects that have been approved but not yet built, based on the City’s water supply 



from the Sonoma County Water Agency and local supply, and the City’s existing water demand 
associated with a normal hydrologic water year, and other such factors deemed relevant by the 
City Engineer. 
 
C.  Requirement for Demand Analysis and Will-Serve Letter. 
 

 1.  Applicability. Building permits associated with the following types of projects shall 
be issued only upon the issuance of a will-serve letter by the City Engineer, 
verifying that sufficient water supply exists to serve it: Residential developments 
of two or more units; new hotels; new restaurants; new commercial development 
(including commercial additions and expansions) of 2,000 square feet or greater; 
and any use subject to discretionary planning approval with a water usage of 5 
ESDs or greater. 

 
2.  Criteria. The City Engineer shall develop written criteria for evaluating will-serve 

requests, to include the scope and content of a required water demand analysis. 
 
3.  Timing of Request. To request a will-serve letter a development must have 

received all required discretionary approvals and any required public 
improvement plans must be complete. A letter of request must be submitted to 
the City Engineer along with a water demand analysis. 

 
4.  Determination by City Engineer. If the City Engineer determines that sufficient 

water capacity is available and that all other applicable requirements have been 
met, then a will-serve letter shall be issued. Alternatively, an applicant may 
qualify for a will-serve letter by demonstrating to the satisfaction of the City 
Engineer that the project would have a zero net water demand as a result of the 
implementation of specific conservation measures. If the City Engineer 
determines that there is insufficient water capacity to serve a development for 
which a will serve-letter has been requested, that finding shall be communicated 
to the applicant in writing, along with recommendations for water use reduction 
measures, if available, that could be used to achieve compliance based on a 
revised submittal by the applicant. 

 
5.  Expiration. A will-serve letter shall be valid only so long as any applicable 

discretionary approvals are valid or for a period of two years in cases where 
there is no discretionary approval associated with the project. There is no 
automatic extension permitted for will-serve letters.  Upon the expiration of will-
serve letter, the applicant shall request another will-serve letter. 

 
6.  Right of Appeal. The denial of a request for a will-serve letter shall be appealable 

to the City Council, as provided for in Chapter 1.24 of the Sonoma Municipal 
Code. 

 
D.  Reporting. 
 
The Planning Department shall provide regular reports to the City Council and the Planning 
Commission summarizing the results of the tracking system in relation to the City’s available 
water supply. 
 
D.  Expiration. 
 



This program shall expire on January 1, 2015, unless specifically reauthorized by the City 
Council. 
 
Section 2. 
 
The tracking system for water demand established by this resolution represents an action taken 
in the regulatory capacity of the City of Sonoma as the operator of a water utility to protect the 
environment by assuring that an adequate water supply exists to serve new development with 
water and to provide the City Council, as the operator of the water utility, with timely information 
so that it can take steps to avoid environmental disruption that might otherwise occur due to a 
lack of sufficient water supply capacity. 
 
Based on these factors, the City Council finds that the adoption of the water tracking system 
provided for in this resolution would have no significant environmental impacts and therefore 
qualifies as categorically exempt under section 15308 of the California Environmental Quality 
Act. 
 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 4th day of November 2013 by the following vote: 
 
   AYES:   
   NOES:   
   ABSENT:  
 
       _____________________________ 
       Ken Brown, Mayor 
 
 
       ATTEST: 
 
 
       _____________________________ 
       Gay Johann, City Clerk 
 



 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council/Successor Agency 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
 City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
6A 
 
11/04/2013 

                                                                                            

Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact 
Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Approval of the portions of the Minutes of the October 7 and October 21, 2013 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 5B for the minutes 

Alignment with Council Goals:  N/A 

cc:  NA 

 



 

 

 

 

City of Sonoma 
City Council 
Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
7A 
 
11/04/13 

 
Department 

Planning 
Staff Contact  

Senior Planner Gjestland 
Agenda Item Title 

Discussion, consideration and possible action on an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision 
to approve the application of Steve Ledson for a Planned Development Permit, Use Permit, and 
Tentative Map allowing construction of an 18-unit planned development at 821-845 West Spain 
Street. 

Summary 

On September 26, 2013, the Planning Commission considered the application of Steve Ledson for a 
Planned Development Permit, Use Permit, and Tentative Map to construct an 18-unit planned 
development at 821-845 West Spain Street. A number of neighbors expressed opposition to the 
project as part of this review. Ultimately, the Planning Commission approved the entitlements for the 
project with a vote of 6-1 (Comm. Heneveld dissenting). On October 10, 2013, Georgette Darcy filed 
an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on behalf of Sonoma Gardens Homeowner’s 
Association and Sonoma Park Homeowner’s Association, two adjoining condominium 
developments. As noted in the attached appeal letter, appellants feel that the approval is 
inconsistent with a number of regulations applicable to the project, especially with respect to 
compatibility and adverse impacts on surrounding properties. 
Further details are provided in the attached supplemental report and other attachments. 

Recommended Council Action 
Deny the appeal, upholding the decision of the Planning Commission. 

Alternative Actions 
1. Uphold the appeal, thereby denying the Planned development Permit, Use Permit, and Tentative 

Map application.  
2. Uphold the appeal, approving the application with modifications. 
3. Refer the project back to the Planning Commission for further consideration. 
Except in the case of option number 3, staff would return on the following Council meeting with a 
Resolution formalizing the Council’s decision, including the necessary findings. 

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. Appeal 
3. Draft Minutes of the 9/26/13 Planning Commission meeting 
4. Planning Commission Staff Report plus Late Mail 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Enclosures (available at the following link http://www.sonomacity.org/default.aspx?Pageid=455): 

1. Project Information/Application Submittal 
2. Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Alignment with Council Goals:   

N.A. 
cc:  Georgette Darcy 
       847 West Spain St. #1 
       Sonoma, CA 95476 
 
       Nicora Place email list 

 
 

http://www.sonomacity.org/default.aspx?Pageid=455


SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT 
 

Discussion, consideration and possible action on an appeal of the Planning Commission’s 
decision to approve the application of Steve Ledson for a Planned Development Permit, Use 

Permit, and Tentative Map allowing construction of an 18-unit planned development at 821-845 
West Spain Street 

 
For the City Council meeting of November 4, 2013 

 
 
 
Property Description 
 
The project site is comprised of two adjoining parcels located on the south side of West Spain 
Street, opposite its intersection with Juniper Serra Drive. The parcels are relatively flat and form 
a square area of approximately 2 acres. Existing development on the site consists of eight 
residential/accessory buildings (containing ten housing units) along with associated paved 
drive/parking areas that occupy the west and south sides of the property. The remainder of the 
site is undeveloped with grasses and some grapevines. In addition, numerous trees are located on 
the site. The frontage is improved with curb, gutter, and sidewalk. The site is designated Medium 
Density Residential by the General Plan and has a corresponding R-M zoning, which allows a 
residential density of between 7-11 dwelling units/acre. Adjoining uses are as follows: 
 

North: Two small apartment complexes and an 8-unit condominium development are located 
to the north, across West Spain Street. 
 
South: A two-story apartment building is located to the south as well as a common pool area 
and paved parking area associated with Sonoma Park Condominiums. 
 
East: A driveway and several single-story units within Sonoma Park Condominiums are 
located east of the project site. 
 
West: Sonoma Gardens, a 12-unit condominium complex, is located to the west. The 
complex includes one and two-story building elements plus a common pool area adjacent to 
the project site. 

 
Project Description 
 
The project involves developing the 2-acre site with a residential Planned Development 
consisting of 18 detached single-family homes on individual lots. All of the homes are two-story 
units with 3 bedrooms and 2 or 2½ baths (building heights range from ±24 to ±30 feet measured 
to the roof peak). The project includes five basic unit types that would be further differentiated by 
12 different architectural treatments drawing from Farmhouse, Craftsman, Victorian, and French 
styles. Four contract affordable units are included on lots 3, 11, 15, and 16 consistent with the 
City’s affordable housing requirements. 
 
Living areas for the units range from 1,247 to 1,472 square feet, and each home would have a 
one or two-car attached garage. Lot sizes vary between 2,555 and 6,713 square feet with an 
average size of 3,717 square feet. The homes are arranged along a U-shaped, 20-foot wide 
private street (Nicora Way) that would access the development from two driveways off West 
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Spain Street. The private street is intended for two-way travel providing all interior circulation 
for the site including emergency vehicle access (the private road also functions as a fire lane with 
parking prohibited on both sides). Each unit has a private rear yard and a small private park is 
located toward the center of the site for residents, which also functions as a biodetention area to 
treat and allow for the infiltration of stormwater runoff. In addition to garage and apron parking, 
four guest parking spaces flank the park. 
 
In terms of setbacks, the four units facing West Spain Street have a uniform front yard setback of 
23 feet to the building wall and 18 feet to the front porch/balcony. Rear yard setbacks along the 
perimeter of the project site (on the south, east and west) range from ±16.5 to ±30 feet, with a 
minimum 20-foot setback provided on the west and south sides. For the most part, internal side 
yard setbacks for the units are five or six feet, resulting in a 10 to 12-foot separation between 
buildings. The eight residential/accessory structures currently on the property, which contain ten 
housing units, will be demolished to accommodate the development. The applicant’s project 
summary states that the project is aimed at providing “market-rate affordable” housing for 
medium-sized families. 
 
Planning Commission Review 
 
At a special meeting on September 26, 2013, the Planning Commission considered Steve 
Ledson’s application for a Planned Development Permit, Use Permit, and Tentative Map to 
construct an 18-unit planned development on the site (a Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial 
study was also considered with respect to environmental review). This hearing was the 
culmination of an extensive review process that began with Project Advisory Committee review 
in May 2012, then a Planning Commission study session in July 2012, and subsequent review by 
the Tree Committee, Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission, Environmental Review 
Committee, plus three meetings with neighbors. In response to issues identified through this 
process, the applicant made several modifications to the project and resubmitted a revised 
proposal in March 2013. The most notable changes included: 
 

− A reduction in the density/number of residences from 19 to 18 units, which allowed for 
the site layout to be loosened up to some degree. 

− Provision of increased building setbacks from the perimeter of the project site. Most 
notably, a minimum 20-foot setback was provided on the west and south sides of the 
project where the site adjoins other condominiums, apartments, and common pool areas. 
In addition, the front yard setback for the units facing West Spain Street was increased to 
23 feet. 

− Introduction of a new partial two-story unit type (E1) without a second floor element 
over the garage on three lots, including Lots 2 and 4 on the west side of the project and 
Lot 1 on the east side of the project. 

 
Despite these changes, neighbor concerns remained consistent through the review process, 
focused primarily on compatibility in terms of the two-story design, density, setbacks, the loss of 
views, light, and privacy, as well as concerns about traffic, tree removal, construction impacts, 
and variation from normal zoning standards as a Planned Development. At the 9/26/13 Planning 
Commission hearing, nine neighbors spoke in opposition to the project on these grounds. In 
contrast, the majority of the Planning Commission was generally supportive of the project as 
revised, finding that it fit appropriately into the surrounding context and qualified for the Planned 
Development Permit designation. While the commission discussed whether further modifications 
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should be required (specifically the inclusion of one-story units, low-income affordable units, 
and/or modifications to second floor elements) ultimately the Planning Commission approved the 
entitlements for the project as proposed with a vote of 6-1 (Comm. Heneveld dissenting). The 
draft minutes from the 9/26/13 Planning Commission meeting are attached for consideration. 
 
Issues Raised in the Appeal 
 
On October 10, 2013, Georgette Darcy filed an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision to 
approve the Nicora Place project on behalf of Sonoma Gardens Homeowner’s Association and 
Sonoma Park Homeowner’s Association, two condominium developments that adjoin the project 
site. As noted in the attached appeal letter, appellants feel that the approval is inconsistent with a 
number of regulations applicable to the project, especially with respect to compatibility and 
adverse impacts on surrounding properties. 
 
Compatibility: In review of the project by the Planning Commission, the issue of compatibility 
with surrounding development was a significant consideration especially with respect to the 
Planned Development Permit (PDP) request. The Planning Commission staff report (attached) 
included a detailed analysis of the PDP findings in general and compatibility issues in particular, 
highlighting areas of concern and noting that the Planning Commission ultimately would need to 
determine whether the applicant’s project modifications responded adequately to compatibility 
and other concerns identified through the review process. Following the close of the public 
hearing, the Planning Commission held an in depth discussion of the PDP findings in relation to 
the project and issues of compatibility. Through this discussion, a majority of the Commission 
concluded that the development fit into its surroundings and related appropriately to adjoining 
development. The Planning Commission discussed whether additional modifications should be 
required, specifically the inclusion of one-story units, adjusting second floor elements, and/or 
requiring low-income affordable units. However, a majority of the Planning Commission felt that 
no further modifications were warranted in light of the changes that had already been made and 
that costs of requiring greater articulation in some of the unit designs would be excessive in 
comparison to any benefits provided. Ultimately, the project was approved as proposed with a 
vote of 6-1 (Commissioner Heneveld dissenting). 
 
Commission Composition: In the appeal letter, the appellants express concern that three Planning 
Commissioners are involved in careers related to development, presumably referring to 
Commissioners Tippell, Howarth, and Willers. Chapter 2.44 of the Sonoma Municipal Code, 
which addresses the composition of the Planning Commission, does not specify occupational 
requirements or limitations but does reference that Planning Commissioners are appointed by 
nomination of the mayor and ratification by the City Council. Individual Planning 
Commissioners bring a diversity of perspectives to their work on the Commission and staff 
would note that the three commissioners in question are employed in different fields in that 
Comm. Willers is an architect, Comm. Tippell is involved in private residential development, 
and Comm. Howarth is involved in commercial real estate services. None of them have any 
association with the Nicora Place project. 
 
Subdivision Exception Finding: The appeal letter references an additional finding related to 
exceptions to subdivision standards, which states: “granting the exception will not be materially 
detrimental to the public welfare nor injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity 
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and zoning district in which the property is located” (Section 19.61.050). In staff’s view, this 
finding is not applicable, as variation from lot size and dimension standards can be requested and 
considered within the framework of a Planned Development Permit (Section 19.54.070). 
Regardless, the referenced finding is similar to other applicable findings that are subject to the 
City Council’s consideration in review of the appeal. 
 
Environmental Review 
 
The Planning Commission’s decision to adopt a mitigated declaration for the project was not 
appealed. However, the initial study and related environmental analysis have been provided to 
the City Council in order to ensure a complete understanding of the project.   
 
Requested Action in the Appeal 
 
The appellants are requesting that the City Council require revisions to the project. Specific 
modifications are not indicated, but presumably the appellant’s interest is in improving 
compatibility with adjoining development. 
 
Recommendation 
 
In accordance with standard practice, staff recommends that the City Council uphold the decision 
of the Planning Commission. Based on Council direction (whether to deny the appeal, uphold the 
appeal, or refer the application back to the Planning Commission with direction), a resolution 
will be prepared implementing the City Council’s decision, for adoption as a consent calendar 
item at the meeting of November 18, 2013. 
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CITY OF SONOMA 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

SPECIAL MEETING OF 
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West  

September 26, 2013 
DRAFT MINUTES 

 
I hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the agenda for this meeting was posted on Friday, 
September 20, 2013, on the bulletin board outside the front of Sonoma City Hall, No. 1 the 
Plaza, Sonoma, California. Chair Roberson called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the 
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West. 
 
Roll Call: 
 

Present: Chair Roberson, Comms. Edwards, Felder, Willers, Tippell, Howarth, 
Henevald, Cribbs (Alternate),  

Absent:  
Others 
Present: 

Planning Director Goodison, Senior Planner Gjestland, Administrative 
Assistant Morris 

 
Chair Roberson stated that no new items would be heard after 10:30 p.m. unless the Planning 
Commission so decides. Any decisions made tonight can be appealed within 15 days to the City 
Council. He reminded everyone to turn off cell phones and pagers. Comm. Henevald led the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC:  None 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  None 
 
CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail regarding Item # 1 from Mary Jane Stolte and Maia Craig 
 
 
Item #1 – Public Hearing – Review of Nicora Place, an 18-unit planned development 
proposed at 821-845 West Spain Street, including consideration of environmental review, 
a Planned Development Permit, Tentative Map, and Use Permit. 
 
Applicant/Property Owner:  Ledson & Ledson Development/Steve Ledson 
 
Senior Planner Gjestland presented staff’s report. 
 
Comm. Felder confirmed with staff that 34 on-site parking spaces are required by Code and that 
a total of 68 on-site spaces are proposed including garage spaces, driveway apron spaces, and 
dedicated guest parking spaces. 
 
Chair Roberson opened the public hearing 
 
Project Architect Doug Hilberman (Axia Architects) gave a presentation to the Commission. He 
noted that Steve Ledson wanted to focus on providing quality 3-bedroom, 2-bath homes for his 
workforce and that this is missing in the downtown. He feels that 2-story units are compatible 
with the surrounding context considering 2-story buildings adjoin to the south and west. They 
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met with neighbors three times and in response to neighbor concerns have increased setbacks 
on the south, west and from West Spain St., added the partial two-story E1 plan, and reduced 
the density, noting that the original concept was 21 units prior to the Planning Commission study 
session in July 2012. Losing a unit also opened up the corners. The park area was reduced but 
the rear yards have increased and the park still provides visual open space for half the units. 
The traffic impact study concludes no significant traffic safety issues at driveways or with 
Junipero Serra Dr. The price point for workforce housing and the minimum density for the R-M 
zoning is not consistent with the neighbor’s desire for a 6-unit project. He emphasized they 
intentionally chose 3-bedroom, 2-bath homes based on the lack of this housing type in the R-M 
zone and downtown core. He noted that CC&R’s would require use of garages for vehicle 
parking allowing guests to park within driveway aprons and that 10 of the units would have 
convenient access to the four dedicated guest spaces. 
 
Bida Lewis, 19328 Junipero Serra Dr., thanked Mr. Ledson for meeting with neighbors but 
expressed concerns about turning left from Junipero Serra Dr. onto West Spain St., and the 
difficulty for pedestrians crossing West Spain St. She asked the Commission to enforce the 
limits of the Development Code and consider traffic impacts. 
 
Comm. Tippell confirmed that the nearest marked crosswalk on West Spain St. is at the 
intersection with Sonoma Highway. 
 
Georgette Darcy, owner of a 1-story condominium directly to the west at 847 West Spain St. #1, 
emphasized that the proposed development with a row of 2-story buildings close to Sonoma 
Gardens will be profoundly different than current site conditions and negatively impacts her 
quality of life, privacy, and sunlight. She feels the proposal should be scaled back and 
recommended that the Commission adhere to the standard R-M zoning regulations and not 
grant a Planned Development Permit. She questioned the applicant on whether his workers can 
afford the $500,000 homes planned for the site. 
 
Kathleen Laudin, 847 West Spain St. #2, concurred with the previously stated concerns. In 
addition, she feels sight lines for vehicles exiting Sonoma Garden’s driveway will worsen and 
noted the old vineyard and many trees will be lost with replacement trees taking 2-3 decades to 
mature. She is thankful for the project modifications but feels that the density should be further 
reduced.  
 
Jeff Buscher, 820 Palou St., expressed concern regarding the proposed density and asked that 
the Commission consider the proposal in the larger neighborhood context. He feels that too 
many compromises have been allowed for other developments in the area and that this project 
will further erode the neighborhood. 
 
Jim Rutkowski, 847 West Spain St. #3, feels that the applicant is using the Planned 
Development Permit process to maximize development and profit by building only detached 3-
bedroom, 2-bath homes under the pretext of workforce housing. He noted that only four units 
would be contract affordable units. He appreciates the new E1 plan but feels the project will 
create a wall of two story-units on the west side of the site that will adversely impact neighbor’s 
sunlight, privacy, property values and desirability of their properties. He does not feel that the 
findings or objectives for a Planned Development Permit are met in terms of compatibility and 
preserving significant trees on site and that neighbors are being injured. He requested 1-story 
buildings and other unit types not just directed at families, expressing the view that only 3-
bedroom, 2-bath homes are proposed because they command the highest price and are easiest 
to sell. He takes issue with the many variations/exemptions being requested, stating that the 
neighbors will suffer as a result. 
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Karen Buscher, 820 Palou St., was critical of other projects built in the area. In her experience 
obstructed sight lines make it difficult to turn left onto West Spain St. from Junipero Serra Dr. 
She questions the conclusions of the Traffic Impact Study, particularly in regard to conflicting left 
turn movements onto West Spain St. from Junipero Serra Dr. and the east project driveway. 
She is also concerned about pedestrian safety given the lack of a crosswalk on West Spain St. 
in the vicinity.  
 
Jessica Schorr, 905 West Spain St. #M, summarized her counts of the number of residential 
units, parking spaces, and businesses along the West Spain St. corridor between Sonoma Hwy 
and Fifth St. West. She noted the various traffic generators for this stretch of West Spain St., 
and concluded that the proposal will increase traffic, noise, and privacy issues while decreasing 
livability for residents in the area.  
 
Chair Roberson confirmed with staff that only residents of the seven single-family homes within 
Sonoma Village West (aka Orchard Park) located on the east side of the gate have access 
through the gate and that this limitation could not change without reconsideration by the 
Planning Commission. 
 
Lori Winter, 19333 Junipero Serra Dr., concurs with all neighbor comments and asks that the 
Commission consider the larger area where there has been a loss of open space due to 
development over the years. She feels the proposal is comparable to the applicant’s West 
MacArthur St. project but that neighborhood conditions are totally different. She expressed 
concern about adding two new driveways on West Spain St. in proximity to many other existing 
driveways and asked the Commission to consider making the private street one-way and 
widening it to allow for parking. She has concerns about enforcement of the CC&R’s and 
potential on-street parking impacts. She feels the many variations from normal zoning standards 
being requested for the Planned Development impose problems on neighbors due to the vision 
of the project focused on 18 detached 3-bedroom, 2-bath homes. She noted a neighborhood 
petition in opposition and concluded that the project is too much in a small space.  
 
Mike Burns, 847 West Spain St. #7, is most concerned about the 2-story homes along the west 
project boundary adjacent to Sonoma Gardens. He asked how tall the replacement trees would 
be when planted. 
 
Steve Ledson, applicant and owner of subject property, indicated he was available to answer 
questions and thanked the neighbors, Planning Commission and staff for their input on the 
project. He emphasized there is ample parking overall in the development and there would be 
recorded CC&R’s that residents would have to abide by ensuring that garages are used for 
vehicle parking. This will allow guests to park in driveway apron spaces and addresses 
concerns about on-street parking impacts. He indicated that the detached 3-bedroom/2-bath 
unit type creates more housing opportunities and is intended to address current market 
demands and the family/workforce demographic. One-story units cannot be incorporated 
without reducing the total number of units, and he cannot lose any more units while keeping the 
project feasible. He noted there are many neighboring two-story buildings/units that look down 
into the site with lesser setbacks than what is being proposed. He feels the project looks more 
open than surrounding development and the density has been reduced from his initial concept 
of 21 units. Tree removal is based on recommendations of the arborist report and most 
perimeter trees will remain in conjunction with planting replacement trees. He disagrees that the 
project will reduce surrounding property values. 
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Chair Roberson confirmed with Mr. Ledson that a 60”-box tree would have a height of ±20 feet 
and canopy diameter of ±12 feet although this can vary by species and age. 
 
Comm. Henevald asked the applicant why units within his West MacArthur St. Planned 
Development have not been built. The applicant responded that the building permits are ready 
to be picked up but he has been busy rehabilitating the former Coghill property as well as with 
the his wine business. 
 
Chair Roberson confirmed with the applicant that a Homeowners Association (HOA) would be in 
place to enforce the CC&R’s after all units within the development are sold. 
 
Comm. Howarth asked the applicant why a greater mixture of unit types was not proposed, 
noting the lack of 1-story units and that the 2-story units are all proposed with plate on plate 
construction and 3 bedrooms and 2 baths. The applicant responded that the project does not 
pencil out if 1-story homes are included due to the loss in square footage and that the 3-
bedroom/2-bath configuration can accommodate more household types thus presenting greater 
opportunities. 
 
Chair Roberson closed the public hearing. 
 
Comm. Howarth asked staff if a crosswalk on West Spain Street in vicinity of the site was 
considered. Planning Director Goodison noted that this issue is not specific to any individual 
project and the traffic study does not provide the City with a basis for passing the cost (or share 
of) a crosswalk improvement onto the applicant. The standard process would be for concerned 
neighbors to fill out a Traffic Safety Hazard Reporting Form for consideration by the Traffic 
Safety Committee. This would result in quicker consideration than tying the concept to the 
project. 
 
Comm. Howarth clarified with Planning Director Goodison that the Planned Development Permit 
allows the applicant greater flexibility from normal standards but also gives the Planning 
Commission additional latitude to require tradeoffs for that flexibility. 
 
