












































From: Jerilyn Boyd
To: City Council
Subject: Please Uphold the Hillside Appeal and Respect the Code
Date: Thursday, February 22, 2018 10:17:29 PM

Name Jerilyn Boyd

Email jerilynboyd511@hotmail.com

Phone 5416430228

Mayor Agrimonti and members of our City Council:

| strongly urge you to uphold the appeal of the approval of the hillside residential compounds.
There are many issues with these projects, including the fact they do not comply with the
Hillside Development Code, as recently clarified by your predecessors who drafted and
passed the code in 2003. As you know, hillsides in Sonoma are sacred, and form the scenic,
undisturbed backdrop of our Plaza and town. Our code was put into place to protect them.

| respectfully encourage you to respect our code and protect these hillsides by upholding the
appeal, requiring a full Environmental Impact Report for any new applications, and to send any
new applications back to the Planning Commission.


mailto:citycouncil@sonomacity.org
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Chapter 5

PuBLic SAFETY ELEMENT

his element is required by State law for the

purpose of ensuring that public health and

safety considerations are incorporated into
the community’s long-range planning. The Public
Safety Element must identify and evaluate natural and
human-caused hazards present or potentially present
in the community, and it must establish appropriate
goals, policies, and implementation measures neces-
sary to reduce risks to persons and property to ac-
ceptable levels. Hazards present in the Planning Area
are summarized in this element and discussed further

in the General Plan Background Report.
PoteENnTIAL RISKS

The most significant hazards within the Planning Area
are associated with earthquakes, fires, hazardous ma-
terials, and flooding (see Figures PS-1 and PS-2).The
risks posed by these hazards are summarized as fol-

lows:

* Earthquakes pose the most serious potential
threat in the Planning Area, particularly the city,
as urban areas are more prone to damage than
less developed areas (see Table PS-1 and Figure
PS-1). Although no known faults lie cross the
Planning Area, Sonoma County is traversed by
seven active or potentially active faults, includ-
ing the San Andreas fault, the Tolay fault and the
Healdsburg/Rodgers Creek fault. The Rodgers
Creek fault, which has been identified as an ex-
tension of the Hayward fault, lies closest to the
Planning Area and represents a significant earth-

quake risk.

Table PS-1: 30-Year Earthquake Probabilities

Fault Segment 30-ye.a-r Charact_eristic
Probability Magnitude

Healdsburg/Rodgers Creek 22% 7.1
Hayward

Northern Segment 28% 7.1

Southern Segment 23% 7.1
San Andreas

North Coast Segment 2% 8.0

San Francisco Segment 23% 71

Source: ABAG, On Shaky Ground, 1995.

¢ Fires, both urban and wildland, pose a significant
potential threat. The closely packed wood-frame
buildings around the Plaza, many of them with-
out sprinklers, raise a particular concern. The
risk of structure fires may increase in the future
due to changes in land use patterns, such as an in-
creased emphasis on infill and planned unit devel-
opments, if not mitigated through site planning
and building design and retrofit requirements.
The risk of a widespread structure fire is related
to seismic risks in that major earthquakes in ur-
ban areas often cause conflagrations and make

firefighting more difficult.

*  The level of hazardous materials use and stor-
age within the Planning Area is estimated to be
relatively low. The area most likely to suffer an
accident involving hazardous materials is the in-
dustrial strip along Eighth Street East and the
Highway 12 corridor, along which hazardous

materials may be transported; however, such an
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accident could occur almost anywhere. At pres-
ent, the risk of a large-scale incident is consid-

ered minor.

* Flooding, even at its worst, presents only local-
ized threats to property and little or no threat
to life. Although some local urbanized areas lie
within the roo-year floodplain mapped by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, flood
water heights rarely exceed one-to-two feet and
flood control improvements have eliminated

many former problems.

Although the risks posed by these hazards are expect-
ed to increase with population growth—simply be-
cause more people will be exposed to them, medical
emergencies present the greatest risk that most So-
nomans face. Medical aid is provided by Sonoma Val-
ley FireMed, an ambulance service operated through
the City Fire Department. By employing firefighter/
paramedics, the Fire Department has both improved
its emergency medical service to the community and

upgraded its firefighting capabilities.