Comm. Edwards referenced the massing diagram presented by the project architect, 
highlighting the existing density and infill development around the project site. He views the 
project as an oasis within this setting and noted that some conditions of surrounding 
development are not that desirable. He agrees with the applicant that the unit type adds variety 
to the neighborhood and is appropriate for the site. Traffic on West Spain St. includes regional 
traffic and most traffic is at peak commute hours. He expressed the view that an attached 
development, such as is found on adjoining properties, would have greater impacts and he 
supports this family-oriented neighborhood proposal. 
 
Comm. Tippell concurred with Comm. Edwards and noted that if adjoining housing 
developments were reviewed today they would look much different as infill development is now 
subject to more scrutiny. He indicated that site access as proposed with two driveways is 
acceptable and that in order to get 1-story units on the west side of the site 4 to 6 units would 
have to be eliminated and the minimum allowable density for the site is 14 units under its R-M 
zoning. He is sensitive to neighbor concerns but also recognizes property owner rights. In terms 
of traffic safety he would like a crosswalk installed on West Spain St. and would prefer that the 
intersection of West Spain St./Fifth St. West not be signalized with respect to the different 
improvement options. 
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Comm. Willers noted that he lives in a PUD similar to the proposed project in terms of the 
private street width, 2-story units, and setbacks. In his opinion, the applicant’s West MacArthur 
St. site is very similar to the West Spain St. site in that Highway 12/Broadway is located in 
proximity to the east, Second Street West is a corridor, and there is school traffic in the area. He 
agrees with Comm. Edwards’ comment about the proposal being an “oasis.” He views the 
proposal as an alternative to an attached multi-family development, which would likely have 
greater impacts on neighbors with more massive multi-unit buildings and congregate parking 
areas at the edges of the site. He feels that parking is sufficient as proposed, the project 
conforms to the General Plan, and the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration is adequate. He 
has no difficulty with development but agrees with Comm. Howarth’s comment that the 
proposed plate on plate unit design contributes to a more massive feel. 
 
Comm. Felder concurred with Comm. Willers. Although he had some initial reservations, he is 
satisfied given the concessions and modifications that have been made. He feels the project fits 
well in its layout and appreciates the provision of detached single-family homes as an infill 
project. He would like more variety in the homes, including some one-story, but understands 
that it increases costs. He suggested the applicant consider redesigning some of the second 
floor elements and including one-story affordable units. 
 
Comm. Edwards stressed the importance of having the affordable units look like and be similar 
to the other units. 
 
Comm. Henevald concurred with Comm. Howarth’s comment regarding the plate on plate 
construction and suggested including one-story homes or units with second floor dormers on 
Lots 5 and 8. He also feels that a crosswalk on West Spain St. is important. 
 
Comm. Howarth summarized that the commission has two issues to consider: whether building 
modifications should be required prior to approval, and whether some of the required affordable 
units should be for low-income households versus moderate. 
 
Chair Roberson directed the commission to address the proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration first. 
 
Motion: Comm. Tippell made a motion to adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration as 
presented. Comm.  Willers seconded. The motion was unanimously approved, 7-0. 
 
Chair Roberson noted the consensus of the Commission appeared to be in favor of approving 
the project entitlements but asked if further modifications were desired. 
 
Comm. Tippell opposed requiring inclusionary affordable units at the low-income level but was 
open to some modifications on Lots 5 and 8 as suggested by Comm. Heneveld. 
 
City Planner Goodison noted that modifying units on Lots 5 and 8 may not address compatibility 
concerns since this issue is focused primarily on the west project boundary. 
 
A discussion ensued on whether modifications to the second floor element of units on Lots 5 
and 8 or the west project boundary should be required. As part of this discussion Comm. Willers 
noted that introducing two E1 units on Lots 2 and 4 substantially improved the relationship with 
Sonoma Gardens to the west. He also pointed out that the unit on Lot 1 does not present a 
gable end to the west and the unit on Lot 3 has a narrow profile so is satisfied with the west 
edge. Ultimately, the majority of the Commission was satisfied with the project as proposed, 
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especially in light of increased costs that would result from additional modifications or 
requirements. 
 
Comm. Howarth made a motion to approve the Planned Development Permit, Use Permit, 
and Tentative Map for the project as submitted, subject to the conditions of approval 
prepared by staff. 
 
Comm. Edwards seconded. The motion was approved 6-1, Comm. Henevald dissenting. 
 
 
Issues Update:   
 
1.  Commissioners are encouraged to visit the Valley Oaks Homes project. 
2. The Mission Square project will be heard at the November 14th Planning Commission 

meeting. 
3   Comm. Henevald notes that water levels are improving at Lake Mendocino.  
 
Comments from the Audience: No public comments. 
 
Comm. Edwards made a motion to adjourn. Comm.  Henevald seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved, 7-0. 
 
Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 9:05 p.m. to the next regular meeting scheduled for 
6:30 p.m. on Thursday, October 10, 2013.  
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a regular 
meeting of the Planning Commission on the      day of              ,             2013. 
 
 
Approved: 
 
 
 
Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant 
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Agenda Item Title: Review of Nicora Place, an 18-unit planned development, including 

consideration of environmental review, a Planned Development Permit, a 
Tentative Map, and a Use Permit.  

 
Applicant/Owner: Ledson & Ledson Development/Steve Ledson 
 
Site Address/Location: 821-845 West Spain Street (APN 127-211-021 and 127-211-022) 
 
Staff Contact: Rob Gjestland, Senior Planner  
    Staff Report Prepared: 9/23/13 
  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 

Description: Application of Steve Ledson for a Planned Development Permit, Tentative Map, 
and Use Permit to construct an 18-unit planned development at 821-845 West 
Spain Street. 

 

General Plan 

Designation: Medium Density Residential  
 
Zoning: Base: Medium Density Residential (R-M) Overlay: None 
     
Site 

Characteristics: The project site is comprised of two adjoining parcels located on the south side of 
West Spain Street, opposite its intersection with Juniper Serra Drive. The parcels 
are relatively flat and form a square area of approximately 2 acres. Existing 
development on the site consists of eight residential/accessory buildings with 
associated paved drive/parking areas that occupy the west and south sides of the 
project site. Most of the existing structures were constructed between 1946 and 
1964 and contain a total of ten housing units. The remainder of the site is 
undeveloped with grasses and some grapevines. In addition, numerous trees are 
located on the site. The frontage is improved with curb, gutter, and sidewalk. 

 
Surrounding 

Land Use/Zoning:        North: Two small apartment complexes and an 8-unit condominium development 
(across West Spain Street)/Medium Density Residential 

 South: Two-story apartment building as well as common pool area and paved parking 
associated with Sonoma Park Condominiums/Medium Density Residential 

 East: Driveway and several single-story units within Sonoma Park 
Condominiums/Medium Density Residential 

 West: Sonoma Gardens, a 12-unit condominium complex that includes one and two-
story building elements plus a common pool area/Medium Density Residential 

 

Environmental 

Review: Categorical Exemption Approved/Certified 
 Negative Declaration No Action Required 
 Environmental Impact Report Action Required 
 Not Applicable 
Staff 

Recommendation: 1. Environmental Review: Adopt Negative Declaration. 
 2.  Project Review: Commission discretion. 



 
 
 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
 
BACKGROUND 

On July 12, 2012, the Planning Commission held a study session on a previous iteration of the project 
that proposed 19 detached units in a similar layout (minutes from this Planning Commission meeting are 
included with the project narrative). Following this review, the applicant/project architect met with 
concerned neighbors on three occasions. In response to issues identified through this process, the 
applicant made several modifications to the project and resubmitted a revised proposal in March 2013. 
In terms of improvements, the most significant changes include: 
 

 The density/number of residences has been reduced from 19 to 18 units. 
 Increased building setbacks have been provided from the perimeter of the project site. Most 

notably, a minimum 20-foot setback has been provided on the west and south sides of the 
project where the site adjoins other condominiums, apartments, and common pool areas. In 
addition, the front yard setback for the units facing West Spain Street has been increased to 23 
feet. 

 A new partial two-story unit type (E1) has been introduced that does not have a second floor 
element over the garage. This E1 plan is proposed for three lots, including Lots 2 and 4 on the 
west side of the project and Lot 1 on the east side of the project. 

 A second floor, west-facing deck has been removed from the unit on Lot 1. 
 
The two areas that have worsened under the revised proposal are the amount of guest parking and size of 
the park. The amount of dedicated guest parking has been reduced from six spaces to four and the size of 
the park has been reduced by approximately 1,000 square feet. 
 
DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project involves developing the 2-acre site with a residential Planned Development consisting of 18 
detached single-family homes on individual lots. All of the homes are proposed as two-story units with 3 
bedrooms and 2 or 2½ baths (building heights range from ±24 to ±30 feet measured to the roof peak). 
Five basic unit types are proposed that would be further differentiated by 12 different architectural 
treatments drawing from Farmhouse, Craftsman, Victorian, and French styles. For purposes of economy 
all of the proposed units except for the E1 plan are identical to those approved for the applicant’s 
planned development on West MacArthur Street. Four contract affordable units would be provided 
consistent with the City’s inclusionary affordable housing requirements, identified by the project 
architect as the units on lots 3, 11, 15, and 16. 
 
Living areas for the units range from 1,247 to 1,472 square feet, and each home would have a one or 
two-car attached garage. Lot sizes range between 2,555 and 6,713 square feet with an average size of 
3,717 square feet. The homes are arranged along a U-shaped, 20-foot wide private street, Nicora Way, 
that would access the development from two driveways off West Spain Street. The private street is 
proposed for two-way travel and would provide all interior circulation for the site including emergency 
vehicle access (the private road would function as a fire lane with parking prohibited on both sides). 
Each unit would have a private rear yard and a small park is proposed toward the center of the site for 
residents, which would also function as a biodetention area to treat and allow for the infiltration of 
stormwater runoff. In addition to garage and apron parking, four guest parking spaces are proposed 
flanking the park. 
 



 
 
 

 
In terms of setbacks, the four units facing West Spain Street would have a uniform front yard setback of 
23 feet to the building wall and 18 feet to the front porch/balcony. Rear yard setbacks along the 
perimeter of the project site (on the south, east and west) would range from ±16.5 to ±30 feet, with a 
minimum 20-foot setback provided on the west and south sides. For the most part, internal side yard 
setbacks for the units are five or six feet, resulting in a 10 to 12-foot separation between buildings. The 
eight residential/accessory structures currently on the property, which contain ten housing units, would 
be demolished to accommodate the development. The project narrative states that the project is aimed at 
providing “market-rate affordable” housing for medium-sized families. 
 
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ( Not Applicable to this Project)  
The project site is designated Medium Density Residential by the General Plan. This designation is 
intended to provide opportunities for multi-family housing and related public improvements, especially 
in transition areas between higher density and single-family development. The designation allows a 
density of 7 to 11 residential units per acre. It is worth pointing out that the Housing Element of the 
General Plan identifies the property as a Housing Opportunity site that is a suitable candidate for 
redevelopment. In addition, the Community Development Element (CDE) of the General Plan 
recognizes that citizen approval of the Urban Growth Boundary (UBG) in 2000 reflects a commitment 
to focus growth within city limits in order to prevent urban sprawl into agriculturally and 
environmentally sensitive areas surrounding the city. The CDE notes that the UGB is also intended to 
concentrate future residential, commercial, and industrial growth in areas already served by urban 
services. 
 
General Plan goals and policies that apply to the project are evaluated in the table below. 
 

Review of General Plan Consistency 
General Plan Policy Project Response 

Community Development Element 
Goal CD-4: Encourage quality, variety, and innovation in new development. 

Encourage a variety of unit types in residential projects 
(CDE 4.2). 

All of the homes are proposed as two-story, detached 3-
bedroom, 2-bathroom units. However, five basic unit types 
are proposed, that would be further differentiated by 12 
different architectural treatments. 

Coordinate development on small contiguous lots to the 
extent possible (CDE-4.3). 

The project combines two adjoining parcels, including a 
smaller landlocked property that would otherwise be difficult 
to develop effectively. 

Require pedestrian and bicycle access and amenities in all 
development (CDE-4.4). 

The project features internal sidewalks along the both sides 
of the private drive and sidewalks along the West Spain St. 
frontage are already in place. Because the project calls for 
detached units with garages, shared/common bicycle parking 
is not necessary. 

Goal CDE-5: Reinforce the historic, small-town characteristics that give Sonoma its unique sense of place. 
Protect important scenic vistas and natural resources, and 
incorporate significant views and natural features into project 
designs (CDE-5.3). 

The project would not significantly impact public views 
scenic vistas. Although a number of trees would be removed 
to accommodate the project, 48 replacement trees are 
identified on the site plan which would include 60” box size 
trees on the west and south edges of the project site for 
screening and 24” box size street trees per the Tree 
Committee’s recommendation. 



 
 
 

 
Promote higher density, infill development, while ensuring 
that building mass, scale, and form are compatible with 
neighborhood and town character (CDE-5.5). 

The project density is proposed at the middle range allowed 
for in the Medium Density Residential designation and 
setbacks, building orientation/types have been improved for 
better compatibility with adjacent apartment and 
condominium complexes. 

Environmental Resources Element 
Goal ER-1: Acquire and protect important open space in and around Sonoma. 

Require new development to provide adequate private and, 
where appropriate, public open space (ERE-1.4). 

The project design provides private yards for each home plus 
a small private park as an amenity for residents.  

Goal ER-2: Identify, preserve, and enhance important habitat areas and significant environmental resources. 
Protect Sonoma Valley watershed resources, including 
surface and groundwater supplies and quality (ERE 2.4). 

The park proposed near the center of the site would also 
function as a biodetention area to treat and allow for the 
infiltration of stormwater runoff.  

Preserve existing trees and plant trees (ERE 2.6) A significant number of trees would be removed to 
accommodate the project. However, 48 replacement trees are 
identified on the site plan which would include 60” box size 
trees on the west and south edges of the project site for 
screening and 24” box size street trees per the Tree 
Committee’s recommendation. 

Goal ER-3: Conserve natural resourced to ensure their long-term sustainability. 
Encourage construction, building maintenance, landscaping, 
and transportation practices that promote energy and water 
conservation and reduce GHG emissions (ERE 3.2) 

The proposed development is an infill project near public 
transportation and commercial services to reduce vehicle 
trips. In addition, the project would be subject to the CA 
Green Building Code and the City’s WELO ordinance, 
which requires low-water use landscaping and irrigation 
systems. 

Circulation Element 
Goal CE-3: Minimize vehicle trips while ensuring safe and convenient access to activity centers and maintaining 

Sonoma’s small-town character. 
Encourage a mixture of uses and higher densities where 
appropriate to improve the viability of transit and pedestrian 
and bicycle travel (CE-3.2). 

The proposed development is an infill project with a density 
at the middle range allowed for in the Medium Density 
Residential designation. In addition, the project site is 
located along a collector street near commercial services, 
jobs, and public transportation. 

Ensure that new development mitigates its traffic impacts 
(CE 3.7). 

A traffic impact study was prepared for the project that 
identified mitigation measures to ensure appropriate sight 
lines at the project driveways, contribute to improvement of 
the intersection of Fifth Street West/West Spain Street, and 
prohibit parking on the private road consistent with 
emergency vehicle access requirements of the SVFRA. 

Public Safety Element 
Goal PS.1: Minimize risks to life and property associated with seismic and other geologic hazards, fire, hazardous 

materials, and flooding. 
Ensure that all development projects provide adequate fire 
protection (PSE-1.3). 

The 20-foot wide private drive has been designed as a fire 
lane in conformance with SVFRA access standards. In 
addition, fire sprinklers would be required in all units. 

Housing Element 
Goal HE-1: To provide a mix of housing types affordable to all income levels, allowing those who work in Sonoma to also 

live in the community. 
Encourage diversity in the type, size, price and tenure of 
residential development in Sonoma, while maintaining 
quality of life (HE-1.1). 

In general, the project would contribute to the diversity of 
the City’s housing stock by providing modest-sized, 
detached single-family homes on small lots in the Medium 
Density Residential land use designation. In addition, per the 
City’s inclusionary requirements, four of the units would be 
contract affordable. 



 
 
 

 
Encourage the sustainable use of land and promote 
affordability by encouraging development at the higher end 
of the density range within the Medium Density, High 
Density, Housing Opportunity, and Mixed Use land use 
designations (HE-1.4). 

The Medium Density Residential land use designation of the 
site allows for residential densities of up to 11 units per acre. 
The proposed project has a density of 9 units per acre. 

Utilize inclusionary zoning as a tool to integrate affordable 
units within market rate developments and increase the 
availability of affordable housing throughout the community 
(HE-1.6). 

As required under section 19.44.020 of the Development 
Code, 4 of the 18 homes would be required to be 
inclusionary affordable units subject to long-term 
affordability covenants. 

Goal HE-3: Maintain and enhance the existing housing stock and ensure that new residential development is consistent with 
Sonoma’s town character and neighborhood quality. 

Maintain sustainable neighborhoods with quality housing, 
infrastructure and open space that fosters neighborhood 
character and the health of residents (HE-3.1). 

The project intends to provide quality family housing and 
includes a small private park as an amenity for residents. 

Goal HE-6: Promote environmental sustainability through support of existing and new development which minimizes 
reliance on natural resources. 

Preserve open space, watersheds, environmental habitats and 
agricultural lands, while accommodating new growth in 
compact forms in a manner that de-emphasizes the 
automobile (HE-6.1). 

The proposed development is a compact, infill project on an 
identified housing opportunity site near commercial services, 
jobs, and public transportation. 

Promote the use of sustainable construction techniques and 
environmentally sensitive design for all housing, to include 
best practices in water conservation, low-impact drainage, 
and greenhouse gas reduction (HE-6.3). 

The proposed development is an infill project near public 
transportation and commercial services to reduce vehicle 
trips. In addition, the project would be subject to the CA 
Green Building Code and the City’s WELO ordinance, 
which requires low-water use landscaping and irrigation 
systems. The park would also function as a biodetention area 
to treat and allow for the infiltration of stormwater runoff. 

 
In general, the proposal is consistent with General Plan policies and goals that promote infill 
development and housing opportunities. That being said, the project must be evaluated carefully in terms 
the Planned Development Permit findings, unit variety, compatibility with adjoining development, and 
guest parking adequacy. 
 
DEVELOPMENT CODE CONSISTENCY ( Not Applicable to this Project) 
Use: The project site is zoned Medium Density Residential (R-M). The R-M zoning district is applied to 
areas appropriate for medium density, multi-family residential development including apartments, 
condominiums, and planned developments. Planned Developments are allowed in residential zoning 
districts subject to review and approval of a Planned Development Permit by the Planning Commission. 
 
Density: The R-M zone allows a density of 7 to 11 residential units per acre. The project proposes 18 
units on the 2-acre site, resulting in a density of 9 units per acre. 
 
Lot Size: Within the Northwest Planning Area, the minimum lot size for the R-M zone is 5,000 square 
feet. Most of the lots do not meet this requirement in that they range between 2,555 and 6,713 square 
feet with an average size of 3,717 square feet (only Lots 5 and 8 exceed the minimum lot size). 
However, a Planned Development Permit is being requested for the project to allow flexibility from this 
and other development standards. 
 
Lot Width & Depth:  The minimum lot width in the R-M zone is 55 feet (70 feet for corner lots) and the 
minimum lot depth is 90 feet. None of the lots meet the combined dimensional requirements. As 
previously noted, a Planned Development Permit is being requested allow flexibility from this and other 
development standards. 



 
 
 

 
 
Front & Streetside Yard Setbacks: The minimum front/streetside yard setback for two-story structures in 
the R-M is 20 feet and front porches may extend up to 10 feet into the front setback. The four units 
facing West Spain Street (Lots 1, 12, 13, and 18) meet this requirement with a front yard setback of 23 
feet to the building wall and 18 feet to the front porch/balcony. However, the front yard setback is not 
met for interior units along Nicora Way, except for the units on Lots 5 and 8. As previously noted, a 
Planned Development Permit is being requested to allow flexibility from this and other development 
standards. 
 
Side Yard Setbacks: In the Northwest Planning Area the minimum side yard setback in the R-M zone is 
five to seven feet depending on the building wall height (combined side yards must also total a 
minimum of 15 feet). While some of the units comply with the independent setback requirement, most 
do not meet the combined 15-foot requirement. As previously noted, a Planned Development Permit is 
being requested to allow flexibility from this and other development standards. 
 
Rear Yard Setbacks: The minimum rear yard setback for two-story buildings within the R-M zone is 20 
feet. This requirement is met for seven units along the south and west sides of the project site (Lots 2-8). 
However, none of the other units comply with this standard, having rear yard setbacks of 14 to 18 feet in 
general. As previously noted, a Planned Development Permit is being requested to allow flexibility from 
this and other development standards. 
 
Garage Setback: Within the R-M zone, garages must be setback 20 feet from the front of the primary 
structure. This requirement is not met in that most garages are setback roughly 10 to 11 feet from the 
face of the residence (three of the units have a four-foot garage setback). As previously noted, a Planned 
Development Permit is being requested to allow flexibility from this and other development standards. 
 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR): For the Northwest Planning Area the maximum FAR in the R-M zone is 0.50. 
Two-thirds of the lots do not comply with this standard, and the average FAR for lots within the 
development is 0.55. However, based on the total area of the site, the project as a whole would have an 
FAR of 0.39. As previously noted, a Planned Development Permit is being requested to allow flexibility 
from this and other development standards. 
 
Coverage: For the Northwest Planning Area the maximum coverage in the R-M zone is 60% of the total 
lot area. This standard is met as lots within the development would result in coverage between 15% and 
34%, with an average lot coverage of 28%. 
 
Building Height: The maximum building height for the R-M zone is 30 feet. The proposed unit types 
would range from ±24 to ±30 feet in height. 
 
Common Open Space: Within the R-M zone, 300 square feet of usable common open space is required 
per unit, which equals 5,400 square feet for the proposed 18-unit development. A small private park is 
proposed toward the center of the site as an amenity for residents, however this feature falls short of 
requirement with an area of ±3,700 square feet. As previously noted, a Planned Development Permit is 
being requested to allow flexibility from the development standards. In addition, each unit is provided 
with private yard areas as noted below. 
 
Private Open Space: Within the R-M zone, 75 to 225 square feet of private open space is required per 
unit. All of the units are provided with private yard areas of 700 square feet or greater. 
 



 
 
 

 
Inclusionary Units: Under Section 19.44.020.B of the Development Code, projects containing five or 
more residential parcels or units shall provide that at least 20% of the total number of parcels or units are 
affordable to households in the low and moderate-income categories. Accordingly, a minimum of four 
units within the development must be affordable. The project architect has indicated that the units on 
lots 3, 11, 15, and 16 would be the designated affordable properties/units that would be sold or rented at 
the moderate income level. Draft condition of approval No. 21 implements this requirement, including 
the standard provision that the designated units remain affordable for a minimum period of 45 years 
under contract with the City. 
 
On-Site Parking: Multi-family development, including Planned Developments, must provide 1.5 
parking spaces per residential unit (one of which must be covered) plus guest parking at the rate of 25% 
of the total required parking. Under this standard, a total of 34 on-site parking spaces are required for the 
project, including 18 covered spaces and 7 guest spaces. Thirty-two (32) covered parking spaces are 
provided as 14 units have two-car garages and four units have one-car garages. An equivalent number of 
driveway apron spaces (32) are also provided for the units in tandem with the garage spaces. However, 
only four dedicated guest parking spaces are proposed versus the normal requirement of seven spaces. 
As part of the Planned Development Permit, flexibility is being requested from the guest parking 
standard (refer to “Discussion of Project Issues” below). 
 
Site Design & Architectural Review: Pursuant to the Development Code, the Planning Commission is 
responsible for reviewing and acting upon the project site plan, building massing and elevation concepts 
to the extent it deems necessary. Subsequent review by the Design Review Commission is also required 
for Planned Unit Developments, encompassing elevation details, colors and materials, landscaping 
(including fences and walls), lighting, site details, and any other issues specifically referred to the DRC 
by the Planning Commission (§19.54.080E). This requirement has been included in the draft conditions 
of approval. 
 
Demolition Permit: The eight residential/accessory buildings currently located on the site (most 
constructed between 1946 and 1964) would be demolished to accommodate the project. Evaluations of 
these buildings concluded that they are not historically significant, and on May 21, 2013, the Design 
Review Commission approved demolition of the structures. 
 
Planned Development Permit: A Planned Development Permit is being requested to allow variation 
from the following development standards that apply to development in the R-M zone: lot size and 
dimension, setbacks (front/streetside, side, rear, and garage), Floor Area Ratio (FAR), common open 
space, and parking requirements (number of dedicated guest spaces). A Planned Development Permit is 
intended to address development under specified circumstances, such as on sites that are physically 
constrained, developments that provide additional affordable housing, or projects that require variations 
from the normal development standards to achieve a higher level of design quality than would otherwise 
be possible. A Planned Development Permit is not intended for the purpose of maximizing development 
potential or maximizing unit sizes. The Planning Commission may approve a Planned Development 
Permit application provided that the following findings can be made: 
 
1. That the PDP is consistent with the General Plan and the intent and objectives of Section 19.54.070 

of the Development Code; 
 

As set forth in the preceding discussion of General Plan consistency, the project is substantially 
consistent with applicable General Plan policies that promote infill development and housing 
opportunities. As previously noted, the project departs from several Development Code standards, 



 
 
 

 
which is allowable through the PD process, as long as the Planning Commission is able to find that 
the overall qualities of the project justify such departures. The project’s conformance with the intent 
and objectives of a Planned Development Permit are examined in detail within the analysis of the 
following findings.    
  

2. That the design of the development is consistent with the intent of applicable regulations and design 
guidelines of the Development Code; 

 
In general, the project design, including the U-shaped private street, represents an efficient use of the 
property for detached homes on small lots. As a whole, the project falls well below the maximum 
allowance for floor area ratio and site coverage, while providing high quality housing at the middle 
of the density range allowed for the R-M zone. The area of common open space falls short of the 
normal standard but this deficiency is more than offset by the amount of private open space provided 
for each unit. Increased setbacks have been provided on the south and west sides of the project to 
improve compatibility with neighboring residential development, and greater setbacks have also 
been provided from West MacArthur Street.   
 
Desired future conditions and the design guidelines for residential structures in the Northwest 
Planning Area encourage new multi-family development along West Spain Street that emulates good 
examples in the area by providing generous street-side setbacks, maintaining low building profiles, 
and locating interior parking within the interior or back of lot (Chapter 19.24 of the Development 
Code). Under the revised proposal, units along the West Spain Street frontage, while two-story, 
exceed the minimum 20-foot setback standard and staff appreciates the orientation of the units to the 
street with garages tucked behind, along with the provision of porches, and varying architectural 
styles and detailing. 
 
Accordingly, many objectives of the Development Code for providing medium-density residential 
housing consistent with neighboring development are met. However, the shortfall in the amount of 
guest parking, and the lack of unit variety must also be considered. In addition, Planning 
Commission must determine if the project modifications respond adequately to the compatibility and 
other concerns identified through the review process. 
 

3. The various use and development elements of the Planned Development relate to one another in 
such a way as to justify exceptions to the normal zoning standards of the Development Code; 

 
The applicant is pursuing a Planned Development Permit in order to implement the development 
concept of detached homes on small lots. This concept provides some contrast with neighboring 
attached residential developments, but the revisions made to the project following the initial 
Planning Commission study session have improved its fit with its surroundings. Notwithstanding the 
detached unit design, the project features a common open space area that is well-situated to improve 
the sense of openness within the development, while also providing benefits with respect to 
stormwater retention and protecting water quality. Although internal building setbacks are reduced, 
setbacks that meet or exceed the normal standard are provided on the north, south and west in order 
to improve compatibility. (On the east, the driveway serving the adjoining residential development 
provides significant separation.) That said, while there are five different unit types, including a 
partial two-story building plan, all of the units have two-story elements and all of them are 
configured with three bedrooms and two bathrooms. While the project complies with minimum 
inclusionary affordable requirement, it does not provide anything extra in this regard. 

 



 
 
 

 
4. The design flexibility allowed by the PDP has been used to creatively address identified physical and 

environmental constraints; and 
 

The size and depth of the project site, in conjunction with public street frontage on only one side, 
makes it somewhat difficult to provide compliant emergency vehicles access in an efficient manner 
for multi-family development. The proposed U-shaped drive meets the required EVA standard while 
maximizing egress and ingress options, as opposed to concentrating these movements at a single 
point of entry. 

 
5. The proposed development will be well-integrated into its setting, will relate appropriately to 

adjacent uses, and will retain desirable natural features of the site and the surrounding area. 
 

Because the proposal is an infill project it must be evaluated carefully in terms of how it relates to 
existing development on adjoining properties, especially considering that two-story homes are 
proposed. The table below compares the proposed setbacks to adjoining development: 

 

Site 
Boundary 

Adjoining Development Nicora Place PD (Proposed) 

Complex Name 
Improvement 

Type 
(E) 

Setback (P) Setback 
Improvement 

Type (P) 

East Edge 
Sonoma Park 
Condominiums 1-story condos 37' 16.5' to 30.5' 2-story home 

South 
Edge 

Sonoma Park 
Condominiums community pool 25' 20' to 22’ 2-story home 

De Smet Apartments 
2-story 
apartments 10' 20’ 2-story home 

West 
Edge 

Sonoma Gardens 
Condominiums 

1 & 2-story 
buildings 15.5' 20’ to 33’ 2-story home 

community pool 28' 20’ 2-story home 

 
The project’s relationship to the condominiums to the east does not raise any significant concern 
because the intervening driveway contributes to a substantial separation between existing and 
proposed development. In response to conditions on the south and west sides of the site where 
adjoining improvements are closer, the setbacks have been increased to a minimum of 20 feet 
(compliant with zoning), and two E1 units with partial second-stories have been sited on the west 
edge where condominiums in the Sonoma Gardens complex are in proximity. In addition, 
elimination of a unit has allowed for the site layout to be loosened up to some degree. The Planning 
Commission must determine if these modifications respond adequately to the compatibility concerns 
that have been raised through the review process. 
 
In terms of retaining natural features, tree preservation is focused on perimeter trees, although a few 
interior trees would be preserved as well. While several larger trees would be removed as a result of 
the project, a minimum of 48 replacement trees would be required per the Tree Committee’s 
recommendation, including 60” box size trees on the west and south edges of the project site for 
screening and 24” box size street trees (see ”Tree Ordinance” section below) 

 
 
In summary, it is staff’s view that the revised project is much improved and on the threshold with 
respect to the findings necessary to approve a Planned Development Permit. The Planning Commission 



 
 
 

 
could determine that the revised project meets the PD findings or it could decide that additional 
modifications should be required in order to justify approval of the PD permit. See the additional 
analysis under “Discussion of Project Issues” regarding the Planned Development Permit Findings. 
  
CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER  

CITY ORDINANCES/POLICIES ( Not Applicable to this Project) 
Growth Management Ordinance: Under the Growth Management Ordinance (GMO), the project is 
considered a “Large Project” which is subject to pre-application requirements for establishing a place in 
the processing queue to receive unit allocations. As required by the GMO, the site accumulated the 
necessary unit allocations prior to submittal of the formal development application. 
 
Tree Ordinance: As required by the City’s Tree Ordinance, an arborist report was prepared evaluating 
trees on and adjacent to the project site. The Tree Protection Plan (TPP) prepared by Sherby Sanborn 
Consulting Arborist identified 93 trees on the project site (plus numerous privets), of which 36 would be 
retained and protected with development of the project. The Tree Committee (TC) reviewed the TPP on 
May 23, 2013. Several neighbors attended the meeting expressing concerns about the project and 
proposed tree removal. Neighbors identified several trees of particular value to them that would be 
removed, including a silk tree prominently located along the project frontage, the Italian cypress trees 
toward the northwest corner of the site, and several large interior trees (a cluster of three redwoods, an 
Arizona cypress, and a deodor cedar). In review of the TPP, peer review arborist James MacNair noted 
the difficulty in preserving existing trees in medium-density projects. Accordingly, the Tree 
Committee’s efforts focused on preserving trees along the perimeter of the site and appropriate 
replanting requirements. Ultimately, the Tree Committee made the following recommendations to the 
Planning Commission, which have been included in the draft conditions of approval: 
 

1. Adhere to the recommendations and tree protection measures set forth in the Tree Protection 
Plan prepared by Sherby Sanborn (dated April 15, 2013). 

2. Conduct tree removal activities outside of the nesting season. 
3. Shift the storm drain and residence on Lot 9, as well as small portion of storm drain on Lots 8 & 

10 two feet to the west to further minimize potential impacts on trees #70-77 along the east 
project boundary. 

4. For the replanting program require a minimum of 48 replacement trees as illustrated on the 
Preliminary Site Plan prepared Civil Design Consultants Inc. Plant 60” box size trees on the west 
and south edges of the project site for screening and 24” box size street trees. 

5. During demolition activities pay special attention to the mulberrys on the south side of the 
project site (trees #6-11), as some root pruning and watering may be necessary. 

 
Review by Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission (SVCAC): The SVCAC considered the project 
at a public hearing held on August 28, 2013. Nine members of the public addressed the commission, 
expressing concerns about density, inadequate parking, traffic impacts, tree removal, construction 
impacts, issues of affordability, loss private views and neighborhood open space, relocation of existing 
residents, and variation from normal zoning standards as a Planned Development. While some of these 
issues were discussed by individual commissioners, the SVCAC ultimately voted to forward the public 
comments to the Planning Commission for consideration and requested that the Planning Commission 
look at stormwater and traffic/traffic safety concerns (the draft minutes from the SVCAC meeting are 
attached). 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ( Not Applicable to this Project) 
An Initial Study was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to 
evaluate potential environmental impacts that could result from the project. Potentially significant 
impacts were identified in the following areas: Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, 
Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities/Service Systems. However, all potentially significant impacts would 
be reduced to a less than significant level through incorporation of mitigation measures, which have 
been included in the draft conditions of approval and mitigation monitoring program. The 
Environmental Review Committee (ERC) reviewed the Initial Study on September 4, 2013. On a vote of 
4-0, the ERC recommended that the Planning Commission adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
the project. In light of water supply constraints, one ERC member raised the possibility of prohibiting 
turf within the project, a suggestion that the Planning Commission may wish to consider in review of the 
project. 
 
Traffic: As discussed in the Transportation/Traffic section of the Initial Study (beginning on page 34), a 
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was prepared by W-Trans to analyze the potential traffic and circulation 
impacts associated with the proposed development, including cumulative impacts. Taking into account 
the 10 existing housing units on the site the net increase in traffic associated with the project is expected 
to average 76 trips per day, with 6 of these during the morning peak hour and 8 during the evening peak 
hour. A capacity analysis and discussion of access and circulation are included in the TIS: 
 

 Capacity Analysis: The TIS concludes that the study intersections and roadways are projected to 
operate acceptably with the project, except for the intersection of West Spain Street/Fifth Street 
West, which currently operates at an unacceptable level of service during the p.m. peak hour. 
Because the project would have an incremental contribution to delay at this intersection, the TIS 
recommends that the applicant pay a proportional share of the cost of signalizing the intersection 
(a planned future improvement), or alternatively cover the cost of installing red curbing on the 
north side of West Spain Street on the westbound approach to the intersection (this has been 
included as a mitigation measure). Either of these improvements would result in acceptable 
operating conditions at the intersection. 
 

 Access and Circulation: The TIS evaluates site access, including sight distance and the easterly 
driveway’s offset alignment with Junipero Serra Drive. The TIS concludes that limited vehicle 
conflicts are expected to result from the project and that the access points, including the offset 
intersection with Junipero Serra Drive, are expected to operate within acceptable safety 
parameters given the low turning movement volumes that would be generated at the site’s 
driveways. However, in order to maintain adequate sight lines for vehicles leaving the site, the 
TIS recommends red-curbing adjacent to both driveways, appropriate location of 
signs/monuments along the project frontage, and appropriate landscape plantings and 
maintenance along the project frontage (this has been included as a mitigation measure). 

 
Stormwater Management: As discussed in the Hydrology/Water Quality section of the Initial Study 
(beginning on page 21), the project is subject to the Storm Water and Standard Urban Water Mitigation 
Plan (SUSMP) requirements, which call for the implementation of post-construction measures to treat 
and prevent increases in storm water runoff. Consistent with the SUSMP requirements, a Preliminary 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SMP) has been developed by the applicant’s engineer to demonstrate 
compliance with these standards. As illustrated by the SMP and Tentative Map, stormwater treatment, 
retention and infiltration would be accomplished by conveying the majority of surface runoff from the 
site to two depressed biodetention beds located in the park. In addition, each lot would have small yard 
areas with landscaping where the filtration of stormwater would also be expected to occur. Excess flows 



 
 
 

 
would enter an underground storm drain system that would ultimately connect to an existing 7’ x 4’ 
concrete box storm drain under West Spain Street. 
 
DISCUSSION OF PROJECT ISSUES 

Parking: As noted above, the amount of dedicated guest parking has been reduced in the revised 
proposal, with four spaces proposed versus the normal requirement of seven spaces. While the City’s 
parking standards are otherwise met and the total number of spaces as a whole (garage, apron, plus 
guest) exceeds the minimum requirement, staff feels that further discussion of the amount of dedicated 
guest spaces is warranted considering: 
 

 Parking on the private street (Nicora Way) would be prohibited as a fire lane. 
 All of the homes are proposed as 3-bedroom, 2-bath units aimed toward families. 
 Garages are proposed at the minimum dimension and storage needs could reduce the number of 

cars parked in garages.   
 
To address general concerns about parking, the applicant has proposed that the CC&R’s for the 
development would require that garages be used exclusively for vehicle parking (this has been included 
in draft condition of approval No. 22). Staff would note that CC&R’s are private restrictions subject to 
enforcement by the owner/HOA and not the City. Ultimately, flexibility from the guest parking 
requirement is an issue that the Planning Commission must consider as part of the Planned Development 
Permit. 
 
Planned Development Permit Findings: As previously noted, a Planned Development Permit is being 
requested to allow flexibility from a number of development standards in order to accommodate the 
proposed design concept (detached 3-bedroom, 2-bath homes on small, independent lots). In the study 
session review of July 2012, staff emphasized that, as a Planned Development, a higher level of quality, 
design, site amenities and/or project benefits is expected to justify variations from the normal standards, 
and that the project must relate appropriately to adjacent uses. At the study session, neighbors expressed 
concerns about compatibility in terms of the two-story design, proposed setbacks, privacy impacts, 
density, traffic, tree removal, construction impacts, loss private views and light, and variation from 
normal zoning standards as a Planned Development. The commission seemed supportive of the concept 
of detached homes for the Planned Development but echoed some of the neighbor concerns. 
 
A number of modifications have been made to the project in response to these comments including a 
reduction in density to loosen up the layout, increased building setbacks at the perimeter of the site 
(notably on the south and west sides as well as from West Spain Street), and the introduction of a new 
partial two-story unit plan. Despite these changes, many neighbors still have some of the same concerns. 
Elements of the project that support a Planned Development Permit include the common park amenity, 
modest unit sizes, the use of high quality exterior materials and detailing, a reasonable FAR overall 
(0.39 vs. 0.50 allowed in the R-M zone) and, to some degree, the division of the mass of the project into 
smaller individual structures, rather than concentrated within fewer but larger buildings.  
 
That said, when scrutinizing the proposal closely, staff does have concerns about the amount of guest 
parking, the lack of unit variety in that all homes are detached, two-story, 3-bedroom/2-bath homes, 
many with a vertical nature featuring 9-foot ceiling heights and high roof peaks/pitches in certain cases. 
Further, it is not entirely clear to staff whether the changes that have been made to project following the 
initial Planning Commission study session fully address the issues expressed by Commissioners at that 
time, including the key concern of compatibility with adjacent development.  
 



 
 
 

 
In light of concerns about the PD findings, staff had suggested that the applicant consider designating 
the inclusionary units affordable at the low income level and employing a smaller, single-story design 
for them, possibly as attached duplexes. In addition to providing a greater level of affordability, the 
variety of unit designs would be improved and, depending on the design and placement of the modified 
units, it might be possible to provide two additional guest parking spaces and further improve 
compatibility with adjoining development.  In considering this proposal, it was the applicant’s view that 
a duplex design would not be consistent with the overall project concept and that further project 
modifications would be counterproductive to providing market-rate, housing opportunities for families 
at a reasonable price, as the greater subsidy required for the low income units would be reflected in the 
cost of the market-rate units. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
As noted above questions remain related to the PD findings, unit variety, guest parking, and whether the 
revised proposal adequately responds to compatibility concerns and other commissioner direction from 
the study session review. Accordingly, staff recommends commission discretion, with respect to the 
requested planning permits.  
 
To approve the project, the Planning Commission must take the following actions: 
 

1. Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration, based on the attached findings. Staff recommends 
that the Planning Commission take this action. 

 
2. Approve the Tentative Map, Use Permit, and Planned Development Permit based on the 

attached findings and subject to the recommended conditions of approval. Staff recommends 
Commission discretion. In this regard, it is staff’s view that the key issue is the findings for 
approval of the Planned Development Permit. The Planning Commission may determine that 
the findings may be made for the project as submitted, or the Commission may find that 
additional changes are necessary to achieve compliance with the findings. 

 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Resolution Adopting Findings of Negative Declaration 
2. Draft Findings of Project Approval 
3. Draft Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring Program, including PRMD Sanitation Conditions 
4. Draft Minutes of the SVCAC meeting of August 28, 2013 

 
 
 
Enclosures: 
 

1. Project Information/Application Submittal 
2. Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study with Attachments 

 
 
 
All documents and studies associated with the project, including the proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration/Initial Study with attachments can be downloaded from the City’s website at 
http://www.sonomacity.org/default.aspx?PageId=455 (under “Current Reports”). 

http://www.sonomacity.org/default.aspx?PageId=455


 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
cc: Steve Ledson 
 P.O. Box 915 
 Sonoma, CA 95476 
 
 Axia Architects 
 Attn. Doug Hilberman 
 250 D Street, Suite 210 
 Santa Rosa, CA 95404 
 

Civil Design Consultants, Inc. 
Attn: Andy Bordessa 
2200 Range Avenue, Suite 204 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 
 
Interested Neighbor List (via email) 
 



 
 
 

 
 

DRAFT 
CITY OF SONOMA 

 
RESOLUTION 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SONOMA 
ADOPTING FINDINGS OF NEGATIVE DECLARATION WITH REGARD TO THE 

PROPOSED NICORA PLACE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AT 821-845 WEST SPAIN STREET 
 
 

WHEREAS, an application has been made for a Planned Development Permit, Use Permit, and Tentative Map to subdivide 
and construct an 18-unit Planned Development on a 2-acre site at 821 and 845 West Spain Street; and, 
 
WHEREAS, because this proposal qualifies as a “project,” as defined in the California Environmental Quality Act, an Initial 
Study was prepared; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Initial Study identified several areas where the project is anticipated to have an adverse impact on the 
environment, unless appropriate mitigation measures are taken; and, 
 
WHEREAS, for each area where a significant impact was identified, the Initial Study also identified mitigation measures 
capable of reducing the impact to a less-than-significant level; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the mitigation measures recommended in the Initial Study have been agreed to by the project sponsor and 
incorporated into the conditions of project approval and mitigation monitoring program; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Initial Study was reviewed by the Planning Commission in a duly noticed public hearing held on September 
26, 2013. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission of the City of Sonoma hereby finds and declares as 
follows: 
 
a. That the Mitigated Negative Declaration, along with all comments received during the public review period, was 

considered and acted upon prior to any action or recommendation regarding the project. 
 
b. That, based on the Initial Study and taking into account the comments received during the public review period, there 

is no substantial evidence that the project may have a significant effect on the environment; and 
 
c. That there is no reasonable likelihood that the project will result in any of the impacts specified under the mandatory 

findings of significance, as defined in the Initial Study.  



 
 
 

 
DRAFT 

City of Sonoma Planning Commission  
FINDINGS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 

Nicora Place Planned Development 
821-845 West Spain Street 

 
September 26, 2013 

 
 
Based on substantial evidence in the record, including but not limited to the initial study and staff report, 
and upon consideration of all testimony received in the course of the public review, including the public 
review, the City of Sonoma Planning Commission finds and declares as follows: 
 
Tentative Map Findings 
 
1. That the proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and improvement, is 

consistent with the 2020 General Plan land use designation requirements and the applicable 
provisions of the Development Code (including exceptions specifically authorized through the 
Planned Development Permit). 

2. That the tentative map complies with the requirements of the Article VI (Subdivisions) of the 
Development Code. 

3. That the site is physically suited to the type and density of the proposed development, regulated by 
the conditions of project approval. 

 
Planned Development Permit Findings 
 
1. The PUD is consistent with the General Plan, any applicable Specific Plan, and the intent and 

objectives of Section 19.54.070 of the Development Code; 
2. The design of the development is consistent with the intent of applicable regulations and design 

guidelines of the Development Code; 
3. The various use and development elements of the Planned Development relate to one another in 

such a way as to justify exceptions to the normal zoning standards of the Development Code; 
4. The design flexibility allowed by the Planned Development Permit has been used to creatively 

address identified physical and environmental constraints; and 
5. The proposed development will be well-integrated into its setting, will relate appropriately to 

adjacent uses, and will retain desirable natural features of the site and the surrounding area. 
 
Use Permit Findings 
 
1. The proposed use is consistent t with the General Plan; 
2. The proposed use is allowed with a conditional Use Permit within the applicable zoning district 

and complies with all applicable standards and regulations of this Development Code; 
3. The location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposed use are compatible with 

the existing and future land uses in the vicinity; and 
4. The proposed use will not impair the architectural integrity and character of the zoning district in 

which it is to be located. 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 
 

DRAFT 
City of Sonoma Planning Commission  

CONDITIONS OF PROJECT APPROVAL AND 
 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM    

Nicora Place Planned Development 
821-845 West Spain Street 

 
September 26, 2013 

 
1. The planned development shall be constructed in conformance with the approved tentative map, site plan, floor plans 

and building elevations, except as modified by these conditions and the following: 
 

a.        The storm drain and residence on Lot 9, as well as small portion of SD on Lots 8 & 10 shall be shifted two feet 
to the west to further minimize potential impacts on trees along the east project boundary. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Building Division; Pubic Works Division, City Engineer 
    Timing:        Ongoing 
 
2. The following are required by the City and other affected agencies prior to the approval of the Final Map. 
 
 a. A Final Map shall be prepared and submitted to the City Engineer and Planning Director for approval along with 

the following supporting data: recent (within the most recent three months) preliminary title report, closure 
calculations and copies of records used to prepare survey (such as deeds and easements, filed maps, etc.). Upon 
approval and acceptance by the City, the map will be released to the Applicant’s title company for filing at the 
office of the Sonoma County Recorder.  The Applicant shall provide the number and types of copies to the City as 
directed by the City Engineer. 

 
 b. All required sidewalk, street, storm drainage, water, sewer, access and public utility easements shall be dedicated 

to the City of Sonoma or to other affected agencies of jurisdiction, as required and shown on the Final Map. 
 
 c. Three-quarter inch iron pipe monuments shall be set at all tract corners and at all lot corners, unless otherwise 

approved by the City Engineer. Street centerline monuments shall be set as directed by the City Engineer. All 
monuments must be approved by the City Engineer. 

 
d. The applicant shall show proof of payment of all outstanding engineering plan check fees within thirty (30) days 

of notice for payment and prior to Final Map recordation, whichever occurs first. 
 
  Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Director; City Engineer 
   Timing: Prior to acceptance of the Final Map 
 
3. A grading and drainage plan and an erosion and sediment control plan shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer 

and submitted to the City Engineer and the Sonoma County Water Agency for review and approval. The required plan 
shall be approved prior to the issuance of a grading permit and commencement of grading/construction activities. The 
erosion control measures specified in the approved plan shall be implemented during construction prior to the first 
rains or October 1st. Grade differences between lots will not be permitted unless separated by properly designed 
concrete or masonry retaining walls. This requirement may be modified or waived at the discretion of the City 
Engineer. An NPDES permit shall be required and the plans shall conform to the 2005 SUSMP Guidelines and the 
City of Sonoma Grading Ordinance (Chapter 14.20 of the Municipal Code). Applicable erosion control measures shall 
be identified on the erosion control plan and shall be implemented throughout the construction phase of the project: 
soil stabilization techniques such as hydroseeding and short-term biodegradable erosion control blankets or wattles, silt 
fences and/or some kind of inlet protection at downstream storm drain inlets, post-construction inspection of all 
facilities for accumulated sediment, and post-construction clearing of all drainage structures of debris and sediment. 
Applicant shall submit a Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SMP) in accordance with the 2005 SUSMP Guidelines with the 
grading plans. The improvement plans (see Condition #4 below) will not be accepted by the City Engineer for review 
without first reviewing and approving the SMP. 
 