The General Plan seeks to reduce risks to life and
property through a variety of techniques but em-
phasizes prevention as the least expensive and most
effective method. For example, the land use pattern
established in the General Plan minimizes risk by as-
signing very low densities to floodplains and hillsides.
A framework of risk reduction and hazard prevention
is set forth in the goals, policies and implementation

programs that follow.
EMERGENCY PLAN

An up-to-date emergency plan is vital to respond ef-
fectively to large-scale emergencies, such as earth-
quakes and flooding. The adoption of a local emer-
gency plan is required by the State and federal gov-
ernments as a prerequisite to obtaining disaster relief

funds following an event. It is not enough to have an

Figure PS-1: Groundshaking and Liquifaction Potential

B Viii-Very Strong

|:| VII-Strong

Shaking Intensity, Modified Mercalli
Intensity Shaking Severity Level

I High Hazard
[_]| Moderate
|:| Very Low

Liquifaction Hazard level

Simulated shaking intensity expected from a magnitude
7.0 earthquake on the Rodgers Creek fault.

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments.

adopted plan, however. Those who will use the plan in
the event of an emergency must be familiar with the
plan and the directions it contains. The regular ex-
ercise of simulations, especially in coordination with
other responders, is critical to ensuring a successful

response in the event of an actual emergency.

Accordingly, the City maintains a response plan based
on the principles of the Standardized Emergency
Management System. This system provides a flexible
structure for responding to emergencies of any size
or nature, while ensuring full coordination with out-

side agencies. The system is designed to be expanded
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Table PS-2: Important Buildings and Earthquake Readiness

Structure Description of Condition

Critical Emergency Buildings

A new Fire Station was constructed on 2003 and is in conformance with all applicable seismic safety stan-
dards.

Completed in 1981, this structure is no longer in strict compliance with applicable seismic safety standards.
It is scheduled for renovation in 2006/07.

The original structure was built in the 1950's but has since been expanded. In 1981 some of the buildings

Fire Station

Police Department Council
Chambers

Sonoma Valley

Hospital were strengthened to comply with seismic safety standards. The oldest area of the complex does not,
however, comply with state seismic standards applicable to hospitals.
City Hall Built in 1908, this historic stone and mortar structure was seismically upgraded in 1987.

High Priority Buildings

Public Schools Prestwood and Sassarini Elementary Schools, Adele Harrison Middle School, and Sonoma Valley High
School are all located within city limits. All were built since 1952, except for the main building of the high

school (which was reinforced in compliance with the Field Act) and all are considered earthquake safe.

Convalescent The convalescent hospitals and rest homes within the Planning Area are single story structures of recent
Hospitals construction and therefore have moderate to high earthquake resistance.

Sebastiani The theater, located across from the Plaza, was built in the 1930's. Seismic retrofit has not been required
Theater because the building has a steel-reinforced structure.

A former school, this originally unreinforced brick and concrete structure now houses a variety of com-
munity groups. The seismic renovation of this structure was completed in 1989.

Community Center

Sonoma Valley County
Library

Post Office and
Veterans' Memorial

Constructed in 1977-78, this building is considered earthquake safe.

These two single-story buildings, built since 1952, are considered only minimally susceptible to earthquake
damage.

Source: City of Sonoma.

in an organized, modular fashion, as circumstances of earthquakes, fire, and flooding. The Environmen-

require. The City conducts periodic simulation ex- tal Resources Element and the Public Safety Element

ercises, regularly trains key personnel in Standard-
ized Emergency Management System principles, and
maintains state-of-the-art facilities to enable swift, ef-

fective responses to specific tasks and situations.
CoorpINATION WITH OTHER ELEMENTS

The Public Safety Element is most closely related
to the Community Development Element and the
Environmental Resources Element. Development
allowed through the land use designations defined
in the Community Development Element and de-
lineated on the Land Use Plan is subject to policies
and implementation measures set forth in the Public
Safety Element with regard to ensuring construction

that protects structures and people from the effects

complement each other by limiting development ad-
jacent to creeks, restrictions that both prevent flood

damage and protect riparian resources.
Goats, POLICIES, AND IMPLEMENTATION

The goals, policies, and implementation measures of
the Public Safety Element, as set forth in Table PS-3,
target hazards in the Planning Area to minimize risks
to life and property through prevention, prepared-
ness, and education. Because it is neither physically
nor financially feasible to eliminate all risk, the fol-
lowing policies and implementation measures seek
a balance whereby risks are reduced to acceptable
levels without either unwarranted expense or undue

infringement of property rights.
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Table PS-3: Goals, Policies, and Implementation Measures

Goal PS-1: Minimize risks to life and property associated with seismic and other geologic hazards, fire, hazardous
materials, and flooding.

Policies Implementation Measures

1.1 Require development to be designed and construct- | 1.1.1 Require development to incorporate measures that
ed in a manner that reduces the potential for dam- mitigate risks associated with seismic, geologic, fire,
age and injury from natural and human causes to or flood hazards to acceptable levels.
the extent possible.