 
 
 

 
  Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; SCWA; Public Works Department 
   Timing: Prior to issuance of the grading permit 
 
4. The following improvements shall be required and shown on the improvement plans and are subject to the review of 

the City Engineer, Planning Administrator and Fire Chief.  Public improvements shall meet City standards. The 
improvement plans shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer and approved by the City Engineer prior to 
recording of the Final Map. All drainage improvements shall be designed in accordance with the Sonoma County 
Water Agency “Flood Control Design Criteria.” Plans and engineering calculations for drainage improvements, and 
plans for sanitary sewer facilities, shall be submitted to the Sonoma County Water Agency (and a copy of submittal 
packet to the City Engineer) for review and approval.  
 
a. The property frontage on East Spain Street shall be improved with curb, gutter, and sidewalk as required by the 

City Engineer. Existing curb and gutter along the East Spain Street frontage that are damaged or deemed by the 
City Engineer to be in disrepair shall be replaced to City standards. In addition, paving upgrades to centerline of 
the East Spain Street in front of the property may be required. The existing residential driveway serving the site 
shall be eliminated. The two new project driveways shall be constructed in conformance with the City’s standard 
specifications and meet ADA requirements. 

 
b. Storm drains and related facilities, including off-site storm drain facilities as necessary to connect to existing 

storm drain facilities and on-site drainage systems. 
 

c. Stormwater BMPs as approved in the Applicant’s preliminary and final Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SMP) shall 
be shown on the drainage and improvement plans. 

 
d. Grading plans shall be included in the improvement plans and are subject to the review and approval of the City 

Engineer, Planning Administrator and the Building Official. 
  

e. Sewer mains, laterals and appurtenances, including off-site sewer mains and facilities as required by the Sonoma 
County Water Agency; water conservation measures installed and/or applicable mitigation fees paid as 
determined by the Sonoma County Water Agency. 

 
f. Water mains and appurtenances in all streets within the subdivision including service laterals and water meters to 

all lots.  
 

g. Fire hydrants in the number and at the locations specified by the Fire Chief. Fire hydrants shall be operational 
prior to beginning combustible construction. 

 
h. The private street structural section shall be designed to City standards and in accordance with the 

recommendations in the Soils Report. In addition, the private road shall be designed to support a 40,000 lb. load 
for emergency vehicle access. Documentation demonstrating compliance with this requirement shall be required 

 
i. Private underground utility services, including gas, electricity, cable TV and telephone, to all residential lots/units 

in the subdivision. Any overhead utilities along the property frontage shall be undergrounded in accordance with 
Section 19.62.100 of the Municipal Code. 

 
j. Signing and striping plans shall be submitted to the City Engineer for review and approval. Said plans shall 

include “No Parking” signs/marking along the private street, traffic control signs, and pavement markings as 
required by the City Engineer and SVFRA/Fire Chief. 

 
k. Street trees as required by the Planning Administrator and the Public Works Director. All street trees shall be 

planted concurrently with completion of street construction and shall be consistent with the City’s Tree Planting 
Program, including the District Tree List. The developer shall provide for irrigation of the trees until occupancy of 
houses on a lot-by-lot basis within the project. 

 
l. Parking and drives shall be surfaced with an all-weather surface material as approved by the Building Department. 

 



 
 
 

 
m. The address numbers shall be posted at the public street and on the individual structures in a manner visible from 

the public/private street. Type and location of posting are subject to the review and approval of the City Engineer, 
Fire Chief and Planning Administrator. 

 
n. All public sidewalk, street, storm drainage, water, sewer, access and public utility easements shall be dedicated to 

the City of Sonoma or to other affected agencies of jurisdiction, as required 
 

o. The applicant shall show proof of payment of all outstanding engineering plan check fees within thirty (30) days 
of notice for payment and prior to the approval of the improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 

 
p. All grading, including all swales, etc., shall be performed between April 1st and October 15th of any year, unless 

otherwise approved by the City Engineer. 

 Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works Department; Building Department; Planning 
Department; Fire Department; SCWA 

                                  Timing: Prior to the approval of the Final Map and issuance of the grading and 
encroachment permits 

5. The applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from the City of Sonoma for all work within the West Spain Street 
right-of-way. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works Department; Building Department  
    Timing:        Prior to City approval of public improvement plans 
 
6. The applicant shall be required to pay for all inspections prior to the acceptance of public improvements, or within 30 

days of receipt of invoice; all plan checking fees at the time of the plan checks; and any other fees charged by the City 
of Sonoma, the Sonoma County Water Agency or other affected agencies with reviewing authority over this project, 
except those fees from which any designated affordable units are specifically exempted. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Public Works Department; Building Department; City Engineer; Affected agency 
 Timing: Prior to the acceptance of public improvements, or plan check, or within 30  
  days of receipt of invoice, as specified above 
 
7. No structures of any kind shall be constructed within the public easements dedicated for public use, except for 

structures for which the easements are intended. 
 
 Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works Department; Planning Department 
    Timing:       Prior to the issuance of any grading/building permit; Ongoing 
 
8. The project shall comply with the standards set forth in the 2005 SUSMP Guidelines (i.e., the City-adopted document 

entitled “Guidelines for the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan” for the Santa Rosa Area and 
Unincorporated Areas around Petaluma and Sonoma, dated June 3, 2005) herein referred to as SUSMP guidelines. 
Applicant shall submit a final Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SWP) in accordance with the SUSMP guidelines to the 
City’s Stormwater Coordinator and City Engineer for review and approval. Said SMP shall identify specific BMPs and 
include the BMPs in the project drainage and improvement plans. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works Department 
    Timing:       Prior to the issuance of any grading/building permit 
 
9. The project applicant/developer shall comply with all Phase II NPDES requirements. A Notice of Intent (NOI) and 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be prepared and submitted to the State Water Resource Control 
Board (SWRCB) Division of Water Quality. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: SWRCB; City Engineer; Public Works Department; Stormwater Coordinator 
    Timing:       Prior to the issuance of any grading/building permit; Ongoing through construction 



 
 
 

 
 
10. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, a water demand analysis shall be prepared by a licensed civil engineer and 

submitted by the applicant and shall be subject to the review and approval of the City Engineer. Said analysis shall be 
in compliance with the City’s current policy on water demand and capacity analysis as outlined in Resolution 46-2010. 
Building permits for the project shall only be issued if the City Engineer finds, based on the water demand analysis in 
relation to the available water supply, that sufficient capacity is available to serve the proposed development, which 
finding shall be documented in the form of a will-serve letter, prepared by the City Engineer. Any will-serve letter 
shall remain valid only so long as the use permit for the project remains valid. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works Department 
    Timing:       Prior to issuance of any building permit 
 
 
11. A soils and geotechnical investigation and report, prepared by a licensed civil engineer, shall be required for the 

development prior to the issuance of a grading permit and/or approval of the improvement plans, as determined by the 
City Engineer. Recommendations identified in the geotechnical investigation and report shall be incorporated into the 
construction plans for the project and into the building permits. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Building Department 
    Timing:        Prior to issuance of a grading/building permit or recording of the Final Map 
 
12. Provisions shall be made to provide for temporary parking of construction related vehicles and equipment on or 

adjacent to the project site, and not in the adjacent neighborhoods, to be approved by the City of Sonoma Building, 
Planning, and Public Works Department. The contractors shall be required to maintain traffic flow on all affected 
roadways adjacent to the project site during non-working hours, and to minimize traffic restrictions during 
construction. The contractors shall notify all appropriate City of Sonoma and Sonoma County emergency service 
providers of planned construction schedules and roadways affected by construction in writing at least 48 hours in 
advance of any construction activity that could involve road closure or any significant constraint to emergency vehicle 
movement through the project area or the adjacent neighborhoods. 

  
 Enforcement Responsibility:      Building, Planning & Public Works Departments; Police & Fire Departments 
                           Timing:       Ongoing during construction 
 
13. Any septic systems on the site shall be removed or closed in place, consistent with the permit requirements of the 

Sonoma County Department of Environmental Health.  Said septic system(s) shall be shown on the grading plans with 
details for removal. 

  
 Enforcement Responsibility:  Sonoma County Department of Environmental Health; City Engineer 
                           Timing:  Prior to issuance of the Grading and Improvement Plans 
 
14. Any wells on the site shall be abandoned in accordance with permit requirements of the Sonoma County Department 

of Environmental Health; or equipped with a back-flow prevention device as approved by the City Engineer. Wells 
that will remain shall be plumbed to irrigation system only and not for domestic use. 

  
 Enforcement Responsibility:  City Engineer; Public Works Department 
               Timing:   Prior to approval of the Grading Plans and Improvement Plans 
 
15. The following agencies must be contacted by the applicant to determine permit or other regulatory requirements of the 

agency prior to issuance of a building permit, including the payment of applicable fees: 
a. Sonoma County Water Agency. [For sewer connections and modifications and interceptor requirements, and for 

grading, drainage, and erosion control plans] 
b. Sonoma County Department of Public Health [For closure and removal of septic tanks] 
c. Sonoma County Department of Environmental Health [For abandonment of wells] 
d. Sonoma Valley Unified School District [For school impact fees]  

 



 
 
 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Building Department; Public Works Department 
    Timing:        Prior to the issuance of any grading/building permit 
 
16. A sewer clearance shall be provided to the City of Sonoma Building Division verifying that all applicable sewer fees 

have been paid prior to the issuance of any building permit. Note: Substantial fees may apply for new sewer 
connections and/or the use of additional ESDs from an existing sewer connection. The applicant is encouraged 
to check with the Sonoma County Water Agency immediately to determine whether such fees apply. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Building Department 
   Timing:        Prior to the issuance of any building permit 
 
17. The applicant/developer shall comply with all public sanitary sewer and water service requirements of the County of 

Sonoma Permit and Resource Management Department (PRMD) as outlined in their letter dated June 1, 2012 
(attached). 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: PRMD; City Engineer; Public Works Department; Planning Department 
   Timing:        As set forth in the letter dated 6/1/2012; Prior to final occupancy 
 
18. All Building Department requirements shall be met, including Building Code requirements related to compliance with 

CALGreen standards. Building permits shall be required. 
 
 Enforcement Responsibility:  Building Department 
   Timing:  Prior to construction 
 
 
19. All Fire Department requirements shall be met, including turn radius requirements for emergency vehicle access and 

any code modifications effective prior to the date of issuance of any building permit. Automatic fire sprinkler systems 
shall be provided in all buildings. “No Parking Fire Lane” signs, red-curbing or other markings/measures as prescribed 
by the SVFRA shall be provided along both sides of private street. An approved all-weather emergency vehicle access 
road to within 150 feet of all portions of all structures shall be provided prior to beginning combustible construction. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility:  Fire Department; Building Department 
   Timing:  Prior to the issuance of any building permit 

20.  The following dust control measures shall be implemented as necessary during the construction phase of the project: 1) 
all exposed soil areas (i.e. building sites, unpaved access roads, parking or staging areas) shall be watered at least twice 
daily or as required by the City’s construction inspector; 2) exposed soil stockpiles shall be enclosed, covered, or 
watered twice daily; and 3) the portion of West Spain Street providing construction vehicle access to the project site 
shall be swept daily, if visible soil material is deposited onto the road. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Building Inspector; Public Works Inspector 
    Timing:        Ongoing during construction 

21.  Four (4) units within the development (the units located on Lots 3, 11, 15, and 16) shall be designated as affordable 
units for households in the low or moderate income categories.  The affordable units shall be recorded against the 
deeds of the lots on which they lie at the County Recorder’s Office, with a standard City Affordability Agreement 
subject to review and approval by the Planning Administrator. The developer shall enter into a contract with the City 
assuring the continued affordability of the designated units for a minimum period of 45 years and establishing 
maximum rents, maximum sale prices, and resale restrictions. The affordable units shall be constructed in conjunction 
with construction of the market rate units. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department, Building Department 
    Timing:        Prior to occupancy of any unit. 
 
22.     The applicant shall submit a Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions document for review and approval by the City 

Attorney and City Engineer in conjunction with the establishment of a homeowner’s association for the subdivision. 
At a minimum, the CC&R’s shall provide for maintenance and specify standards to be used to maintain the private 



 
 
 

 
street, private street furniture/light standards, private street signs, red-curbing and other pavement markings/striping, 
private drainage facilities, private park, private curb, gutter, sidewalk, the driveways and common landscape 
areas/features (including private street trees) and shall be recorded with the County of Sonoma. The CC&R’s shall also 
include a requirement mandating that garages be maintained for vehicle parking. This project shall be developed as a 
common interest subdivision. 

 
Enforcement Responsibility:                 City Engineer, City Attorney 

    Timing:  Prior the recordation of the Final Map 
 
23.     The project shall be constructed in accordance with the following requirements related to tree preservation, mitigation 

and replacement: 
 
a. Adhere to the recommendations and tree protection measures set forth in the Tree Protection Plan prepared by 

Sherby Sanborn Consulting Arborist (dated April 15, 2013). 
b. Conduct tree removal activities outside of the nesting season (February 15 and August 15). 
c. Shift the storm drain and residence on Lot 9, as well as small portion of SD on Lots 8 & 10 two feet to the west to 

further minimize potential impacts on trees #70-77 along the east project boundary. 
d. For the replanting program require a minimum of 48 replacement trees as illustrated on the Preliminary Site Plan 

prepared Civil Design Consultants Inc. Plant 60” box size trees on the west and south edges of the project site for 
screening and 24” box size street trees. 

e. During demolition activities pay special attention to the Mulberrys on the south side of the project site (trees #6-
11) as some root pruning and watering may be necessary. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department, Design Review Commission 
    Timing:        Throughout demolition/construction; Prior to the issuance of any occupancy permit 
 
24. The project shall be subject to architectural review by the Design Review Commission (DRC), encompassing 

elevation details, exterior colors and materials, site details, and any other issues specifically referred to the DRC by the 
Planning Commission. 

  
 Enforcement Responsibility:  Planning Department; DRC 
              Timing:   Prior to the issuance of any building permit 
 
25. Solid wood fencing with a minimum height of 6 feet shall be installed along the east, west, and southern boundaries of 

the development in compliance with Development Code §19.40.100 (Screening and Buffering) and §19.46 (Fences, 
Hedges, and Walls). The fencing shall be subject to the review and approval of the Design Review Commission 
(DRC) as part of the landscape plan. 

  
 Enforcement Responsibility:  Planning Department; DRC 
                           Timing:  Prior to any occupancy permit 

26. A landscape plan shall be prepared by a licensed landscape architect. The plan shall be subject to the review and 
approval of the Design Review Commission (DRC). The plan shall address site landscaping, the private park, 
fencing/walls, hardscape improvements, and required tree plantings. Street trees along the West Spain Street frontage 
and along the private street shall be consistent with the City’s Tree Planting Program, including the District Tree List. 
The landscape plan shall comply with City of Sonoma’s Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance (Municipal Code 
§14.32) and Development Code Sections 19.40.100 (Screening and Buffering), 19.46 (Fences, Hedges, and Walls), 
19.40.070 (Open Space for Multi-Family Residential Projects), and 19.40.060 (Landscape Standards). 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility:  Planning Department; DRC 
              Timing:   Prior to any occupancy permit 
 
27. Onsite lighting shall be addressed through a lighting plan, subject to the review and approval of the Design Review 

Commission (DRC). All proposed exterior lighting for the buildings and/or site shall be indicated on the lighting plan 
and specifications for light fixtures shall be included. The lighting shall conform to the standards and guidelines 
contained under Section 19.40.030 of the Development Code (Exterior Lighting). No light or glare shall be directed 
toward, or allowed to spill onto any offsite areas. All exterior light fixtures shall be shielded to avoid glare onto 
neighboring properties, and shall be the minimum necessary for site safety and security. 



 
 
 

 
 

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division; DRC 
                      Timing: Prior to issuance of occupancy permit 
 
28. The following measures shall be implemented as necessary during the construction phase of the project for the 

protection of nesting birds. 
 

a. Grading or removal of nesting trees and habitat should be conducted outside the nesting season, which occurs 
between approximately February 15 and August 15. 

b. If grading between August 15 and February 15 is infeasible and groundbreaking must occur within the nesting 
season, a pre-construction nesting bird (both passerine and raptor) survey of the grassland and trees shall be 
performed by a qualified biologist within 7 days of ground breaking. If no nesting birds are observed no further 
action is required and grading shall occur within one week of the survey to prevent “take” of individual birds that 
could begin nesting after the survey. 

c. If active bird nests (either passerine and/or raptor) are observed during the pre-construction survey, a disturbance-
free buffer zone shall be established around the nest tree(s) until the young have fledged, as determined by a 
qualified biologist. 

d. The radius of the required buffer zone can vary depending on the species, (i.e., 75-100 feet for passerines and 200-
300 feet for raptors), with the dimensions of any required buffer zones to be determined by a qualified biologist in 
consultation with CDFG. 

e. To delineate the buffer zone around a nesting tree, orange construction fencing shall be placed at the specified 
radius from the base of the tree within which no machinery or workers shall intrude. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Public Works Department 
   Timing:        Throughout project construction 
 
29. If historic or prehistoric artifacts or sites are observed during future grading or underground excavation, all work in the 

vicinity of the find shall stop until the discovery area can be evaluated by an archaeologist. Depending on the extent 
and cultural composition of the discovered materials, data recovery may be necessary and it may be advisable to have 
subsequent excavation monitored by an archaeologist who should be ready to record, recover, and/or protect 
significant cultural materials from further damage. Artifacts that are typically found associated with prehistoric sites 
include humanly modified stone, shell, bone or other cultural materials such as charcoal, ash and burned rock 
indicative of food procurement or processing activities. Prehistoric domestic features include hearths, firepits, or house 
floor depressions whereas typical mortuary features are represented by human skeletal remains. Historic resources 
potentially include all by-products of human land use greater than 50 years of age, including alignments of stone, 
foundation elements from previous structures, minor earthworks, and surface scatters and subsurface deposits of 
domestic type debris. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Building Department; Public Works Department 
   Timing:        Throughout project construction 
 
30. A Tribal Treatment Plan shall be developed in consultation with the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria (FIGR) 

and entered into by the FIGR, the City of Sonoma, the Project Applicant, and the Contractor prior to construction. The 
plan shall address monitoring of excavation and other earth-moving activities and shall formalize protocol and 
procedures for the protection and treatment of Native American cultural resources in the event that any are discovered 
in conjunction with the project’s development. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Building Department 
   Timing:        Prior to issuance of any grading/building permit 
 
31. If paleontological resources are identified during construction activities, all work in the immediate area will cease until 

a qualified paleontologist has evaluated the finds in accordance with the standard guidelines established by the Society 
of Vertebrate Paleontology.  If the paleontological resources are considered to be significant, a data recovery program 
will be implemented in accordance with the guidelines established by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Building Department; Public Works Department 
   Timing:        Throughout project construction 
 



 
 
 

 
32. If human remains are encountered, all work shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the discovered remains and the 

County Coroner and a qualified archaeologist shall be notified immediately so that an evaluation can be performed. If 
the remains are deemed to be Native American and prehistoric, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be 
contacted by the Coroner so that a “Most Likely Descendant” can be designated and further recommendations 
regarding treatment of the remains is provided. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Building Department; County Coroner 
   Timing:        Throughout project construction 
 
33. Depending on which intersection improvement the City decides to implement, the project applicant shall either 1) pay 

a proportionate share of 1% of the cost of signalizing the intersection of West Spain Street/Fifth Street West; or 2) 
submit funds to cover the cost of installing red curb on the north side of West Spain Street for a distance of 125 feet 
east of Fifth Street West. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Planning Department; Traffic Safety Committee; City Council 
   Timing:        Prior to acceptance of the Final Map 
 
34. Landscaping shall be maintained such that foliage stays above seven feet and below three feet from the ground. Signs 

or monuments to be installed along the project frontage shall be placed so that sight distance is not obstructed at the 
project driveways. Red curbing shall be installed for a distance of ten feet on either side of both project driveways. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; DRC; Public Works Department 
   Timing:        Prior to final occupancy; Ongoing 
 
35. To ensure adequate emergency vehicle access, parking shall be prohibited along both sides of Nicora Way through the 

installation of “No Parking Fire Lane” signs or other markings/measures as prescribed by the SVFRA. 
 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Fire Department/SVFRA; Public Works Department; Planning Department 
   Timing:        Prior to final occupancy; Ongoing 
 
36. The project applicant shall be required to prepare and implement a recycling plan for both the deconstruction of 

existing structures and new construction detailed in the project description. The recycling plan shall address the major 
materials generated through deconstruction of existing structures and construction of new buildings, and shall identify 
the means to divert these materials away from landfill disposal. Typical materials included in such a plan are soil, 
brush and other vegetative growth, sheetrock, dimensional lumber, metal scraps, cardboard packaging, and plastic 
wrap. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Building Department; Public Works Department 
   Timing:        Prior to demolition and/or construction; Ongoing through construction 
 



COUNTY OF SONOMA 
PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 

2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA  95403-2829 
(707) 565-1900          FAX (707) 565-1103 

 
 

RECOMMENDED SANITATION CONDITIONS  
 

Date:   June 1, 2012 
   
Planner:    Rob Gjestland, City of Sonoma 
From:    Charlie Ozanich, PRMD 
 
File Number:   “Nicora Place” 
Applicant:    Axia Architects   
Owner:    Steve Ledson 
Site Address:   845 W. Spain Street, Sonoma, CA 
A.P.N.    127-211-021, -022 
 
 
Project description:  Request for a planned development of 18 single family dwellings. 
 
1. Prior to approval and signing of the sewer improvement plans for this project by the Sonoma County 

Water Agency (Water Agency), the Developer shall provide the Engineering Division of the Permit 
and Resource Management Department (P.R.M.D.) with a statement from the Water Agency, 
operator of the Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District (District), addressing the current and future 
levels of collection and treatment capacity within the District.  If it is determined by the Water Agency 
that a “Sewer Capacity Study” is warranted and required for the proposed project, the Developer shall 
have this study prepared and submitted to P.R.M.D. prior to approval and signing of the improvement 
plans. 

 
2. The Developer shall obtain Sewer Disconnect permits from the Engineering Division of P.R.M.D. to 

disconnect the existing structures on the project site from the public sewer system.  Disconnection of 
the existing structures from the sewer system shall be inspected by the Engineering Division of 
P.R.M.D. to ensure that disconnection is conducted in compliance with Water Agency Design and 
Construction Standards for Sanitation Facilities, and to preserve any sewer connection credits that 
may currently be assessed to the property. 

 
3. NOTE ON MAP:  “A separate Sewer Connection permit for each lot in this subdivision shall be 

obtained prior to occupancy of any building constructed on the lot.  All fees shall be paid to, and all 
sewer construction shall be inspected and accepted by the Engineering Division of the Permit and 
Resource Management Department prior to occupancy of the building.” 

 
4. The Developer shall submit improvement plans to the Engineering Division of P.R.M.D. for review and 

approval of the public sewer design.  Improvement plans shall be blue line or black line drawings on 
standard bond paper, 24 inch by 36 inch in size, and prepared by a licensed civil engineer registered 
in the State of California.  Sanitary sewer facilities shall be designed and improvement plans prepared 
in accordance with Water Agency Design and Construction Standards for Sanitation Facilities.  The 
Developer shall pay Plan Checking fees to the Engineering Division of P.R.M.D. prior to review of the 
sewer improvement plans.  
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Condition No. 4, continued: 
 

Please note that review of the sanitary sewer design is a separate review from that of the 
buildings, drainage and frontage improvements, and shall be performed by the Engineering 
Division of the Permit and Resource Management Department under a separate permit. 

 
The public sewer improvement plans shall be signed by the Water Agency’s Chief Engineer prior to 
issuance of any permits to construct the public sewer facilities for the proposed subdivision.  The 
design engineer shall submit improvement plans to the Engineering Division of P.R.M.D. on 24 inch 
by 36 inch mylar or vellum originals for signature by the Water Agency.  All sanitary sewer inspection 
permits shall be obtained from the Engineering Division of P.R.M.D. prior to the start of construction. 
 

5. Easements necessary for installation of public sewer facilities for the proposed subdivision shall be 
granted to the Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District by separate document, and shall be shown 
on the subdivision map and the sewer improvement plans prior to signing of the improvement plans 
by the Water Agency.  A copy of each easement for sewer construction shall be submitted with the 
improvement plans for review of the sewer design.  

 
6. The Developer shall construct public sewer mains and appurtenances or post securities to ensure 

that public sewer facilities are constructed in accordance with Water Agency Design and Construction 
Standards for Sanitation Facilities, as shown on approved improvement plans. 

 
7. The Developer shall construct water mains and appurtenances or post securities to ensure that water 

supply facilities are installed in accordance with City of Sonoma Water System Standards as shown 
on approved improvement plans. 

 
8. Prior to the start of sewer construction within a City of Sonoma street right-of-way, the Developer’s 

contractor shall obtain a City of Sonoma Encroachment Permit. A copy of the City Encroachment 
Permit must be submitted to the Engineering Division of P.R.M.D. when obtaining a permit to 
construct the public sewer facilities for the proposed subdivision. 

 
9. Prior to the start of sewer construction, the Developer shall obtain a permit to construct public sewer 

facilities for the proposed subdivision.  All sewer construction work shall be inspected by the 
Engineering Division of P.R.M.D., and a Sewer Completion Notice shall be issued by the Inspector 
before final approved and acceptance of the sewer work by the Water Agency.   

 
 No building in the subdivision shall be connected to the newly constructed mainline sewer until the 

mainline sewer has been inspected by the Engineering Division of PRMD, accepted for maintenance 
by the Water Agency, and a Sewer Connection Permit has been issued by P.R.M.D. for the building.  
A Sewer Completion Notice is required prior to occupancy of any building connected to the new sewer 
main. 

 
10. The Developer shall be responsible for the restoration of existing conditions including, but not limited 

to surfacing, landscaping, utilities and other public improvements that have been disturbed due to the 
construction of sanitary sewer facilities.  Restoration of existing conditions must be completed prior to 
the issuance of a Completion Notice, unless otherwise specifically approved in advance by the City of  
Sonoma. 
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11. The Developer shall have “record drawings” prepared by the project engineer, in accordance with 

Section 6-5, of the Sonoma County Water Agency Design and Construction Standards for Sanitation 
Facilities.  The record drawings shall be submitted to the Engineering Division of P.R.M.D. for review 
and approval prior to acceptance of the public sewer facilities. 
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SONOMA VALLEY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMISSION 
MINUTES OF MEETING AUGUST 28, 2013 

SONOMA POLICE DEPARTMENT, COMMUNITY ROOM 
175 FIRST STREEET WEST, SONOMA 

6:30 p.m. 
 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Cynthia Wood, Ditty Vella, Ken Brown, Pat Pulvirenti, Sean Bellach, Greg Carr, 
Tom Martin, Mark Bramfitt 
 
EXCUSED: Bruce Green, Kirsten Lindquist, Rochelle Campana, Jack Ding, Richard Caselli, Dick Fogg   
 
ABSENT: Clarence Jenkins, Angela White 
 
Call To Order: 6:30 p.m. 
 
1.  Minutes Approval Deferred to Next Meeting 
 
2.  Public Comment: None 
 
3.  Project Name:   Nicora Place Resolution  

Applicant Name:  AXIA Architects  
Owner Name:   Ledson & Ledson Development /Steve Ledson  
Site Address:   281 and 845 West Spain Street, Sonoma  

Consider proposal to construct a 19-unit Planned Development on a 2-acre site at 821-845 West Spain Street.  
 

Chair Bramfitt explained that this project is an application from the City which is rarely heard by the SVCAC. 
The SVCAC will offer advice to the City of Sonoma for issues with Valley-wide implications such as traffic on 
major roads and water/sewer concerns. The project will move through the Design Review process and the 
Planning Commission therefore, the public will have further opportunities for input.  
 
Applicant presentation: 
Rob Gjestland from Sonoma Planning Council, stated that this is a medium density residential development; 
the lot is an infill site which is presently 50% vacant and 50% low profile residential structures. The project was 
originally a 19-unit plan with a similar layout to the present plan but due to many neighbor concerns, 1 unit 
has been eliminated to loosen density. Proposal has been revised to 18 lots with 2-story homes on each lot 
and a single story garage, setbacks on the west and south sides have been increased to 20 ft, and setbacks on 
West Spain have been increased as well. 
 
Doug Hilberman, AXIA Architects, added that owner Steve Ledson wanted to provide workforce housing with 
access to resources in the City of Sonoma. The property will have small lots with 3 bedroom/2 bath homes 
that would be affordable for young families while maintaining high quality and historical character. On the 
east, west and south sides of the property are condos and apartments and to the north are single family 
residences. Due to neighborhood feedback, there will be full 20 ft setbacks along property lines, a 16 ft 
setback on the east side, and the project has been scaled down to 18 units. Most of the trees around the 
perimeter of the property will be saved and supplemented with others for full visibility screening. Neighbors’ 
requests and desires have been met halfway but they feel that the property is appropriate as an infill project 
and to target young families. 
 

 



Commissioner questions: 
Ms. Vella: What is the price point for workforce housing? Will there be a homeowners’ association or will 
homeowners be responsible for their own landscaping? 
 
Doug Hilberman: It has not yet been finalized but maybe 500-600 thousand depending on fluctuation of 
construction materials and labor. Yes, there will be a homeowners’ association but I will defer to Mr. Ledson 
for more details. 
 
Mr. Martin: What about privacy issues – 2-story structures will be looking down on other properties. 
 
Doug Hilberman: 1) There will be a 20 ft setback on the west side where the issue is greatest; 2) corner houses 
will be built on a diagonal to other properties, and 3) landscaping and buildings will not look onto pool. 
 
Mr. Martin: What is affordable housing, according to standards and goals? 
 
Doug Hilberman: California has a specific model. There is a big gap between subsidized affordable housing and 
market rate affordable housing. Ours is an in-between price; it is market rate and not subsidized but at a lower 
price point, possibly for 1 strong professional income or 2 disposable incomes. 
 
Rob Gjestland: The City has an inclusionary affordable housing requirement - that is 20% of total units. 4 of the 
18 will be affordable to moderate or low income category. 
 
Ms Wood: How large are the trees? 
 
Doug Hilberman: Mr. Ledson will address that. 
 
Mr. Bellach: What is market rate affordable housing? 
 
Doug Hilberman: 500-600 thousand. It is at the initial stage, cursory at this point. 
 
Mr. Bellach: It could go up or down…what is the percentage? What are the differences in planned 
development for setbacks and lot sizes? 
 
Doug Hilberman: This is a medium density application. If we stayed within the zoning requirements, we would 
be looking at condos. This is an urban infill of single family homes with side yard and front yard setbacks for 
residences. We are asking for PD leniency and different standards due to a different model project. The 
perimeter of the lot and the west and south sides with proximity to neighbors will maintain the usual 
standards. 
 
Rob Gjestland: PD request for flexibility to normal standards. Because of smaller size of lots, exception is asked 
for setback variation, floor area ratio variation, lot size/lot dimension variation. 
 
Ms. Vella: What about roadsides? 
 
Rob Gjestland: Based on Fire Department standards, 20 ft wide and 2 way travel, sufficient for ladder truck. 
 
Mr. Carr: This Commission sees County projects, and doesn’t see many planned development. There should be 
flexibility to allow for affordability/lower income levels. 
Rob Gjestland: Sonoma Commons is PD, behind General’s Daughter is RM/PD zone area. 



 
Mr. Carr: The traffic study – offset connection to Junipero Serra not a problem. 
 
Doug Hilberman: There are no issues with Junipero Serra, according to findings of study. 
 
Mr. Carr: There are 5 or 6 mentals currently in the units; how will relocation affect the existing tenants on the 
lot? 
 
Doug Hilberman: Mr. Ledson will have some time to address that issue. 
 
Chair Bramfitt: We are looking for County-wide impact so please keep it in mind as you make comments. 
 
Public questions and comments: 
Deborah Nitasaka, on behalf of Sonoma County Housing Advisory, asks how many affordable units, and what 
price points since no info is available. How will tenants in the 11 currently occupied units be relocated? She 
states there is insufficient data on the project plan right now. 
  
Laurie Burns, West Spain, is appreciative of the changes made and 20 ft now versus 8 ft before. She asserts 
they are still large buildings in the proposal and that there is a profit margin and not Habitat for Humanity. The 
parking in the development behind General’s Daughter looks great but lots of juggling, air pollution, and 
dangerous for kids. The traffic study looks at 1 block on West Spain, it should look at all developments. 
 
Laurie Winter, Juniperro Serra, comments that setbacks are vastly improved and the vision of single family 
homes is nice but crowded in 2 acre space. Her concerns: the U shaped lane is a fire lane and no parking; 2 
way traffic coming out of U – would 1 way in and out be possible; driveways are single car wide but there are 2 
breadwinners per household; nice attention to the inside park but neighborhood curb appeal will be lost. The 
mimosa tree crowns the whole street, and natural beauty of the neighborhood is falling away to construction. 
 
Judy Potter, West Spain, appreciates the single story garages but must all houses be 2 stories and geared to 
young families. What about retirees and single families – wouldn’t they want single stories? 
 
Georgette Darcy, West Spain, claims she is not an obstructionist but is facing development on both sides. West 
Spain is a peaceful street, another gateway to Sonoma. She is concerned with density of the project and 
obliteration of views to the west; Sonoma Commons does not fit in with neighborhood, no breathing space 
and beautiful mature trees and majestic oaks and cypresses will be gone. School and work traffic on 5th Street 
West during rush hour is congested. 
 
Cynthia De Forge, mentions there are 4 driveways and all housing multiple units. Instead of 1 car, it’s 48 or 36. 
 
Mark Winter asks if the standards for the 4 affordable housing units are in place and will firemen, teachers, 
nurses, construction workers get priority. He is concerned about who’s coming in, and traffic with other 
projects in development. 
 
Nick Dolata, Palou St, is concerned about traffic and affordability. He has 2 homes considered affordable 
housing that had to be taken off the market due to restrictions. What are the requirements to allow for 
affordable and non-affordable so that homes do not sit vacant. 
 
Karen Buscher, Palou St, is also concerned about traffic and all the development in the neighborhood. Also 
there are no crosswalks and too much close housing in small spaces. 



Chair Bramfitt: There were many comments on affordability. Please speak to the requirements. 
 
Response by applicant: 
 
Rob Gjestland: There is a 20% inclusionary requirement; 40 years under contract available to households that 
meet income criteria/moderate or low income categories. There is no priority consideration for who’s able to 
apply since it is private and not government housing. The City will screen applicants to meet income criteria. 
 
Laurie Winter: Is it true with all projects? 
 
Rob Gjestland: Yes, for any with 5 or more residential units. 
 
Steve Ledson, owner and applicant of project: I have 150 employees and only 10 own their own homes. My 
challenge was to build reasonable homes in Sonoma for my employees and will not be bank-financed but by 
my family so that people can get loans. Units will be rented or leased to own – if rented, it will be through the 
affordable rental program. 11 units are already there, only adding 7. As for price, comparable to Macarthur 
Place at 500 thousand but construction prices keep creeping up. This is not a huge money-making project but 
to build the best house for the best dollar; the profit will be off the land which I own. The decision to cut down 
trees will be based on the report by the arborists and the mimosa tree is in the middle of the street and 
messy. Relocation assistance for the existing units may be at Macarthur Place or other rentals – no one will be 
displaced. Parking in the development will be in the garages, no materials are to be stored so no parking on 
the street. As to safety and no crosswalks on Spain, traffic study made different recommendations that 
address issues. 
 
Ms. Vella: What about landscaping – will there be a homeowners’ association?  
 
Steve Ledson: There’s a set of CC&R, 1 company will maintain a consistent look for all front yards; back yards 
will have small patios and keep a quaint look. 
 
Ms. Vella: What about water recharge and retention? 
 
Steve Ledson: There is a high ground water table and retention pond which holds water then releases it. As to 
contamination, more research needs to be done before I can answer. 
 
Commissioner comments: 
Chair Bramfitt: This is a joint powers authority between the City and County. We don’t often hear City 
projects. Our charter is usually projects that have Valley-wide impact. There is a meeting in September for this 
project so you can work through the City process. 
 
Ms. Pulvirenti: I am concerned with the lack of parking, guest parking, and traffic. There is an apartment 
project the next block over – we need to look at the cumulative effect, not the individual project. 
 
Mr. Bellach: Traffic is a huge concern, sometimes backed up to 5th Street. Many people can’t afford to live 
here and I appreciate the developer’s mission but there is no control over reality – I am pulled between 
affordable housing and what the market is and traffic. 
 
Ms. Wood: Looking at the broad perspective as a community, I applaud Mr. Ledson. The project is not stacked 
housing and fits into the community. The only issue is parking and how to ameliorate it. 
 



 Ms. Vella: Considering the economics, this is not workforce housing. The U shape – 1 way in and 1 way out is a 
good idea and safe for kids. I am concerned about runoff from Nathanson Creek and swamping in winter time 
which will impact surrounding properties. 
 
Mr. Martin: 20 ft and 1 garage seems crowded. Fire/ambulance emergency vehicle will fit if no parking on the 
street. The guest parking recommendation by the City is 7 parking spaces but only 4 are allowed. On Junipero 
Serra, sign is needed to identify caution to offset left turn into each of the properties. 
 
Mr. Carr: To provide perspective, cumulative picture is looked at, not at every project. 14-22 units, traffic, 
quality of life looked at, density range is what City feels is appropriate cumulative picture.  
 
Mr. Brown: I will contact the traffic safety committee since there is no crosswalk on West 5th St to Highway 12. 
Also the status of Mr. Conforti’s project vs Mr. Ledson’s. We need to understand what cold go there; Planned 
Development means less units. And property rights, if the project doesn’t go, what is Mr. Ledson’s right to 
build there? 
 
Chair Bramfitt: We need to go over Valley-wide concerns. The County should look at the runoff and potential 
mitigations, the City and traffic safety commission. The affordability factor, workforce housing at ½ million and 
4 units; they’re really market price units; there is a need for single family homes with more members. 
 
Motion: Chair Bramfitt. Recommends that SVCAC send recommendation to the City passing along all 
comments from the public and asking the City to pay attention to runoff and stormwater management 
issues not addressed in application and take interest in traffic safety improvements on West Spain due to 
cumulative impact. Ms. Wood seconded. Motion passed: All in favor, none opposed. 
 
5.  Other Business: Mr. Bramfitt read the report on Thornsberry Rd visit. 
 
6.  Frequently Asked Questions: Commissioners will edit and turn in to Mr. Bramfitt. 
 
7.  Items for Future Agenda: Commission must meet next month to discuss SVCAC Boundary; redo JPA in 
December; also possible future City projects: Conforti, project behind Pub at Plaza, Mission Square. 
 
Mr. Brown also discussed time limits for speakers. City Council meetings allow 3 minutes per person and 10 
minutes for 1 person from applying party. He also asked how many absences are allowed. 
 
Ms. Wood responded that 3 unexcused and endless excused absences are allowed. 
 
Mr. Bramfitt offered that perhaps that may be a discussion for the JPA. 
 
Meeting Adjourned at 7:45 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 













 

 

City of Sonoma 
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Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
8A 
 
11/04/2013 

 

Department 
Planning 

Staff Contact  
David Goodison, Planning Director 

Agenda Item Title 
Discussion, consideration and possible action on a proposal for the upgrade and re-use of the 
Maysonnave Cottage through a long-term lease. 

Summary 
Since February of 2012, when the City Council declined to proceed with its demolition, the Council 
has been exploring alternative uses of the cottage on the Maysonnave property as a means of 
facilitating its renovation and continued preservation. Because the renovations required to upgrade 
the building to a public use standard are cost-prohibitive (estimated at as much as $700,000), the 
focus has been on identifying approaches that would enable the cottage to be used in a manner that 
would justify the cost of upgrading it, while maintaining compatibility with neighboring uses. In order 
to provide an opportunity for those interested in making use of the cottage to make specific 
proposals that the Council could then evaluate, the City Council, at its meeting of May 20, 2013, 
directed staff to circulate a request for proposals (RFP) for the re-use of the Maysonnave Cottage. 
As originally circulated, the RFP had a response deadline of June 21, 2013, but staff extended the 
deadline twice in order to accommodate potential respondants. Ultimately, only one proposal was 
submitted, from Benchmark/Hoover, which calls for a twenty-year lease of the property with an 
allowance for the cottage to be used as a vacation rental in exchange for lease payments and the 
renovation of the cottage to a residential occupancy standard. After the conclusion of the lease, the 
City could then use the accumulated lease payments to improve the cottage to a public standard. 
Additional details are provided in the attached Supplemental Report. 

Recommended Council Action 
Authorize staff to prepare a lease agreement that would implement the proposal for subsequent 
consideration by the City Council. 

Alternative Actions 
Council discretion.  

Financial Impact 
Although, under the lease concept, Benchmark/Hoover would be responsible for upgrading the 
cottage to a residential standard, this proposal has significant short-term and long-term cost 
implications for the City. In summary, short-term expenses would amount to at least $70,000. The 
only source to fund these expenses is the City’s Special Projects Fund. In comparison, it is likely that 
demolishing the cottage and barn would cost as much as $30-50,000, so the City faces short-term 
costs no matter what. In the long-term, at the termination of the lease, the City would have collected 
$97,000 plus 1% of vacation rental income that would be reserved for the upgrade the cottage to 
public use. While this task would be further assisted in that Benchmark/Hoover would have 
upgraded the cottage to a residential standard, substantial additional funding would be needed to 
implement the required improvements associated with bringing the building to a public use standard. 

Environmental Review Status 
   Environmental Impact Report    Approved/Certified 
   Negative Declaration    No Action Required 
   Exempt    Action Requested 
   Not Applicable  
Alignment with Council Goals:  

The identification and implementation of a method of preserving and upgrading the Maysonnave 



 

 

 

Cottage is not directly related to any of the Council’s adopted goals. However, this issue was 
ongoing prior to the most recent goal-setting process and is being accomplished as part of the 
normal workload of Planning and Building staff. 

Attachments: 
1. Supplemental Report 
2. Benchmark/Hoover Proposal 
3. City Council minutes of May 20, 2013 
4. Request for Proposals 
5. Technical Memo re upgrade of Electrical Service 

 

cc: Benchmark/Hoover 
 League for Historic Preservation  
 Joe Costello 
 James Fannuchi 
  
  

 
 
 
 



 

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT 

Discussion, consideration and possible action on a proposal for the upgrade and re-use of the 
Maysonnave Cottage through a long-term lease 

For the City Council meeting of November 4, 2013 

 
Background 
 
Since February of 2012, when the City Council declined to proceed with its demolition, the 
Council has been exploring alternative uses of the cottage on the Maysonnave property as a 
means of facilitating its renovation and continued preservation. Because the renovations required 
to upgrade the building to a public use standard are cost-prohibitive (estimated at as much as 
$700,000), the focus has been on identifying approaches that would enable the cottage to be used 
in a manner that would justify the cost of upgrading it, while maintaining compatibility with 
neighboring uses. Options discussed have included the following: 
 
• Subdividing the property so that the cottage could be sold as residence, subject to 

requirements for its renovation (which would require Amending the will though a process 
known as “equitable deviation”). 

• Entering into a long-term lease, with an allowance for an income-generating use that would 
enable the renovation of the cottage. 

• Relocating the cottage. 
• Demolishing the cottage and allowing the development of additional bocce courts. 
 
Some of these options were raised by the City Council, while others were suggested by members 
of the community. In order to provide an opportunity for those interested in making use of the 
cottage to make specific proposals that the Council could then evaluate, the City Council, at its 
meeting of May 20, 2013, directed staff to circulate a request for proposals (RFP) for the re-use 
of the Maysonnave Cottage. As originally circulated, the RFP had a response deadline of June 
21, 2013, but staff extended the deadline twice in order to accommodate potential respondants. 
Ultimately, only one proposal was submitted, from Benchmark/Hoover (attached).  
 
Proposal 
 
The proposal from Benchmark/Hoover calls for a twenty-year lease of the property with an 
allowance for the cottage to be used as a vacation rental in exchange for lease payments and the 
renovation of the cottage to a residential occupancy standard. After the conclusion of the lease, 
the City could then use the accumulated lease payments to improve the cottage to a public 
standard. Specific terms of the proposal are as follows: 
 
• Lease period of twenty years. 
• Total lease payments of $97,000 (beginning at $3,000/year and increasing in increments to 

$7,000/year. 
• 1% of all vacation rental proceeds to be paid to City (in addition to normal TOT). 



• Benchmark/Hoover to upgrade the cottage to a residential standard and construct a carport. 
• Benchmark/Hoover would maintain required liability insurance naming the City additional 

insured. 
 
As noted in the RFP, the City would be responsible for improving the substandard electrical 
connection to the property, creating an accessible connection to First Street West, and 
demolishing the barn that adjoins the cottage. In addition, the City would need to amend the 
Development Code to allow for the vacation rental use. 
 
Facilities Committee Review 
 
The Facilities Committee met with representatives of Benchmark/Hoover on September 17, 2013 
to discuss the lease proposal. The Committee agreed that the proposal was responsive to the 
objectives set forth in the RFP and directed staff to place it on a City Council for review and 
discussion. 
 
Consistency with Bequest 
 
Under the terms of the bequest that led to the City taking ownership of the Maysonnave property, 
the use of the property is limited to a “memorial park or museum.” In this regard the bequest has 
been substantially fulfilled as the main residence on the property has been renovated for use by 
the League for Historic Preservation as a historical museum and a large portion of the site west 
of the cottage is in use as petanque and bocce courts. However, the Maysonnave Cottage, which 
sits between these improvements, is vacant and cannot be used for any purpose until extensive 
renovations are completed. The City Attorneys office has previously reviewed the concept of 
leasing the cottage and has found it to be consistent with the terms of the Maysonnave bequest. 
Because the lease would be a for a fixed term and the lease payments would be dedicated to 
renovating the cottage for public use, the lease arrangement ultimately allows the terms of the 
bequest to be fulfilled. (It should also be noted that the demolition of the cottage is also 
consistent with the bequest, as it does not call for the preservation of any of the buildings on the 
property.) 
 
Financial Impacts 
 
Although, under the lease concept, Benchmark/Hoover would be responsible for upgrading the 
cottage to a residential standard, this proposal has significant short-term and long-term cost 
implications for the City. In the short-term, the City would be required to improve the electrical 
service to the cottage (as it is substandard), demolish the barn, and create an accessible 
pedestrian connection to First Street East. The Building Official recently obtained a detailed cost 
estimate for the upgrade of the electrical connection and the cheapest option amounts to $56,000 
(see attached). The demolition of the barn would likely cost at least $10,000. The sidewalk 
connection would be relative inexpensive, if the League for Historic Preservation (which leases 
the adjoining parcel) cooperates with the City by allowing access. Even so, this improvement 
could cost another $5,000. In summary, short-term expenses would amount to at least $70,000. 
The only source to fund these expenses is the City’s Special Projects Fund. In comparison, it is 
likely that demolishing the cottage and barn would cost as much as $30-50,000, so the City faces 



short-term costs no matter what. In the long-term, at the termination of the lease, the City would 
have collected $97,000 plus 1% of vacation rental income that would be available to upgrade the 
cottage to public use. While this task would be further assisted in that Benchmark/Hoover would 
have upgraded the cottage to a residential standard, substantial additional funding would be 
needed to implement the required improvements associated with bringing the building to a public 
use standard.   
 
Recommendation 
 
The Benchmark/Hoover proposal represents the only proposal that the City has received for the 
re-use and renovation of the Maysonnave Cottage. In staff’s view, the proposal has a number of 
benefits: it would result in the upgrade of the Cottage to a residential standard, it would place the 
cottage in a productive use, and it would provide some funding for the long-term upgrade of the 
cottage to to a public use standard. Further, it is consistent with the terms of the Maysonnave 
bequest. For these reasons, staff recommends that the Council authorize staff to prepare a lease 
agreement that would implement the proposal for subsequent consideration by the City Council.  

 







May 20, 2013, Page 6 of 8 

Item 8C: Discussion, consideration, and possible direction to staff concerning a 
request for proposals for the re-use and renovation of the Maysonnave 
Cottage.   

 
Planning Director Goodison reported that on January 7, 2013 the City Council reviewed a series 
of options developed by the Facilities Committee concerning the Maysonnave Cottage. The 
options included: 1) Demolition; 2) subdividing the property and selling off a parcel 
encompassing the cottage so that it might be used as a residence; and 3) circulating a request 
for proposals (RFP) inviting suggestions for the re-use and renovation of the cottage.  After 
discussing the matter, the City Council voted 3-2 to direct staff to proceed with option #3.  As 
directed by the Council, staff developed a draft RFP for the City Council’s consideration.  
Goodison added that in conducting additional research while preparing the RFP, staff concluded 
that some basic property improvements would be required in order to successfully solicit 
proposals for the re-use and upgrade of the cottage.  The improvements were as follows: 1) 
upgrade (and underground) the electrical service to the property; 2) create an accessible 
sidewalk connection to First Street East; and 3) demolish the barn.  
 
Clm. Barbose questioned the need for the City to spend money.  Goodison explained that staff 
felt it would be necessary to encourage the submittal of proposals.  He assured the Council that 
no money would be spent prior to acceptance of a proposal or award of a contract. 
 
Clm. Cook stated that he previously voted against demolition of the cottage and that he did not 
want to include relocation as an option at this time.   
 
Mayor Brown invited comments from the public. Patricia Culinan suggested that the RFP 
include language referring to the Secretary of Interior Standards and that the setting of the 
cottage was also important. 
 
Clm. Cook stated that demolition and relocation were the same thing to him and he urged the 
Council to remove the option of relocation from the RFP.  Clm. Barbose did not feel the same 
and pointed out the successful relocation and preservation of the Marcy House.  Mayor Brown 
agreed with Barbose and Clm. Gallian added that the City was trying to cast the net as wide as 
possible to attract proposals. 
 
Clm. Cook stated the property had become a security risk and suggested the addition of motion 
detector lighting.  Mayor Brown agreed about the need for security lighting.  It was moved by 
Clm. Barbose, seconded by Clm. Gallian, to direct staff to circulate the RFP as drafted.  The 
motion carried three to one, Cook dissented and Rouse was absent. 
 
Item 8D: Discussion, consideration and possible action authorizing Councilmember 

Cook to use best judgment based on information presented when voting at 
meetings of the Mayors’ and Councilmembers’ Association of Sonoma 
County Legislative Committee meetings.   