1.2 Comply with State-mandated upgrades of unrein- | 1.2.1 Require all development—including post-earth-
forced masonry structures. quake building replacement, reconstruction, and re-

habilitation—to be constructed in accordance with
the latest State- and City-adopted seismic and build-
ing codes.

1.2.2 Provide technical assistance to owners of structures
that require rehabilitation to meet adopted seismic
safety and building codes.

1.2.3 Complete the City seismic retrofit program.

1.3 Ensure that all development projects provide ad- | 1.3.1 Review all proposed projects for adequacy of fire
equate fire protection. protection, including:

® Response time

e Emergency access, water supply, and fire flow,
e \egetation clearance and visible addressing,

e Spacing between buildings,

e Construction materials, and

e Refuse removal.

1.3.2 Develop and implement standards of coverage for
fire protection.

1.3.3 Implement fire sprinkler requirements in new devel-
opment and redevelopment.

1.4  Coordinate and maximize emergency medical ser- | 1.4.1 Pursue the continued coordination of fire services
vice and firefighting capabilities in the city and So- through the Joint Powers Agreement with the Valley
noma Valley. of Moon Fire District.

1.4.2 Maintain mutual and automatic aid agreements and
continue joint training exercises with fire depart-
ments in Sonoma Valley.

1.4.3 Work with Schell-Vista Fire District to monitor fire
safety and hazardous material use, storage, and
transport in the Eighth Street East area.

1.4.4 Hire personnel certified as both firefighters and para-
medics, and train and utilize volunteer fire-fighters
to the extent feasible.

1.5 Maintain an Insurance Service Organization fire de- | See measures 1.3.1-1.4.4, above.

partment rating of 4 or better (where 1 is the high-
est possible mark of effective response on a scale to
10).
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Table PS-3: Goals, Policies, and Implementation Measures, Con't.

Policies

Implementation Measures

1.6

Ensure that all operations that use, store, and/or
transport hazardous materials to comply with all ap-
plicable regulations.

1.6.1

Maintain contingency plans for responding to spills,
accidents, and fires involving hazardous materials.

16.2

Provide information to assist businesses in comply-
ing with regulations regarding use, storage, and
transport of hazardous materials.

1.7

Reduce the potential for local flooding to the extent
possible.

1.71

Upgrade and expand the storm drain system to pro-
vide added capacity that will alleviate flooding po-
tential.

1.7.2

Work with the Sonoma County Water Agency to de-
velop environmentally acceptable methods of reduc-
ing or preventing flooding.

173

Require a hydrologic study and adequate mitiga-
tion for any development proposed in the 100-year
floodplain.

1.7.4

New development shall be evaluated in terms of the
adequacy of proposed storm drain improvements,
shall contribute, as applicable to the implementa-
tion of the Sonoma Area Master Drainage Plan, and
shall comply with Water Agency design criteria. Best
management practices shall be required, as applica-
ble, to reduce or mitigate the volume, concentration
and velocity of run-off.

Goal PS-2: Assure that essential emergency and public services will function effectively in a disaster.

2.1 Use the Standardized Emergency Management Sys- | 2.1.1 Review, update, and test the City Emergency Plan
tem as the basis for emergency planning. as necessary, and train prevention and response
personnel in utilizing the Standardized Emergency
Management System and the emergency operations
center.
2.2 Promote awareness of the City Emergency Plan and | 2.2.2 Offer regular public education programs in emer-
effective public response to a major event. gency safety and hazard response.
2.3 Coordinate emergency planning with appropriate | See measure 2.1.1, above.

jurisdictions, agencies, and groups.




From: Jonathan Clark

To: Madolyn Agrimonti; david@cvmgrapes.com; City Council; Gary Edwards; Amy Harrington; Rachel Hundley; Cathy
Capriola; jwalter@walterpistole.com; David Goodison

Subject: 4th / Brazil development projects - study attached

Date: Friday, February 23, 2018 2:04:27 PM

Attachments: 4th and Brazil Pad Lot Size Study and Visibility Review.pdf

Dear Mayor and Council Members,

I'll try to be brief and factual, as | expect you are receiving alot of correspondence on this
matter.

| am aneighbor (164 4th St) and have had discussions with the developer and his architect
regarding these projects. Asan engineer and property developer, | have experience with
development code and building processes.

| have had a chance to review the applicants latest plans with their architect and have
performed my own study to better understand correctness. | have also reviewed the language
of the development code with areal-estate attorney to try to correct interpret the language. In
short, | have found significant errors in the applicant's pad size calculations and | believe their
images artificially minimize the visibility of these projects (see attached).