 
City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager Johann reported the Legislative Committee, 
established by the Mayors’ and Councilmembers’ Association of Sonoma County, consisted of a 
Mayor or Councilmember from each of the member cities, chosen by their respective City 
Councils.  Its duties were to review pending legislative and policy matters, which have the 
potential to affect California cities, and to determine an appropriate response on behalf of the 
Association.  In some instances, the Committee would send letters of support or opposition.  
Councilmember Cook serves as the City’s representative on the Legislative Committee.  Mayor 
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Request for Proposals 
 

Lease, Re-Use, Renovation, or Re-Location of the Maysonnave Cottage 
289 First Street East 

 
A. Overview: In 1991 Henri Maysonnave bequeathed to the City the properties located at 289 
and 291 First Street East for the explicit use as a “memorial park or museum facility.” The City 
leases the Maysonnave Home (291 First Street East), a separate parcel, to the Sonoma League 
for Historic Preservation for use as a museum/heritage center. The western portion of the subject 
site is leased to the Sonoma Pétanque Association who, in association with the Sonoma Sister 
Cities Association, had developed Pétanque and Bocce courts. The remaining portion of the 
western property contains a secondary residential dwelling, having an area of 1,090 square feet, 
that is no longer occupied due to safety concerns and lack of compliance with State Housing 
Law, and a small barn located southwest of the dwelling (see attachment 1). 
 
B. Objectives. Lease or donate the Maysonnave Cottage to a qualified private or non-profit 
operator in order to:  
 
1. Implement immediate improvements to the building to correct health and safety issues and 

bring it to a building code standard that is consistent with the proposed use;  
2. Establish a beneficial use within the building that secures the cottage, provides for its 

ongoing maintenance, is compatible with neighboring uses, and is consistent with the terms 
of the bequest;  

3. Provide a funding source to upgrade the building to allow for public use following the 
expiration of the lease (if it remains on the property); and,  

4. Ensure that exterior improvements to the building maintain its integrity as a locally-
significant historic resource;  

 
Or, 
 
5. Relocate the Maysonnave Cottage off-site. 
 
C. Minimum Property Improvements to be Completed by the City: In order to facilitate the 
leasing of the property, the City shall implement the following improvements: 
 
1. Provide for the undergrounding of an electrical connection to the building and provide 

conduit for cable and telephone lines. 
2. Construct an accessible sidewalk connection to the sidewalk on First Street East. 
3. Demolish the barn. 
 
D. Minimum Proposal Terms, Requirements, and Improvements to be Met by Leaseholder: 
Proposal that involve leasing the building and retaining it on site should be consistent with the 
following terms and limitations. 
 
1. Leaseholder shall complete implement structural, mechanical, plumbing, electrical, 

accessibility and other improvements and renovations to bring the building into compliance 
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with the State Housing Law (if applicable), the California Historical Building Code and all 
other applicable regulations applicable to the proposed use. 

 
2. Leaseholder shall be responsible for connecting to the electrical service provided by the City 

as well as making the telephone and the cable T.V. connection (if desired) through the 
conduit provided by the City.  

 
3. Leaseholder shall be responsible for all maintenance, including capital maintenance, for the 

term of the lease. A capital maintenance plan acceptable to the City shall be developed and 
made a part of the lease. 

 
4. Leaseholder shall be responsible for all utility costs for the term of the lease. 
 
5. Exterior improvements to the cottage shall be subject to approval by City staff and, as 

normally applicable, design review. 
 
6. Lease payments to the City shall reflect the market value of the property as limited by the 

terms and restrictions of the lease. 
 
7. Leaseholder shall provide insurance, in a form and amount acceptable to the City, naming 

the City as additional insured in the amount of 2 million dollars. 
 
8. Leaseholder accepts the property in an “as-is” condition, except as specifically provided for 

in section C of this RFP. 
 
9. Leaseholder shall be responsible for preparing all building and construction plans and 

paying applicable fees. 
 
10. Leaseholder shall be responsible for compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, 

as applicable. 
 
11. Leaseholder shall be responsible for applying for a use permit, if required, and shall comply 

with all terms and conditions of the use permit. 
 
12. Leaseholder shall be responsible for compliance with all laws and regulations related to the 

handling and disposal of hazardous materials related to the cottage building.  A Pre-
Renovation/Demolition Hazardous Materials Assessment for Asbestos and Lead Materials 
for the cottage and barn building (included as Attachment 4). 

 
13. Neither the lease nor any improvements associated with the proposed re-use of the building 

shall require any subsidy on the part of the City. 
 
E. Potentially Allowed Uses. The City is open to considering a range of uses, including the 
relocation of the structure off-site as well as the re-use of the building in place with uses not 
contemplated in the current zoning designation of the property, subject to the following 
limitations: 
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1. Consistency with the terms of the bequest. 
2. Compatibility with neighboring uses. 
3. Suitability to the site. 
 
However, proposers should keep in mind that uses not allowed for under the current zoning will 
be contingent upon the successful completion of the process of amending the Development Code 
and, possibly, the General Plan.  
 
F. City Responsibilities. The City shall have the following responsibilities with respect to 
proposals involving the lease of the building and its re-use on the site: 
 
1. Implement any changes to the Development Code and process any necessary amendments to 

the General Plan in order to facilitate the proposed use. 
2. Cooperate in applications for required planning and building permits. 
3. Deposit lease payments into a reserve account to be used exclusively for future upgrades to 

the cottage. 
 
G. Site Visit/Staff Consultation: Proposers are invited to visit the site and to discuss the project 
objectives with City staff. The staff contact for this project is David Goodison, Planning 
Director. He may be reached by phone at 933-2201 or via email at: dgoodison@conomacity.org 

 
H. Submittal Requirements: Please provide five copies of your proposal, to include the 
following: 
 
1. Letter of proposal, to include: understanding of project, overview of project concept, 

statement of relevant experience, references, and contact information. 
2. Preliminary schedule for project implementation. 
3. Preliminary budget and lease payment proposal. 
 
Note: Proposal submitted in advance of the deadline will kept confidential until following the 
expiration of the deadline.  
 
I. Selection. The selection shall be based upon responsiveness to all elements of the RFP, 
including the overall quality and feasibility of the proposal, compliance with the project 
objectives, and demonstration of the capabilities to implement the proposal in a satisfactorily 
manner. An initial evaluation of the proposals shall be made by the City’s Building Committee, 
but the final selection will be made by the City Council. Once a selection has been made, the 
City will work with the proposer to further refine the project concept prior to negotiating and 
executing a lease agreement. 
 
J. Deadline. Please deliver your proposal no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, August 2, to: 
 

City of Sonoma 
Attn. David Goodison 
#1 the Plaza 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
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Proposals may be mailed, sent via email (in pdf format), or hand-delivered as long as they are 
received prior to the deadline. Faxed proposals will not be accepted. Note: a complete PDF 
version of the proposal is required. 
 
 
Attachments: 
1. Site Plan 
2. Bequest 
3. Housing Code Review 
4. Pre-Renovation/Demolition Hazardous Materials Assessment for Asbestos and Lead 

Materials for 289 First Street East 
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ATTACHMENT - B 

Memo 
To: 

From: 

Date: 
Subject: 

Background 

City Manager Kelly 

Development Service Director Wirick 

July 2,2008 

Housing Code Review - Maysonnave House #2 - 289 First St. East 

Pursuant to your request, Building Department staff and Public Works Director 
Bates conducted a Housing Code Review and Building Survey to determine the 
conditions that exist at the City owned Maysonnave House #2 located at 289 
First St. East. The home and detached barn are located to the rear of the 
buildings recently renovated by and leased to the Sonoma League for Historic 
Preservation. The 1,053 s.f., 2-bedroom home fronts Depot Park and has an old 
340 s.f. wooden barn located in the rear yard. Neither of the buildings has 
received much in the way of maintenance or improvements since being deeded 
to the City by Henry Maysonnave in 1991. City employee Wilson Trood currently 
resides in the home. 

Attached as Exhibit -A is a copy of the Building Survey Report prepared by 
Building Inspector Toohey. 

House 

The existing 1,053 s.f. house has a stone foundation that does not meet current 
seismic safety codes. It is anticipated that the home would perform poorly in a 
moderate to major earthquake and should be upgraded as soon as possible. The 
existing home is also in need of significant mechanical, electrical, plumbing, 
structural, weatherproofing and other repairs and maintenance as outlined in the 
Building Survey Report. 



ATTACHMENT - B 

The 340 s.f. wooden barn lacks a foundation and is structurally unsafe. It lacks 
adequate weather protection and contains hazardous electrical wiring. The barn 
structure should be demolished. 

Financial Impacts 

Attached as Exhibit B is an Estimate of Probable Costs to remodel the building 
and reconstruct the detached barn to correct the deficiencies identified in the 
Building Survey Report. The initial Estimate of Probable Costs assumes that the 
home would be reoccupied as a dwelling unit and would be remodeled, repaired 
and restored using sustainable building practices and historically sensitive 
methods. The barn would be demolished and reconstructed to appear similar to 
its original construction. The preliminary estimate provides allowances for both 
structural and nonstructural improvements to the building such as installation of 
a concrete foundation system, re-construction of porches, re-furbishing 
architectural elements, replacement of casework, floor coverings, windows, 
cabinets, fixtures, counters, appliances and mechanical, plumbing, electrical 
systems. It would also include interior and exterior painting and installation of a 
fi~e sprinkler system. The estimate does not include any moving or relocation 
costs. 

Recommendation 

Both the home and the barn structure on the property are in need of structural 
and non-structural repairs for its continued use as a dwelling unit. Housing Code 
violations and other deficiencies exist to the extent that they must be mitigated 
within a reasonable time frame. 



EXHIBIT - A 

City of Sonoma - Building Department 
Building Survey Report 

Building Address: 

Use/Occupancy Classification: 

Zoning: 

Report Date: 

Date of On-site Visit: 

Site visit performed by: 

Report by: 

Applicable Codes: 

Existing Structure/s 

289 First Street East - Maysonnave House #2 

Single-Family Residence / R-3 

P 

June 9, 2008 

June 2, 2008 

Kathy Toohey, Joseph Burroughs, Milenka 
Bates 

Kathy Toohey 

California Housing Code, 2007 California 
Codes, Historic Building Code 

The existing cottage is located to the west of the main Maysonnave home. It is 
approximately 1,053 square feet in area; the main home was built around 1910, 
so the cottage may have been built at the same time. It is listed on the League's 
inventory of historic structures. It contains two bedrooms, one-and-one half 
baths, kitchen, living room, family room, and a rear enclosed porch addition 
which was constructed without permits. 

Structural conditions 
The cottage has a stone rubble foundation system at the house and post and 
pier system for the front and rear porch additions. The current foundation 
system lacks the seismic force resisting elements such as reinforcing steel and 
anchor bolts. 

Mechanical and Electrical 
A gas water heater is located at the rear porch; the seismic strapping is not 
installed in an approved manner to resist horizontal displacement due to any 
earthquake motion. The venting pipe should have three mechanical connections. 

The dryer vent is flexible piping, which is not approved in the 2007 CPC. The 
vent pipe exits through the exterior wall and there is no back-draft damper 
installed. The home is equipped with a room heater in the living room 
(manufactured by Perfection). This appears to be approximately 20-25 years old, 



EXHIBIT - A 

although the records show a permit for a new heater installed in January of 
1998; however, this unit heater was not ten years old. 

The electrical for the home consists of seven breakers; this was changed out at 
some point without obtaining a permit. The panel does not have a main 
disconnect switch, which is a violation of the California Electrical Code Section 
230.71. A new meter upgrade will be installed after P.G. & E. adds a pole for the 
overhead conductors. There is only one outlet for the kitchen countertop, which 
does not allow convenience for updated appliances. The dining area plug is 
without a cover. There is bare wiring in the ceiling porch area and the front 
porch light fixture is broken. There is no dishwasher at this time. 

Plumbing 
The vent serving the kitchen sink is a Studor air admittance device which is not 
allowed by right in the 2007 California Plumbing Code (CPC). 

The "SII trap for the bathroom sink, located in the porch area, is prohibited by 
the 2007 CPC. The master bathroom the sink has been removed. 

The waste piping for the clothes washer is galvanized and runs down into the 
soil, which is prohibited (CPC Section 903.1.1). In addition, this fixture does not 
have an approved vent. 

Severe water intrusion in the bathroom has caused the floor framing members to 
become compromised and there is evidence of dry rot. In March of 2007 an 
independent contractor tested this bathroom for possible mold issues. The 
findings were confirmed that mold growth was detected. Recommendations 
based on the findings were provided in the report. 

Exterior 
The front steps are uneven more than the allowed 3/811 difference. At the rear of 
the house, the concrete stairway at the porch was poured with more than four 
concrete risers and lacks handrails, which is a violation of 2007 CBC 1009.10. 
The front banister railing is broken. There are Single-pane windows throughout, 
a couple of which are broken. Heavy vegetation growth surrounds the house. 
The vines are growing and compromising the gutter system of the home. The 
exterior of the home should be painted after the vegetation has been removed. A 
shed (approximately 350 sq. ft.) is located south of the house and appears to 
have been constructed at approximately the same time. We were unable to gain 
access due to vegetation that needs to be cleared away to open the doors. 

Miscellaneous 
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Broken single-pane windows without screens allow wasps to enter the rear porch 
area and gain entrance into the unprotected attic access in the ceiling. The attic 
area was not inspected at this time; there may be nests collecting. 

The home is equipped with the proper amount of smoke detectors. The porch 
exit door has been removed and plywood has been installed in the opening. The 
kitchen has a small gas stove in the kitchen. There are holes in the sheetrock 
walls in the porch area. 

Housing Code Violations (Section 17920.3) 
The following housing code violations exist and must be repaired as soon as 
possible: 

1. Inadequate sanitation - lack of bathroom lavatory 

2. Dampness of interior walls, ceiling and flooring 

3. Insect infestation 

4. Inadequate foundation 

5. Deteriorated flooring or floor supports 

6. Deteriorated waterproofing of exterior walls 

7. Broken, split or buckled exterior wall coverings/roof coverings 

8. Accumulation of weeds, vegetation 

Other Items in Need of Repair 
The following items are not hazardous or dangerous conditions, but are 
recommended for maintenance or repair: 

A. Foundation vent covers need to be installed to prevent animal/pest 
intrusion. 

B. Dry rot repair in several locations needs to be addressed. 

C. There are numerous windows and/or screens that are broken and in need 
of repair/replacement. 

D. Vegetation surrounding the home needs to be removed to address 
waterproofing and painting of the exterior. 

E. New gutter/downspouts should be installed. 

F. The barn roofing is dilapidated and the framing members are sagging. We 
were unable gain access into the barn for assessment at time of 
inspection. 

G. An attic access cover should be installed at the rear porch to prevent wasp 
intrusion. The attic access was not inspected at this time. 
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H. Improve bathroom ventilation. 

I. There are holes and blemishes in the sheetrock, which should be patched 
and painted. 

Attachments: - Site Plan 
- Photos 



Barn: 340 s.f. 
Habitable Residence: 1.059 s.f. 

Front Porch: 130 s.f. 

Approximate Location of Fence 

Maysonnave House #2 

House 
Additions -'\ 

289 

, 
I 
I 

EXHIBIT - A 

---"----"--

First Street East r~-----~-··~·------~~-J ~ 
I Scale: 1in == 20ft. Oin. ~ I 

"-- ... 



EXHIBIT - A 1 

Maysonnave House #2-289 First Street East-6/2/08 



EXHIBIT - A 2 

Maysonnave House #2-289 First Street East-6/2/08 



EXHIBIT - A 3 

Maysonnave House #2-289 First Street East-6/2/08 



EXHIBIT _ A 4 

Maysonnave House #2-289 First Street East-6/2/08 



EXHIBIT - B 

Revised - 7/2/08 

Estimate of Probable Costs 
Housing Code and Maintenance Repairs 

Maysonnave House #2 - 289 First Street East 

Description 
General Conditions 
Mobilization & Temp Facilities 
Site Grading & Soil Distribution 
Trenching & Water Line IMeter Installation 
AC Paving @ Driveway Approach and Improvements 
Disconnect Utilities & Raise Building 
Foundation Replacement 
Hazardous Material Abatement 
Site Concrete, Stairs & Walkays 
Storm Drainage and SWPP Compliance 
Fencing & Gates 
Landscaping & Irrigation 
Selective Demolition, Recycling, Disposal 
Rough Carpentry and Exterior Repairs 
Coutertops 
Finish Carpentry, Tyrim, Cabinets & Woodwork Restoration 
Handrails and Guardrails 
Doors, Frames & Hardware 
Insulation (Ceilings, Walls & Floor) 
Misc. Structural Dry Rot Repairs 
Replicated Reconstruction of Barn with Foundation System 
Architectural Sheetmetal, Gutters, Flashings 
Caulking & Sealants 
Access Doors 
Foundation Vent Repair 
Window Replacement 
Drywall 
Painting (interior & exterior) 
Flooring 
Appliances 
Window Coverings 
HVAC and Mechanical 
Fire Protection Sprinkler System 
Plumbing 
Electrical 
Final Cleaning & Closeout 

Construction Subtotal 
Bonds & Insurance @ 5% 
Soft Costs - Design, Bid Specifications, Project Costs, Permits, Contingencies 
and Project Management @ 40% 

Total 

Estimate 
15,000 

7,500 
2,500 

12,000 
7,500 

12,000 
80,000 

8,000 
12,000 
2,500 

10,000 
10,000 
8,500 

18,000 
6,500 

45,000 
9,500 

18,000 
7,000 
7,500 

68,000 
3,500 

900 
450 
850 

22,500 
9,000 

25,000 
7,000 
5,000 
4,500 
9,500 
6,500 

16,000 
22,000 
4,500 

489,200 
24,460 

205,464 
719,124 
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ACRONYM GUIDE 
 
ACM Asbestos-Containing Material 

ACCM Asbestos-Containing Construction Material 

Cal OSHA California Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

CCR California Code of Regulations 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

DHS California Department of Health Services 

EPA Environmental Protection Agency 

HSG Homogeneous Sampling Group 

HUD U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

HVAC Heating Ventilation and Air Conditioning 

LBP Lead-Based Paint 

NEA Negative Exposure Assessment 

NESHAP National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

PLM Polarized Light Microscopy 

ppm Parts per million 

PQL Practical Quantification Limit 

RACM Regulated Asbestos Containing Material 

RFT Resilient Floor Tile 

CPSC Consumer Product Safety Commission 

TSI Thermal System Insulation 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Millennium Consulting Associates (MILLENNIUM) was requested by the City of Sonoma to perform a 

pre-renovation hazardous materials assessment for a residence known as the Maysonnave Cottage. 

 

The purpose of the survey was to determine and report the presence of hazardous materials such as 

Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM), Lead Based Paint (LBP), and any miscellaneous hazardous 

constituents that may be affected during any possible future renovations.  

 

Millennium performed the survey in September of 2010. Millennium conducted walkthroughs to 

identify and collect information regarding all hazardous materials included in the scope of work. 

Millennium used the information to create a sampling strategy that would represent all suspect 

materials located throughout the facility. In addition, Millennium used existing information provided by 

the City of Sonoma regarding known asbestos containing materials to assist with the sampling 

strategy. For the asbestos survey, Millennium collected fifteen (15) bulk samples throughout the site, 

which were held and sent to a certified laboratory under chain of custody. For the lead survey, 

Millennium used a handheld X-Ray Fluorescence analyzer throughout the site and collected three (3) 

bulk samples which were held and sent to a certified laboratory under chain of custody.   

 

According to the analytical results and existing data, the following materials were identified as 
Asbestos Containing Material (ACM): 

1. Roof Mastic – Rear addition roof (4%) 

 
According to the results of the XRF Survey, the following is a list of components that 
contained consistent concentrations of lead-based paint (>1.0 mg/cm2). Components 
throughout the building (located in reasonable proximity) with similar finishes shall also be 
considered as containing lead-based paint.   

1. Exterior: Wood siding and trim with white paint (17.8 mg/cm2) 

2. Exterior: Door frame with white paint (1.4 mg/cm2) 

3. Exterior: Front porch ceiling with white paint (21.2 mg/cm2) 

4. Exterior: Front porch with white paint (20.2 mg/cm2) 

5. Exterior: Window frame with white paint (4.7 mg/cm2) 

6. Front room: Wall with light green paint (2.9 mg/cm2) 

7. Living room: Wall with beige paint (3.0 mg/cm2) 

8. Living room: Cabinet with white paint (4.0 mg/cm2) 

9. West Bedroom: Wall with white paint (2.8 mg/cm2) 

10. North Bedroom: Wall with white paint (2.7 mg/cm2) 
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11. Kitchen: Wall with white paint (3.4 mg/cm2) 

 

According to the results of the Bulk Lead Survey, the following is a list of components that 
contained concentrations of lead:  
 

1. Barn – North 15,000 ppm (mg/kg)/ 1.5% wt 

2. House – North 33,000 ppm (mg/kg)/ 3.3% wt 

3. House  - East 13,000 ppm (mg/kg)/ 1.3% wt 

 

Prior to demolition, these regulated materials must be handled and disposed (or recycled) by trained 

and state licensed abatement contractors.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Millennium Consulting Associates (MILLENNIUM) was requested by the City of Sonoma to perform a 

pre-renovation/demolition hazardous materials assessment at a residence known as the Maysonnave 

Cottage. 

 

The purpose of the survey was to determine and report the presence of hazardous materials such as 

Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM), Lead Based Paint (LBP), and any miscellaneous hazardous 

constituents that may be affected during the renovation or demolition of the structures present on the 

property.  

 

Based on Millennium’s understanding of the client’s needs, the following scope of services was 

conducted: 

 

1. Performed ACM survey of the subject property in accordance with the listed criteria in 

California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal OSHA) standard 8 California 

Code of Regulations (CCR) 1529, OSHA standard 29 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 

1926.1101 and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standard 40 CFR Part 61.145 (a), 

including the analysis of bulk samples via polarized light microscopy (PLM) methodology.  

2. Performed Lead Based Paint survey using X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) Technology with 

supplemental bulk sampling of suspect lead-containing materials; samples are submitted to a 

state-certified analytical laboratory for analysis in accordance with SW 846 3050B/7420. 

3. Provided a written report detailing the survey information including description of the samples 

and sample locations, analytical results in tabular form, condition of surfaces identified, 

interpretation of results, and possible recommendations for the future.  
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2.0 LIMITING CONDITIONS 

Millennium conducted the survey in September of 2010, in general accordance with industry 

standards for bulk asbestos and lead-based paint (LBP) procedures in existence at the time of the 

project. The conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are based on the applicable 

standards of our profession at the time this report was prepared. Copies of this report are furnished to 

provide the factual data that were gathered and summarized in the report. 

The analysis and recommendations submitted in this report are based in part on the data obtained 

from specific and discrete sampling locations including representative interior wall and above 

representative ceilings. However, the nature and extent of variations between the sampling locations 

may not become evident until planned renovation and/or demolition procedures commence.  If 

potential variations are identified during renovation or demolition activities, it may be necessary to 

conduct additional bulk sampling.  

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of the City of Sonoma for specific application to 

the ACM, LBP, and other hazardous materials surveys performed on the property. This report may 

not be copied (except by our client) without the written permission of the City of Sonoma. No other 

representation, expressed or implied, is made. 
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3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

At the time of the survey, the Maysonnave Cottage was composed of the main, single-story residence 

and an adjacent shed (barn).  The subject property is located 289 First Street in Sonoma, CA.  

The asbestos and lead survey consisted of destructive and non-destructive sampling methods of the 

interiors and the exteriors of the buildings. Every reasonable effort was made to access all areas of 

the property to determine conditions representative of the entire building. Access was arranged by 

Mr. Charlie Higgins of the City of Sonoma.  

In general, the building materials were very similar in construction, finish and appearance. 

Specifically, Millennium’s field observations noted the following: 

CONSTRUCTION TYPE: Two single-story, wood framed buildings on reinforced concrete footings. 
  
  
FINISHES:  The house is finished with hard wood floors, resilient sheet flooring is 

located in the kitchen, laundry room and rear corridor. The barn interior 
was inaccessible and unsafe. 

 
Drywall systems on interior walls and ceilings throughout all areas, exterior 
walls are finished with painted wood siding.  

 
ROOFING:  Composite roofing shingles with felt underlayment. 

 
 
WINDOWS: Wood-framed. 
 
EXTERIOR DOORS: Wood doors with wood trim. 
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4.0 ACM MATERIAL SURVEY 

Survey activities were carried out by Ben Curry, Certified Asbestos Consultant No. 09-4549, as 

required by 1529 (b) of Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR).  

4.1 ACM SURVEY OVERVIEW 

A preliminary walk-through of the subject property buildings was performed to familiarize the 

inspector(s) with the structures and to identify suspect ACM. 

During the walk-through, heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) ducting; hot and cold water 

supply piping; other mechanical systems requiring thermal system insulation (TSI); and other suspect 

applications were inspected for suspect asbestos-containing TSI. The interiors and the exteriors of 

the buildings were assessed for suspect asbestos-containing surfacing materials, suspect asbestos-

containing miscellaneous friable materials, suspect asbestos-containing Category I non-friable 

materials, and suspect asbestos-containing Category II non-friable materials.  Friable materials are 

defined as those materials, when dry, that can be crumbled or reduced to powder by hand pressure.  

Category I non-friable materials are defined as packing, gaskets, asphalt roofing materials and 

resilient flooring materials and associated mastics in which the asbestos fibers are bound within a 

resinous matrix.  Category II non-friable materials are defined as other non-friable materials such as 

transite in which the asbestos fibers are bound within a cement-like matrix. 

During the walk-through, homogeneous sample groups (HSGs) were identified in each of the 

buildings. Based on the identified HSG and analytical data, a bulk-sampling plan for suspect ACM 

was developed. 

Bulk sampling was conducted in accordance with procedures outlined in the Asbestos Hazard 

Emergency Response Act (40 CFR 763.86, Sampling). The procedure requires the inspector(s) to 

select random sampling locations from homogeneous materials suspected to contain asbestos. 

Fifteen (15) suspect ACM bulk samples were collected throughout the property. The samples were 

shipped under chain-of-custody procedures to EMSL Analytical Laboratory, located in San Leandro, 

California. EMSL is accredited by the California Department of Health Services and National Institute 

of Standards and Technology’s National Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Program. The ACM bulk 

samples were analyzed using Polarized Light Microscopy (PLM) in accordance with the EPA Interim 

Method of Asbestos in Bulk Insulation Samples as defined in 40 CFR 763, Appendix E to Subpart E 

(EPA Method 600/M4-82-020).   
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4.2 ACM SURVEY RESULTS 

The sample locations and results are presented in Table 1, attached to this report. The location of 

each sample is provided in Appendix A; the analytical laboratory report is provided in Appendix B. 

 

4.2.1: Based on the analytical results of the samples surveyed during this time, the summarized 

inventory of materials tested and found TO contain asbestos is described below: 

 

Roofing Systems: 

• Roof Mastic – Rear addition roof (4%) 
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5.0 LEAD SURVEY  

Millennium conducted a modified lead-survey of the facility using an X-ray fluorescence analyzer 

(XRF) with additional bulk sampling in accordance with industry standards in existence the time of the 

project. An XRF paint analyzer was used to analyze painted surfaces and architectural components 

for lead presence. A Millennium California State Certified Inspector/Assessor performed the XRF 

testing with an X-Ray Fluorescence handheld unit. This unit uses a radioactive source of cadmium 

109. The model used was a Niton XLp 303A #21870 by Thermo Scientific. It was calibrated to NIST 

standard lead concentration samples prior to and after its use. Uncoated surfaces such as unpainted 

aluminum window frame and other bare materials were not tested. 

XRF results are classified as positive, negative, or inconclusive. A positive classification indicates that 

lead is present on the testing combination above the EPA standard of 1.0 mg/cm². A positive XRF 

result is any value greater than the upper bound of the inconclusive range [specified on the 

performance characteristic sheet of the system] or greater than or equal to the threshold.  A negative 

classification indicates that lead is not present on the testing combination at or above the EPA 

standard of 1.0 mg/cm2. A negative XRF result is any value less than the lower bound of the 

inconclusive range, or less than the threshold, specified on the performance characteristic sheet. 

 

An inconclusive classification indicates that the XRF cannot determine with reasonable certainty 

whether lead is present on the testing combination at or above the EPA standard. An inconclusive 

XRF result is any value falling within the inconclusive range on the performance characteristic sheet 

(including the boundary values defining the range). In the event in which multiple readings result as 

“inconclusive”, all inconclusive results should be confirmed by bulk sampling and laboratory analysis, 

unless the client wishes to assume that all inconclusive results are positive. 

 

An insufficient (value designated with an “i” on the XRF tables) test indicates that the XRF analysis at 

the specific time cannot determine a precise XRF value within a reasonable time limit. This may be 

due to internal processing bugs between the XRF analyzer and the hardware running the program 

while attempting to analyze the surface. Additionally, on these rare occasions, the XRF may render a 

“false positive” result which should be noted, but not considered a true representation of lead on the 

painted surface. In the event of an “insufficient test result” or “false positive” it is recommended that 

additional readings be captured on similar, if not the same, painted areas to acquire a true 

representation of lead on the painted surface.  

 

Millennium collected 3 bulk samples throughout the site, which were held and sent to a certified 

laboratory under chain of custody.  The samples were shipped under chain-of-custody procedures to 
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EMSL Analytical Laboratory, located in San Leandro, California. EMSL is accredited by the California 

Department of Health Services and National Institute of Standards and Technology’s National 

Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Program. The lead bulk samples were analyzed by EPA Method 

3050/7420. 

 

Worker Protection and Waste Definitions of Lead (in paint and construction materials) 

Other Regulatory Definitions of Lead Paint are detailed in 8 CCR and 22 CCR and CFR title 40 

regulations. California Occupational Safety and Health (OSHA) regulations require employee 

personnel monitoring at any detectable lead levels of paint in a finish until statistically reliable results 

indicate that exposures when disturbed will remain consistently below the OSHA Action Level of 30 

micrograms/m3 and the Permissible Exposure Level of 50 micrograms/m3 for an 8 hour day.  The 

employer must then produce a “Negative Exposure Assessment” to indicate that it is not possible with 

the specific lead-based paint product and specific work practices to create excessive lead exposure 

levels.  

 
5.1 LEAD SURVEY RESULTS 

According to the results of the XRF Survey, the following is a list of components that 
contained consistent concentrations of lead-based paint (>1.0 mg/cm2). Components 
throughout the building (located in reasonable proximity) with similar finishes shall also be 
considered as containing lead-based paint.   

• Exterior: Wood siding and trim with white paint (17.8 mg/cm2) 

• Exterior: Door frame with white paint (1.4 mg/cm2) 

• Exterior: Front porch ceiling with white paint (21.2 mg/cm2) 

• Exterior: Front porch with white paint (20.2 mg/cm2) 

• Exterior: Window frame with white paint (4.7 mg/cm2) 

• Front room: Wall with light green paint (2.9 mg/cm2) 

• Living room: Wall with beige paint (3.0 mg/cm2) 

• Living room: Cabinet with white paint (4.0 mg/cm2) 

• West Bedroom: Wall with white paint (2.8 mg/cm2) 

• North Bedroom: Wall with white paint (2.7 mg/cm2) 

• Kitchen: Wall with white paint (3.4 mg/cm2) 

 

According to the results of the Bulk Lead Survey, the following is a list of components that 
contained concentrations of lead:  
 

1. Barn – North 15,000 ppm (mg/kg)/ 1.5% wt 
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2. House – North 33,000 ppm (mg/kg)/ 3.3% wt 

3. House  - East 13,000 ppm (mg/kg)/ 1.3% wt 

 

Prior to demolition, these regulated materials must be handled and disposed (or recycled) by trained 

and state licensed abatement contractors.  

 

Tables 2, attached to this report provides a complete list of the XRF analyses.   

 
Should construction finishes with “detectable” concentrations of lead be disturbed, OSHA compliance 

measures and waste characterization measures will be required. Materials not sampled, but likely to 

contain lead [such as metal jackets around roof pipes] have been assumed to contain lead.  To 

determine total lead for waste characterization, suspect components with paint and substrate 

attached should be analyzed using the Toxic Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) or Waste 

Extraction Test (WET) method.  
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TABLES 
 
 

I. ASBESTOS BULK SAMPLING DATA 
 

II. XRF  TABLE 
 



TABLE 1 
 

Building Material Samples-ACM 
 

CITY OF SONOMA 
MAYSONNAVE COTTAGE 

 
Sample No. 

 
Material Type Location Approx. Qty. 

(ft2) 
Asbestos Content/Type EPA 

Category1 
Material 

Condition 

 

100909-2300 Tan vinyl sheet flooring House - Laundry Room N/A Non-Detect  N/A Poor 

100909-2301 Drywall House - Kitchen N/A Non-Detect N/A Good  

100909-2302 Drywall House - Laundry Room N/A Non-Detect  N/A Poor 

100909-2303 

Texture 
Joint compound 

Drywall 
House - Living Room N/A 

Non-Detect  
Non-Detect 
Non-Detect 

N/A Good 

100909-2304 
Texture 
Drywall House - Front Room N/A 

Non-Detect  
Non-Detect 

N/A Good 

100909-2305 
Texture 
Drywall House - Front Bathroom N/A 

Non-Detect  
Non-Detect 

N/A Good 



TABLE 1 
 

Building Material Samples-ACM 
 

CITY OF SONOMA 
MAYSONNAVE COTTAGE 

 
Sample No. 

 
Material Type Location Approx. Qty. 

(ft2) 
Asbestos Content/Type EPA 

Category1 
Material 

Condition 

100909-2306 
Roof core - Black asphalt shingles 

Roofing felt House roof – North side N/A 
Non-Detect  
Non-Detect 

N/A Good 

100909-2307 Penetration mastic House - Addition Roof – South side 4 4% Chrysotile   Good 

100909-2308 Gray asphalt sheeting Barn (shed) roof N/A Non-Detect N/A Poor 

100922-2011 Window Putty  House – East side  0.30% Chrysotile   

  



XRF Readings The Maysonnave Cottage, 289 1st Street, Sonoma, CA By: Ben Curry

Date # Result Site/Building Room Equivalent Component Substrate Color Condition Pb Pb +/-
9/9/10 1 Positive 289 First ST CALIBRATION 1.7 0.4
9/9/10 2 Positive 289 First ST CALIBRATION 1.6 0.4
9/9/10 3 Positive 289 First ST CALIBRATION 1.7 0.4
9/9/10 4 Positive 289 First ST Exterior A Wall Wood White Intact 17.8 3.6
9/9/10 5 Positive 289 First ST Exterior A Door Frame Wood White Intact 1.4 0.3
9/9/10 6 Negative 289 First ST Exterior A Door Wood Black Intact < LOD 0.18
9/9/10 7 Positive 289 First ST Exterior A Ceiling Wood White Intact 21.2 10.4
9/9/10 8 Negative 289 First ST Exterior A Floor Wood Black Intact < LOD 0.05
9/9/10 9 Negative 289 First ST Exterior A Window Frame Wood Black Intact < LOD 0.09
9/9/10 10 Negative 289 First ST Exterior A porch system Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 11 Negative 289 First ST Exterior A porch system Metal Black Intact 1 0.1
9/9/10 12 Positive 289 First ST Exterior A porch system Wood White Intact 15.5 10.1
9/9/10 13 Positive 289 First ST Exterior A porch system Wood White Intact 17.7 10.7
9/9/10 14 Positive 289 First ST Exterior A porch system Wood White Intact 20.2 11.9
9/9/10 15 Positive 289 First ST Exterior B Wall Wood White Intact < LOD 11.25
9/9/10 16 Positive 289 First ST Exterior B Window Frame Wood White Intact 4.7 2.6
9/9/10 17 Negative 289 First ST Exterior B Window Frame Wood Black Intact < LOD 0.12
9/9/10 18 Negative 289 First ST Exterior B Wall Wood Black Intact < LOD 0.26
9/9/10 19 Negative 289 First ST Exterior C Wall Wood White Intact < LOD 0.6
9/9/10 20 Negative 289 First ST Exterior C Wall Wood White Intact < LOD 0.07
9/9/10 21 Negative 289 First ST Exterior C Wall Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 22 Positive 289 First ST Exterior C Wall Wood White Intact 10.6 6.6
9/9/10 23 Positive 289 First ST Exterior D Wall Wood White Intact 3.4 2
9/9/10 24 Positive 289 First ST Exterior D Wall Wood White Intact < LOD 11.85
9/9/10 25 Positive 289 First ST Living Room Wall Drywall lt green Intact 2.9 1.7
9/9/10 26 Positive 289 First ST Living Room Wall Drywall lt green Intact 2.8 1.7
9/9/10 27 Negative 289 First ST Living Room Door Frame Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 28 Negative 289 First ST Living Room Door Frame Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 29 Negative 289 First ST Living Room Door Frame Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 30 Negative 289 First ST Living Room Door Wood White Intact < LOD 0.04
9/9/10 31 Negative 289 First ST Living Room Door Wood White Intact < LOD 0.43
9/9/10 32 Positive 289 First ST Living Room 2 Wall Drywall beige Intact 3 1.7
9/9/10 33 Positive 289 First ST Living Room 2 Wall Drywall beige Intact < LOD 0 039/9/10 33 Positive 289 First ST Living Room 2 Wall Drywall beige Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 34 Positive 289 First ST Living Room 2 Cabinet Wood White Intact 4 1.2
9/9/10 35 Negative 289 First ST Living Room 2 Window Frame Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 36 Negative 289 First ST Living Room 2 Baseboard Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 37 Positive 289 First ST Bedroom W Wall Drywall White Intact 2.8 1.6
9/9/10 38 Positive 289 First ST Bedroom W Wall Drywall White Intact < LOD 3.75
9/9/10 39 Positive 289 First ST Bedroom W Wall Drywall White Intact 2.1 0.8
9/9/10 40 Positive 289 First ST Bedroom W Wall Drywall White Intact 2.8 1.7
9/9/10 41 Positive 289 First ST Bedroom N Wall Drywall White Intact 2.6 1.4 Lead-based paint or glazin
9/9/10 42 Positive 289 First ST Bedroom N Wall Drywall White Intact 2.7 1.5
9/9/10 43 Negative 289 First ST Bathroom Wall Drywall White Intact < LOD 0.03 <LOD= Below limit 
9/9/10 44 Negative 289 First ST Bathroom Door Frame Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03 of detection
9/9/10 45 Negative 289 First ST Bathroom Floor Ceramic White Intact < LOD 0.09
9/9/10 46 Negative 289 First ST Kitchen Floor vinyl brown & tan Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 47 Negative 289 First ST Kitchen Floor vinyl Brown spots Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 48 Positive 289 First ST Kitchen Wall Drywall White Intact 3.4 1.9
9/9/10 49 Negative 289 First ST Kitchen Door Frame Wood Blue Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 50 Negative 289 First ST laundry room Door Frame Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 51 Negative 289 First ST laundry room Ceiling fiberboard White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 52 Negative 289 First ST laundry room Door Wood White Intact < LOD 1.49
9/9/10 53 Negative 289 First ST Shed Exterior A Wall Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 54 Negative 289 First ST Shed Exterior A Wall Wood Black Intact < LOD 0.08
9/9/10 55 Negative 289 First ST Shed Exterior B Wall Wood White Intact < LOD 0.26
9/9/10 56 Negative 289 First ST Shed Exterior B Wall Wood Black Intact < LOD 0.18
9/9/10 57 Negative 289 First ST Shed Exterior C Wall Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 58 Negative 289 First ST Shed Exterior D Wall Wood White Intact < LOD 0.03
9/9/10 59 Positive CALIBRATION 1.5 0.3
9/9/10 60 Positive CALIBRATION 1.7 0.2
9/9/10 61 Positive CALIBRATION 1.3 0.3
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Sample Description Appearance %  Type

AsbestosNon-Asbestos

%     Fibrous %   Non-Fibrous

Test Report: Asbestos Analysis of Bulk Materials via EPA 600/R-93/116 Method using 
Polarized Light Microscopy

121003456

Attn: Leanne Gosselin
Millennium Consulting Associates, Inc.
620 Contra Costa Blvd.
Suite 102
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

Customer PO: 5736

Received: 09/14/10 9:00 AM

City of Sonoma
Job # 3085.2002 / Maysonnave Cottage

Customer ID: MECA62

Fax: (925) 808-6708 Phone: (925) 808-6700

Project:

EMSL Order:

EMSL Proj:

9/16/2010Analysis Date:

EMSL Analytical, Inc.
3539 East Broadway, Phoenix, AZ 85040
Phone:  (602) 276-4344        Fax:  (602) 276-4053     Email:   phoenixlab@emsl.com

100909-2300

121003456-0001

Back room Brown None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Heterogeneous

Cellulose5%

Glass2%

Non-fibrous (other)93%

100909-2301

121003456-0002

Kitchen White None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Heterogeneous

Cellulose10% Non-fibrous (other)5%

Gypsum85%

100909-2302

121003456-0003

Laundry room White None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Heterogeneous

Cellulose10% Non-fibrous (other)5%

Gypsum85%

100909-2303-

Texture

121003456-0004

Living room White None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Homogeneous

Non-fibrous (other)100%

100909-2303-Joint 

Compound

121003456-0004A

Living room White None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Homogeneous

Non-fibrous (other)100%

100909-2303-

Drywall

121003456-0004B

Living room White None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Homogeneous

Cellulose5% Non-fibrous (other)5%

Gypsum90%

1

Janice Jones, Laboratory Manager

or other approved signatory

Analyst(s)

Test Report  PLM-7.21.0  Printed: 9/17/2010 4:03:37 PM

EMSL maintains liability limited to cost of analysis.  This report relates only to the samples reported and may not be reproduced, except in full, without written approval by EMSL.  EMSL 
bears no responsibility for sample collection activities or analytical method limitations.  Interpretation and use of test results are the responsibility of the client.  This report must not be 
used by the client to claim product certification, approval, or endorsement by NVLAP, NIST or any agency of the federal government.   Non-friable organically bound materials present a 
problem matrix and therefore EMSL recommends gravimetric reduction prior to analysis.  Samples received in good condition unless otherwise noted.

Samples analyzed by EMSL Analytical, Inc. 3539 East Broadway, Phoenix AZ NVLAP Lab Code 200811-0, AZ0937

Carlos Rivadeneyra (12)
Michael Pohlmann (2)

Initial report from 09/17/2010  15:54:35

mailto:phoenixlab@emsl.com


Sample Description Appearance %  Type

AsbestosNon-Asbestos

%     Fibrous %   Non-Fibrous

Test Report: Asbestos Analysis of Bulk Materials via EPA 600/R-93/116 Method using 
Polarized Light Microscopy

121003456

Attn: Leanne Gosselin
Millennium Consulting Associates, Inc.
620 Contra Costa Blvd.
Suite 102
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

Customer PO: 5736

Received: 09/14/10 9:00 AM

City of Sonoma
Job # 3085.2002 / Maysonnave Cottage

Customer ID: MECA62

Fax: (925) 808-6708 Phone: (925) 808-6700

Project:

EMSL Order:

EMSL Proj:

9/16/2010Analysis Date:

EMSL Analytical, Inc.
3539 East Broadway, Phoenix, AZ 85040
Phone:  (602) 276-4344        Fax:  (602) 276-4053     Email:   phoenixlab@emsl.com

100909-2304-

Texture

121003456-0005

Front room White None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Homogeneous

Non-fibrous (other)100%

100909-2304-

Drywall

121003456-0005A

Front room White None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Homogeneous

Cellulose5% Non-fibrous (other)5%

Gypsum90%

100909-2305-

Texture

121003456-0006

Bathroom 1 White None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Homogeneous

Non-fibrous (other)100%

100909-2305-

Drywall

121003456-0006A

Bathroom 1 White None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Homogeneous

Cellulose5% Non-fibrous (other)5%

Gypsum90%

100909-2306-

Shingle

121003456-0007

House roof N Black None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Heterogeneous

Glass20% Non-fibrous (other)80%

100909-2306-Felt

121003456-0007A

House roof N Black None Detected

Fibrous

Homogeneous

Cellulose90% Non-fibrous (other)10%

2

Janice Jones, Laboratory Manager

or other approved signatory

Analyst(s)

Test Report  PLM-7.21.0  Printed: 9/17/2010 4:03:37 PM

EMSL maintains liability limited to cost of analysis.  This report relates only to the samples reported and may not be reproduced, except in full, without written approval by EMSL.  EMSL 
bears no responsibility for sample collection activities or analytical method limitations.  Interpretation and use of test results are the responsibility of the client.  This report must not be 
used by the client to claim product certification, approval, or endorsement by NVLAP, NIST or any agency of the federal government.   Non-friable organically bound materials present a 
problem matrix and therefore EMSL recommends gravimetric reduction prior to analysis.  Samples received in good condition unless otherwise noted.

Samples analyzed by EMSL Analytical, Inc. 3539 East Broadway, Phoenix AZ NVLAP Lab Code 200811-0, AZ0937

Carlos Rivadeneyra (12)
Michael Pohlmann (2)

Initial report from 09/17/2010  15:54:35

mailto:phoenixlab@emsl.com


Sample Description Appearance %  Type

AsbestosNon-Asbestos

%     Fibrous %   Non-Fibrous

Test Report: Asbestos Analysis of Bulk Materials via EPA 600/R-93/116 Method using 
Polarized Light Microscopy

121003456

Attn: Leanne Gosselin
Millennium Consulting Associates, Inc.
620 Contra Costa Blvd.
Suite 102
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

Customer PO: 5736

Received: 09/14/10 9:00 AM

City of Sonoma
Job # 3085.2002 / Maysonnave Cottage

Customer ID: MECA62

Fax: (925) 808-6708 Phone: (925) 808-6700

Project:

EMSL Order:

EMSL Proj:

9/16/2010Analysis Date:

EMSL Analytical, Inc.
3539 East Broadway, Phoenix, AZ 85040
Phone:  (602) 276-4344        Fax:  (602) 276-4053     Email:   phoenixlab@emsl.com

100909-2307

121003456-0008

Rear addition Black

Non-Fibrous

Heterogeneous

Chrysotile4%Glass10% Non-fibrous (other)86%

100909-2308

121003456-0009

Shed roof Black None Detected

Non-Fibrous

Heterogeneous

Cellulose60% Non-fibrous (other)40%

3

Janice Jones, Laboratory Manager

or other approved signatory

Analyst(s)

THIS IS THE LAST PAGE OF THE REPORT.Test Report  PLM-7.21.0  Printed: 9/17/2010 4:03:37 PM

EMSL maintains liability limited to cost of analysis.  This report relates only to the samples reported and may not be reproduced, except in full, without written approval by EMSL.  EMSL 
bears no responsibility for sample collection activities or analytical method limitations.  Interpretation and use of test results are the responsibility of the client.  This report must not be 
used by the client to claim product certification, approval, or endorsement by NVLAP, NIST or any agency of the federal government.   Non-friable organically bound materials present a 
problem matrix and therefore EMSL recommends gravimetric reduction prior to analysis.  Samples received in good condition unless otherwise noted.

Samples analyzed by EMSL Analytical, Inc. 3539 East Broadway, Phoenix AZ NVLAP Lab Code 200811-0, AZ0937

Carlos Rivadeneyra (12)
Michael Pohlmann (2)

Initial report from 09/17/2010  15:54:35

mailto:phoenixlab@emsl.com


Sample Description Appearance %  Type

AsbestosNon-Asbestos

%     Fibrous %   Non-Fibrous

Test Report: Asbestos Analysis of Bulk Materials via EPA 600/R-93/116 Method using 
Polarized Light Microscopy

091008449

Attn: Leanne Gosselin
Millennium Consulting Associates, Inc.
620 Contra Costa Blvd.
Suite 102
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523

Customer PO: 5771

Received: 09/23/10 9:00 AM

5771
Maysonnave Cottage, Sonoma
3085, 2002

Customer ID: MECA62

Fax: (925) 808-6708 Phone: (925) 808-6700

Project:

EMSL Order:

EMSL Proj:

9/25/2010Analysis Date:

EMSL Analytical, Inc
2235 Polvorosa Ave , Suite 230, San Leandro, CA 94577
Phone:  (510) 895-3675        Fax:  (510) 895-3680     Email:   milpitaslab@emsl.com

100922-2011 
Window Putty

091008449-0001

House - east side White

Non-Fibrous

Homogeneous

Chrysotile<1%Non-fibrous (other)100%

1

Baojia Ke, Laboratory Manager
or other approved signatory

Analyst(s)

THIS IS THE LAST PAGE OF THE REPORT.Test Report  PLM-7.21.0  Printed: 9/25/2010 11:29:41 AM

Due to magnification limitations inherent in PLM, asbestos fibers in dimensions below the resolution capability of PLM may not be detected.  Samples reported as <1% or none detected 

may require additional testing by TEM to confirm asbestos quantities.  The above test report relates only to the items tested and may not be reproduced in any form without the express 

written approval of EMSL Analytical, Inc.  EMSL’s liability is limited to the cost of analysis.  EMSL bears no responsibility for sample collection activities or analytical method limitations.  

Interpretation and use of test results are the responsibility of the client.Samples received in good condition unless otherwise noted.

Samples analyzed by EMSL Analytical, Inc 2235 Polvorosa Ave , Suite 230, San Leandro CA NVLAP Lab Code 101048-3, MA AA000201, WA C2007

Nonette Patron (1)

Initial report from 09/25/2010  11:29:30

mailto:milpitaslab@emsl.com
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Technical Memorandum 

1 

 
 
August 15, 2013 

To: Wayne Wirick, City of Sonoma 

Prepared By: Eric Penn, PE  

Reviewed By: Matt Winkelman, PE  

Subject: 289 First Street East (Maysonnave Cottage) Electrical Service Job no.: 8410610 

BACKGROUND 

The City of Sonoma (City) has retained GHD Inc. (GHD) to perform a feasibility study and cost estimate to 
upgrade the existing substandard electrical, telephone, and cable television services at the City owned 
residential unit at 289 First Street East (Maysonnave Cottage). The major goals of the study are to 
develop a basis of design and associated costs for City evaluation prior to releasing the project for 
upgrade and construction. 

GHD held a preliminary discussion with Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) on July 2, 2013. GHD 
feels that the majority of the coordination effort will be involved with PG&E and that other utilities 
(telephone, cable TV, etc.) will follow suit with that basis of design. 