Assuch, | believe it is appropriate for the council to:
1. Provide their own interpretation of the development code

a. Isthere a5000 sgft pad size limit in total per lot as attested by previous city council
members, or can alot have any number of 5000 sgft pads as the applicants claim

b. What isincluded in the pad size calculation? The code appears to include parking, yard,
and structures. The applicants are not including parking, pools, yard, elevated framing, or
footings and walls for raised structures

2. Decide appropriate action for these 3 development projects

a. Send back to planning committee based on above interpretations?

b. Isan EIR required? Asshown in attached, the visibility images provided are probably not
reflective of the finished state, as well issues relating to water run-off and CEQA have been
raised. An unbiased 3rd party needs to provide more in depth detail in order for the
community to have a better comfort level. As shown, these projects would affect alarge
percentage of Sonoma's Hillside Zone.

| expect council members do not have time to perform a deep analysis on their own, so | have
attached a PDF which briefly details the results of this study. | have found a number of other
issues which I'm happy to share, but believe this should be enough for you to act upon.

I would be happy to answer any questions you might have prior to the meeting next week.
Thank you for your consideration,

Jonathan Clark

164 4th St E, Sonoma
415-819-8919


mailto:madolyn.agrimonti@sonomacity.org
mailto:david@cvmgrapes.com
mailto:citycouncil@sonomacity.org
mailto:gary.edwards@sonomacity.org
mailto:amy.harrington@sonomacity.org
mailto:rachel.hundley@sonomacity.org
mailto:ccapriola@sonomacity.org
mailto:ccapriola@sonomacity.org
mailto:jwalter@walterpistole.com
mailto:davidg@sonomacity.org

Pad Lot Size Study

Executive Summary:
- Lot 149 pad size represented by developer as 4,539 sf but should be ~20,779 sf
- Lot 227 pad size represented by developer as 4,985 sf but should be ~8,046 sf
- Lot 228 pad size represented by developer as 4,710 sf but should be ~20,061 sf

See following pages for more detail





Pad size calculations and Development Code states:

‘Lot pad grading should be limited to the boundaries of the structure’s foundation, vehicle
parking space and a yard area as shown on the approved grading plan. Pads should not
exceed 5,000 square feet in total area.”

From this, pad size calculations should include:

1. Structure’s foundation
2. Vehicle parking space (covered and uncovered)
3. Yard area

“a yard area” is specifically mentioned for “lot pad grading”, it cannot refer only to
concrete foundations but must also apply to all graded areas (i.e. earth pads). The code
also does not distinguish between previously graded areas and newly graded areas - the
total limit is cumulative not incremental.





Lot 149 - 4th St E, pad size according to developer

Claimed pad size:
4,539 square feet

PROPOSED GRADED PAD AREAS SITE COVERAGE
1 residence = 3,635 sf allowable

2 garage =904 sf proposed
TOTAL = 4,539 sf

PROPOSED ELEVATED FRAMING AREAS

3 residence

4 barn

5 main terrace
6 firepit terrace

PROPOSED PREVIOUSLY GRADED AREAS

7 poolterrace
8 barnterrace
9 barn screened porch

P\
7 -

\\‘\\\\

P \\\
P
4 “‘
« ; A\ ‘\\\\\\ ‘\

p

\\\\\\\\ sy

8,315 sf

=
= 15,000 sf

___access road -






Lot 149 - Elevated Framing

Developer removes 6,554 sf of graded pad due to use of elevated framing
But elevated framing still has pads, typical Pad Foundation blocks are shown below. For structures
requiring earthquake protection, size and number of pads increases.

TBlocks
8"x 8"x 16 : Blocks 8"x 8"x 16"

Pads
24"x 24"x 4"

Pads
24"x 24"x 4"

(side view) (top view)

Pad size required to support footings could be more than 15% of area. More details
from structural engineer is needed to access this component.





Lot 149 - Elevated Framing, continued

Perimeter foundations around elevated framing are not counted by developer but occupy significant pad space in drawings.
More details from structural engineer is needed to access this component. Allocating 0 sqft for this is a big oversight.