This technical memorandum (TM) provides a summary of the feasibility study and cost estimate and 
presents recommendations for the proposed improvements. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The existing parcel at 289 First Street East is connected to First Street East via a private road (“Turkey 
Lane”). There is another existing City owned parcel between First Street East and the property, at 291 
First Street East. Both the property at 289 First Street East and the adjoining City-owned property are 
served via overhead electrical, telephone and cable TV services from a nearby joint service pole across 
First Street East. The existing electrical service conductors run through a large tree and cross the 
neighboring parcel. The existing electrical cables are hazardous and should be replaced. 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

In March of 2013, the City identified their goals and objectives for this project to be: 

1. Replace the existing substandard electrical, telephone and cable television service 
infrastructure to the Maysonnave Cottage residence for use as a possible vacation rental 
property; 
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2. Develop a proposed basis of design concept for the upgrade of the utility services and a 
new 125A 120/240V, single phase, three-wire service panel; 

3. The new utility services would be underground; and 

4. Determine public utility easement requirements for underground utility services. 

PRIOR EFFORTS 

Several years ago, the City started coordination with PG&E for providing a new, upgraded overhead 
electrical service to the Maysonnave Cottage. At the time this coordination effort started, the goal was to 
relocate the existing overhead service conductors to avoid the tree foliage and provide traffic clearance 
for large vehicles to the parking area behind 291 First Street East. 

The coordination efforts included utility engineering and design for the re-routing of the overhead 
electrical service and the obtainment of a new utility easement for the new routing above City-owned 
lands. This effort was never completed, and due to the extended time passed, the existing service 
upgrade application filed with PG&E is no longer valid and will be closed out. However, PG&E has 
already preformed a significant amount of design, engineering and service planning effort that has not yet 
been invoiced to the City. According to PG&E, the City will be responsible for these fees and charges 
regardless of future efforts. 

The fees already incurred by the City due to PG&E are estimated to be in the range of $8,000 to $10,000. 

PROJECT EVALUATION 

With consideration to the City’s goals and objectives, the existing conditions at the site, and the past effort 
already performed by PG&E, three options have been explored by GHD for presentation to the City: 

Option A – Leave existing services in place 

This is the lowest cost option and would require only minimal effort by the City to accomplish. 

The City has already requested PG&E to perform some preliminary design and engineering. Regardless 
of the future course of action, this effort must be eventually reconciled. Option A is to conclude this 
outstanding effort; resolve any outstanding utility fees and charges; and leave the existing overhead 
services as-is. 

However, the existing overhead service(s) are substandard, do not comply with current Codes and 
regulations, and may present a hazard to users of the property. The existing installation would remain 
operational due to “grandfathering” provisions. 

Option B – Provide new overhead services 

This is a medium cost option, but presents several technical hurdles. 

The City has already requested PG&E to perform some preliminary design and engineering. Regardless 
of the future course of action, this effort must be eventually reconciled. Option B is to conclude this 
outstanding effort; resolve any outstanding utility fees and charges; then restart the process with PG&E 
for a new, re-routed overhead service drop as originally planned. This would bring the overhead service 
lines into Code compliance. 
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This effort would involve the location and installation of up to two new joint utility service poles along 
Turkey Lane, as shown on Figure 1. A new weatherhead, service drop, metering enclosure and service 
panel would be set on the building exterior, and all interior branch circuits would be rerouted and/or 
extended to the new panel location. 

All new poles would be City owned and maintained, and must meet all of the requirements of PG&E 
Document 025055 (Requirements for Customer-Owned Poles). The location of new pole(s), alignment of 
the new overhead lines, location of various utility lines on the pole(s), and location of the actual service 
drops on the building would comply with the current standards of NFPA 70 (National Electrical Code), 
ANSI C2 (National Electrical Safety code), California General Order No.95 (Rules for Overhead Electric 
Line Construction), and the PG&E Greenbook Section 4 (Electric Service: Overhead). 

The existing PG&E transformer would be re-used, as well as all of the existing communication utility line 
connections. Only the routing of the service conductors and the customer service equipment would 
change. 

An overhead utility service easement (P.U.E.) would be required for Utility maintenance of the lines. This 
could be granted along the path of Turkey Lane. 

By routing the overhead lines along the property line, the tree trimming maintenance and aesthetic issues 
would be minimized. 

Option C – Provide new underground services 

This is a high cost option, and presents several technical issues. 

The City has already requested PG&E to perform some preliminary design and engineering. Regardless 
of the future course of action, this effort must be eventually reconciled. Option C is to conclude this 
outstanding effort; resolve any outstanding utility fees and charges; then restart the process with PG&E 
for a new, underground joint trench and service entrances to the Maysonnave Cottage. 

This effort would involve the installation of a new concrete encased joint utility trench and various utility 
manholes and access structures along Turkey Lane and across First Street East to the existing joint utility 
pole, as shown on Figure 2. 

The new underground installation would be Utility owned and City maintained, and must meet all of the 
requirements of NFPA 70 (National Electrical Code), ANSI C2 (National Electrical Safety code), California 
General Order No.128 (Rules for Underground Electric Supply and Communications Systems), and the 
PG&E Greenbook Section 3 (Electric Service: Underground). 

This installation would require trenching and excavation, conduit and substructure installation, utility 
inspection(s), compaction and backfill, surface paving repairs, and cable installation and termination. All 
utility services would have vertical risers at the existing pole. 

The existing PG&E transformer and service riser would be re-used. New risers for the communications 
utilities would be installed. All new customer service equipment would be needed, and some minor work 
would need to be performed within the Maysonnave cottage to reconnect existing devices to the new 
service locations. 
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An underground utility service easement (P.U.E.) would be required for Utility access of the underground 
installation. Typically, this type of easement will be five feet on either side of the proposed ductbank 
alignment. 

By routing the overhead lines along the property line, the tree trimming maintenance and aesthetic issues 
would be minimized. 

PROJECT SCHEDULING 

If either Option B or C are selected, utility coordination and engineering efforts would need to be 
restarted. Any utility coordination and engineering would need to be completed prior to releasing the 
project for bidding and construction. 

Should Option B be selected, the probable timeline for utility coordination and engineering design efforts 
involved in an overhead utility project of this scope will typically be 12 to 16 weeks. 

Should Option C be selected, the probable timeline for utility coordination and engineering efforts involved 
in designing an underground joint utility trench will typically be 18 to 32 weeks. 

OPINION OF PROBABLE COST 

A conceptual-level opinion of probable construction cost for the recommended options are summarized in 
Tables 1 through 3. 

Costs are based on 3rd quarter 2012 construction pricing (ENR Index = 9360) for the San Francisco Bay 
Area, rounded to even values. These costs are conceptual-level and intended for budgetary purposes 
only. Costs may be further refined during final design. 
Table 1 – Conceptual-Level Opinion of Probable Construction Cost: Option A – Existing Services 

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal 
            

1 PG&E service planning and 
coordination fees 1 LS      $        10,000  $     10,000

      
        Total  $ 10,000
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Table 2 – Conceptual-Level Opinion of Probable Construction Cost: Option B – New Overhead Services 

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal 
            

1 PG&E service planning and 
coordination fees 1 LS      $        15,000  $     15,000

2 CATV service planning and 
coordination fees 1 LS      $          5,000  $       5,000

3 Telco service planning and 
coordination fees 1 LS     $         5,000  $       5,000

4 Customer owned joint utility poles 2 EA      $          1,000  $       2,000
5 Overhead PG&E service conductors 200 FT      $                 5     $       1,000 
6 PG&E service weather-head 1 EA      $             275  $          275
7 120/240V panel 1 EA      $          2,225  $       2,225
8 Reconnect (E) circuits to panel 20 EA     $             200  $       4,000
8 Overhead CATV service conductors 200  FT      $            1.35  $          270

10 Reconnect (E) CATV service 1 LS      $             250  $          250
11 Overhead Telco service conductors 200 FT      $            4.55  $          910
12 Reconnect (E) Telco service 1 LS      $             250  $          250

      

        
Subtotal 

(Rounded)  $     36,200

  
  

Contractor 
Overhead & 
Profit (20%) 

(Rounded) $      7,240

  
  

Design 
Contingency 

(30%) 
(Rounded)  $    10,860

City Construction Administration (5%) (Rounded) $      1,810
  

      Total (Rounded)  $    56,110
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Table 3 – Conceptual-Level Opinion of Probable Construction Cost: Option C – New Underground Services 

Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Subtotal 
            

1 PG&E service planning and 
coordination fees 1 LS      $        20,000  $     20,000

2 CATV service planning and 
coordination fees 1 LS      $          5,000  $       5,000

3 Telco service planning and 
coordination fees 1 LS     $          5,000  $       5,000

4 CATV service riser at (E) pole 1 LS      $          1,500  $       1,500
5 Telco service riser at (E) pole 1 LS      $          1,500  $       1,500
6 Utility manholes 6 EA      $          2,500  $     15,000  
7 Joint utility duct-bank 200 FT      $              25  $       5,000  
8 Surface repairs 580 sq ft     $                5  $       2,900

9 Underground PG&E service 
conductors 200 FT      $          21.20  $       4,240

10 PG&E service stub-up 1 EA      $          1,000  $       1,000
11 120/240V panel 1 EA      $          2,225  $       2,225
12 Reconnect (E) circuits to panel 20 EA      $             200  $       4,000
13 Underground CATV conductors 200 FT      $           1.81  $          362
14 CATV service stub-up 1 EA      $            500  $          500
15 Reconnect (E) CATV service 1 LS      $            250  $          250
16 Underground Telco conductors 200 FT      $         15.75  $       3,150
17 Telco service stub-up 1 EA      $            500  $          500
18 Reconnect (E) Telco service 1 LS      $            250  $          250

      

        
Subtotal 

(Rounded)  $     72,400

  
  

Contractor 
Overhead & 
Profit (20%) 

(Rounded)  $   14,480

  
  

Design 
Contingency 

(30%) 
(Rounded)  $   21,720

City Construction Administration (5%) (Rounded) $     3,620
  

      Total $  112,220
 



Figure 1: Proposed Option B Alternative for Utility Services 
289 First Street East, Sonoma

(N) Joint 
Utility Pole

(N) Joint 
Utility Pole

(N) Overhead Utility  
Services Cables

(N) Service Feeds at  
Maysonnave Cottage



Figure 2: Proposed Option C Alternative for Utility Services 
289 First Street East, Sonoma

Utility Riser(s)  
on (E) Pole

Turkey Lane (Private Drive)

(N) Underground 
Utility Pull Boxes

(N) Underground Utility Service  
Conduit in Joint Duct Bank

(N) Service Feeds at  
Maysonnave Cottage
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City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
8B 
 
11-4-2013 

 
Department 

Administration 

Staff Contact  
Carol E. Giovanatto, City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Discussion, Consideration and Possible Action to Adopt a Resolution Approving the Second 
Amendment to Joint Powers Agreement Between the City of Sonoma and Sonoma County Waste 
Management Agency to Deal with Waste Management Issues 

Summary 
At the October 16, 2013 Agency Board meeting, language was approved for a proposed “Second 
Amendment” to the Sonoma County Waste Management Agency’s[SCWMA] original JPA 
Agreement. 

In order to take effect, this “Second Amendment” requires approving resolutions from all members’ 
governing jurisdictions.  On order to adopt an amendment to the agreement, all ten members’ 
governing bodies must approve the amendment IN EXACTLY THE SAME FORM. No changes to 
the language are permitted.  The SCWMA JPA Board will be taking action on this item at their 
regular meeting scheduled for November 20. 

 

Recommended Council Action 
Adopt the resolution approving the Amendment to the SCWMA JPA 

Alternative Actions 
Do Not Approve Second Amendment 

Request Additional Information 

Financial Impact 
Undetermined 

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

Attachments: 
Redlined version of changes 
Resolution 
Second Amendment 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Alignment with Council Goals:   

N/A 

cc: 
 

 





CITY OF SONOMA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. __ - 2013 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SONOMA 
APPROVING THE SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE CITIES OF SONOMA COUNTY AND SONOMA COUNTY FOR A JOINT 

POWERS AGENCY TO DEAL WITH WASTE MANAGEMENT ISSUES 
 
 
 

WHEREAS, The City of Sonoma approved and entered into an agreement between the 
cities of Sonoma County and Sonoma County for a joint powers agency to deal with waste 
management issues in 1992; and 

 
WHEREAS, It has become necessary to clarify certain provisions of the agreement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the attached Second Amendment clarifies the current interpretation that the 

Agency may adopt ordinances and that members may elect not to participate in any program, 
even those enacted by ordinance . 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Sonoma 

hereby approves the Second Amendment to the Agreement Between the Cities of Sonoma 
County and Sonoma County for a Joint Powers Agency to Deal With Waste Management 
Issues  and authorizes the City Manager to sign the Amendment. 

 
ADOPTED this 4th day of November 2013 by the following vote: 

 
  AYES:    
  NOES:    
  ABSENT:  
 
 
 
       ________________________________ 
       Ken Brown, Mayor 
 
       ATTEST: 
 
       ________________________________ 
       Gay Johann, City Clerk 
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SECOND AMENDMENT TO  
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITIES OF SONOMA COUNTY AND SONOMA 

COUNTY FOR A JOINT POWERS AGENCY TO DEAL WITH WASTE 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

  THIS SECOND AMENDMENT (“AMENDMENT”) to the Agreement Between 
the Cities of Sonoma County and Sonoma County for a Joint Powers Agency to Deal with Waste 
Management Issues, dated as of ___________, 201_, is by and between the Cities and Town of 
Sonoma County and the County of Sonoma.     

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the Cities and Town of Sonoma County and the County of Sonoma entered into that 
certain Agreement Between the Cities of Sonoma County and Sonoma County for a Joint Powers 
Agency to Deal with Waste Management Issues (Agreement”); and 

WHEREAS, it has become necessary to clarify certain provisions of the Agreement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which 
are hereby acknowledged, the parties do agree as follows: 

AGREEMENT 

1. Section 2 of the Agreement (Purpose of Agreement) is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 
 
“Section 2.  Purpose of Agreement 
 
The purpose of this Agreement is to create the Sonoma County Waste Management 
Agency and to describe the terms and provisions by which the Agency will handle the 
four (4) initial programs: (1) household hazardous waste; (2) wood waste; (3) yard 
waste that otherwise would go to a landfill; and (4) education about the Agency’s 
programs. Pursuant to the terms of this Agreement, the Participants may agree, in 
writing, to additional duties, responsibilities, and programs, including any program 
enacted by ordinance.   Each Participant executing this Agreement may elect to 
participate in any or all of the Agency’s non-core programs, including any single use 
carryout bag ordinance.  Core programs are defined to be household hazardous waste, 
wood waste, yard waste, education and required reporting.  Should any Participant 
elect to not participate in a non-core program, including any single use carryout bag 
ordinance, there will be no reduction in the Participant’s fiscal participation.” 
     

2. Section 14 of the Agreement (Joint Powers Agency Authority to Adopt Regulations) 
is hereby amended to read as follows:  
 
“Section 14.    Joint Powers Agency Authority to Adopt Regulations 
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Participants agree that the primary purpose of this Agreement is to create an Agency 
to treat wood waste and yard waste, to collect, store, and dispose of household 
hazardous waste, to educate the public regarding waste issues, and, pursuant to the 
terms of this Agreement, including any Amendments, to adopt any future programs 
the Board determines are needed or desirable.  The Joint Powers Agency may, from 
time to time, adopt uniform rules and regulations, in any form, including orders, 
resolutions and ordinances, to carry out these purposes.”   

 
3. Except to the extent the Agreement is specifically amended hereby, the Agreement, 

together with exhibits and the First Amendment is, and shall continue to be, in full 
force and effect as originally executed, and nothing contained herein shall be 
construed to modify, invalidate or otherwise affect any provision of the Agreement or 
any right of the Agency arising thereunder. 
 

4. This Amendment shall be governed by and construed under the laws of the State of 
California and any action to enforce the terms of this Amendment or for the breach 
thereof shall be brought and tried in the County of Sonoma.   
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Participants have caused this Amendment to be executed by their 
respective governing officials duly authorized by resolution of their respective legislative bodies. 
 
CITY OF CLOVERDALE    ATTESTED: 
By:  _________________________   _________________________ 
Its:  _________________________      City Clerk 
 
CITY OF COTATI     ATTESTED: 
By:  _________________________   _________________________ 
Its:  _________________________      City Clerk 
 
CITY OF HEALDSBURG    ATTESTED: 
By:  _________________________   _________________________ 
Its:  _________________________      City Clerk 
 
CITY OF PETALUMA    ATTESTED: 
By:  _________________________   _________________________ 
Its:  _________________________      City Clerk 
 
 
CITY OF ROHNERT PARK    ATTESTED: 
By:  _________________________   _________________________ 
Its:  _________________________      City Clerk 
 
CITY OF SANTA ROSA    ATTESTED: 
By:  _________________________   _________________________ 
Its:  _________________________      City Clerk 
 
CITY OF SEBASTOPOL    ATTESTED: 
By:  _________________________   _________________________ 
Its:  _________________________      City Clerk 
 
CITY OF SONOMA     ATTESTED: 
By:  _________________________   _________________________ 
Its:  _________________________      City Clerk 
 
COUNTY OF SONOMA    ATTESTED: 
By:  _________________________   _________________________ 
Its:  _________________________      City Clerk 
 
TOWN OF WINDSOR    ATTESTED: 
By:  _________________________   _________________________ 
Its:  _________________________      City Clerk 
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Agenda Item Summary 

 
City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
8C 
 
11/4/2013 

 
Department 

Administration 

Staff Contact  
Carol E. Giovanatto, City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Discussion, Consideration and Possible Action Supporting a Resolution to Modify the Method of 
Reassessing Commercial Property Under Proposition 13 [Councilmember Barbose] 

Summary 
Councilmember Barbose is requesting Council support of a resolution which supports efforts to 
modify how the value of commercial properties in California are reassessed to allow for more regular 
commercial property value reassessment; that tax revenues generated by modernizing how 
commercial property is reassessed benefit local schools and not accrue to the State of California as 
General Fund savings 

Recommended Council Action 
Council Discretion 

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: 
Resolution 
Fact Sheet 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Alignment with Council Goals:   

N/A 

cc: 
 

 



CITY OF SONOMA 
 

RESOLUTION NO. XX - 2013 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF  
SONOMA SUPPORTING THE EFFORTS TO CLOSE THE COMMERCIAL 

 PROPERTY LOOPHOLE UNDER PROPOSITION 13 
 

 
WHEREAS, voters in the state of California approved Proposition 13 in 1978; and 
  
WHEREAS, Proposition 13 created limits on the property taxes paid by residential and 
commercial properties; and 
  
WHEREAS, residential and commercial property values in California are reassessed upon 
change of ownership; and 
  
WHEREAS, owners of commercial real estate have benefited under current reassessment rules 
in that if a corporation owning commercial property is sold or merged with another corporation, 
but the property it owns stays deeded to the corporation, ownership of the property effectively 
changes without triggering a reassessment of the property; and 
  
WHEREAS, corporations often avoid reassessment of their property by limiting the portion of 
ownership that changes hands to ensure that no single party owns more than 50 percent; and 
  
WHEREAS, property taxes are a stable funding source for local government and public schools; 
and 
  
WHEREAS, since the passage of Proposition 13, the State of California has assumed a greater 
role in the funding of public schools; and 
  
WHEREAS, public schools in California face challenges educating a student population with 
vast differences in language, poverty, parental education level, and other social, educational 
and economic factors; and 
  
WHEREAS, modifying the method of reassessing commercial property would net needed 
additional resources for public schools; therefore 
  
BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Sonoma supports efforts to modify how the value of 
commercial properties in California are reassessed to allow for more regular commercial 
property value reassessment; that tax revenues generated by modernizing how commercial 
property is reassessed benefit local schools and not accrue to the State of California as General 
Fund savings. 
  
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 4th day of November 2013 by the following vote: 
 
   AYES:   
   NOES:   
   ABSENT:  
       _____________________________ 
       Ken Brown, Mayor 
 
       ATTEST: 
       _____________________________ 
       Gay Johann, City Clerk 

 



 

California Public Education in Decline 
 
Since Prop. 13, K-12 Public Schools Have Gone from Best to Worst 

 
• California schools were among the best in the 1960s and are now ranked last in the 

nation in class size and number of librarians per student.  
 

• California class sizes are about 50% larger than the rest of the U.S. 
 

• California is 49th in the nation for spending-per-pupil and spending as a share of 
income. 

 
• From 2007 to 2011 education funding was cut by 11%, forcing California schools to 

lay off 32,000 teachers. 
 

California’s Per Student Spending Lags the Rest of the US by $2,500 
CA K-12 Spending Per Student Minus K-12 Spending in Rest of US (2012-23 Dollars). 

 
 

Prop 13 Has Decimated Higher Education 
 
• From 2008 to 2012 Sacramento cut $2.65 billion (a 27% budget cut) from UC, CSU, 

and community colleges.  
 

• Funding cuts have made higher education less affordable. Tuition at CSU doubled 
from 2007 to 2011 while tuition at UC doubled from 2005 to 2011. 
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City Council Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
8D 
 
11/4/2013 

 
Department 

Administration 

Staff Contact  
Carol E. Giovanatto, City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Discussion, Consideration and Possible Action to Direct Mayor to Open Negotiations with City 
Manager for a Successor Employment Contract 

Summary 
On December 13, 2012, the City Council appointed me to the position of City Manager for the City of 
Sonoma for a term of one-year.  I continue to be focused on my duties and I believe I have 
represented the City well for the past 10 months.  As stated in my Employment Agreement, “At least 
thirty [30] days prior to the end of the term of the Agreement [December 12, 2013], the City Council 
shall give Employee [Me] written notice stating whether the City Council intends to allow the 
agreement to expire without renewing its term or to extend the term of the agreement.  If the City 
Council states that it desires to extend or renew the term of the agreement, it shall do so 
conditionally, stating that any such extension or renewal shall be subject to the parties reaching 
agreement on the terms and conditions of any such extension or renewal, and inviting Employee to 
discuss any such terms and conditions with the Mayor as soon as it is practicable, with the object of 
reaching agreement.”  In keeping with the terms of the agreement, Council should determine 
whether you wish to enter negotiations for a successor contract and direct the Mayor to open 
negotiations on a new contract. 

Recommended Council Action 
Council discretion. 

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: 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Alignment with Council Goals:   

 

cc: 
 

 



 

  

Department 
Administration 

Staff Contact 
 Gay Johann, City Clerk/Assistant to the City Manager 

Agenda Item Title 
Councilmembers’ Reports on Committee Activities. 

Summary 
Council members will report on activities, if any, of the various committees to which they are assigned. 

MAYOR BROWN MPT. ROUSE CLM. BARBOSE CLM. COOK CLM. GALLIAN 

AB939 Local Task Force ABAG Alternate Cittaslow Sonoma Valley 
Advisory Council, Alt. 

Cemetery Subcommittee ABAG Delegate 

Oversight Board to the 
Dissolved CDA 

City Audit Committee North Bay Watershed 
Association 

City Facilities Committee Cemetery Subcommittee 

Sonoma Community Center 
Subcommittee 

City Facilities Committee Sonoma Community Center 
Subcommittee 

LOCC North Bay Division 
Liaison 

Cittaslow Sonoma Valley 
Advisory Council 

Sonoma County Health 
Action 

Sonoma County Mayors &  
Clm. Assoc. BOD 

Sonoma County 
Transportation Authority & 
Regional Climate Protection 
Authority, Alternate 

Oversight Board to the 
Dissolved CDA, Alt. 

City Audit Committee 

Sonoma County Mayors &  
Clm. Assoc. BOD 

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

Sonoma County Waste 
Management Agency 

Sonoma County M & C 
Assoc. Legislative 
Committee 

LOCC North Bay Division 
Liaison, Alternate 

Sonoma Disaster Council Sonoma Disaster Council, 
Alternate 

Sonoma County/City Solid 
Waste Advisory Group 
(SWAG) 

S. V. Library Advisory 
Committee 

Sonoma County 
Transportation Authority & 
Regional Climate Protection 
Authority 

Sonoma Housing 
Corporation 

Sonoma Housing 
Corporation 

VOM Water District Ad Hoc 
Committee, Alternate 

Sonoma Clean Power Alt. 
(09/04/13) 

 

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

S. V. Citizens Advisory 
Commission 

Sonoma Valley Citizens 
Advisory Comm. Alt. 

Water Advisory Committee, 
Alternate 

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

S.V.C. Sanitation District 
BOD 

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

Sonoma Clean Power 
(7/15/13) 

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

S.V. Economic 
Development Steering 
Committee 

S.V. Economic 
Development Steering 
Committee, Alt. 

  VOM Water District Ad Hoc 
Committee 

S.V. Fire & Rescue 
Authority Oversight 
Committee 

S.V. Fire & Rescue 
Authority Oversight 
Committee 

  Water Advisory Committee 

S. V. Library Advisory 
Committee, Alternate 

    

Substance Abuse 
Prevention Coalition 

    

 

 

Recommended Council Action – Receive Reports  

Attachments:  None 
 

Agenda Item:          10A 
Meeting Date:          11/04/2013 

City of Sonoma 
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