149 - 4th St, actual pad size

Developer only counting s
areas in blue, but should 008490
be everything in red °

Developer excluded:

- Lawn 4,120 sf
- Pool, terraces, porch 3,951 sf
- Uncovered parking 5,389 sf
- Courtyard 1,142 sf
- Elevated framing walls 655 sf
(estimated at 10% of elevated framing) o
- Elevated framing footings 983 sf

(estimated at 15% coverage
of 6,554 total elevated framing)

Including these pad size is actually:

- 20,779 square feet

>4 X larger than allowed pad size






Lot 227 Brazil St. Pad size according to developer

Claimed pad size:
4,985 square feet

PROPOSED PAD AREAS

1 residence = 2,464 sf
2 garage =705 sf
3 enftry terrace =153 sf
4 main ferrace above lower level =909 sf
5 lower level pool deck =754 sf
TOTAL = 4,985 sf

PROPOSED ELEVATED FRAMING AREAS
6 master terrace above lower level






Lot 227, actual pad size

Developer excluded:

- Rear yard grading 371 sf

- Pool 995 sf

- Uncovered parking 1564 sf

- Elevated framing walls 52 sf
(estimated at 10% of elevated framing)

- Elevated framing footings 79 sf

(estimated at 15% coverage
of 526 total elevated framing)

Including these pad size is actually:

- 8,046 square feet





Lot 228 Brazil St. Pad size according to developer

Claimed pad size:
4,710 square feet

PROPOSED PADS AREAS

1 residence =2,765 sf
2 garage = 737sf
3 pool terrace = 444 sf
4 firepit terrace =764 sf
TOTAL = 4,710 sf

PROPOSED ELEVATED FRAMING AREAS

5 dining terrace above lower level
6 master terrace above lower level






Lot 228, actual pad size

Developer excluded:

- Rear yard grading 4,145 sf

- Front yard grading 8,100 sf

- Pool 865 sf

- Uncovered parking 1,634 sf

- Elevated framing walls 243 sf
(estimated at 10% of elevated framing)

- Elevated framing footings 364 sf

(estimated at 15% coverage
of 2431 total elevated framing)

Including these pad size is actually:

- 20,061 square feet





A look at disturbed earth for all 3 projects

Entire Sonoma Hillside Zone

Brazil Street

Second Street East
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L ] As presented
Applicants minimize the visual impact artificially:

- Inimages, only a few pixels are dedicated to
showing the homes which is not reflective of
what the eye can see.

- Incorrect modeling of foliage transparency.
Upon examination of photographs created
by applicants, trees with 0% transparency
are used to obscure views of houses. In
reality tops of trees have a fair amount of
transparency.

More realistic
representation

- Images without tree cover should be made
available. In many cities, like SF tree cover
is not considered for historical preservation
because trees are not permanent.







Pad Lot Size Study

Executive Summary:
- Lot 149 pad size represented by developer as 4,539 sf but should be ~20,779 sf
- Lot 227 pad size represented by developer as 4,985 sf but should be ~8,046 sf
- Lot 228 pad size represented by developer as 4,710 sf but should be ~20,061 sf

See following pages for more detail



Pad size calculations and Development Code states:

‘Lot pad grading should be limited to the boundaries of the structure’s foundation, vehicle
parking space and a yard area as shown on the approved grading plan. Pads should not
exceed 5,000 square feet in total area.”

From this, pad size calculations should include:

1. Structure’s foundation
2. Vehicle parking space (covered and uncovered)
3. Yard area

“a yard area” is specifically mentioned for “lot pad grading”, it cannot refer only to
concrete foundations but must also apply to all graded areas (i.e. earth pads). The code
also does not distinguish between previously graded areas and newly graded areas - the
total limit is cumulative not incremental.



Lot 149 - 4th St E, pad size according to developer

Claimed pad size:
4,539 square feet



Lot 149 - Elevated Framing

Developer removes 6,554 sf of graded pad due to use of elevated framing
But elevated framing still has pads, typical Pad Foundation blocks are shown below. For structures
requiring earthquake protection, size and number of pads increases.

Pad size required to support footings could be more than 15% of area. More details
from structural engineer is needed to access this component.



Lot 149 - Elevated Framing, continued

Perimeter foundations around elevated framing are not counted by developer but occupy significant pad space in drawings.
More details from structural engineer is needed to access this component. Allocating 0 sqft for this is a big oversight.



149 - 4th St, actual pad size

Developer only counting

areas in blue, but should

be everything in red
Developer excluded:

- Lawn 4,120 sf

- Pool, terraces, porch 3,951 sf

- Uncovered parking 5,389 sf

- Courtyard 1,142 sf

- Elevated framing walls 655 sf
(estimated at 10% of elevated framing)

- Elevated framing footings 983 sf

(estimated at 15% coverage
of 6,554 total elevated framing)

Including these pad size is actually:

- 20,779 square feet

>4 X larger than allowed pad size



Lot 227 Brazil St. Pad size according to developer

Claimed pad size:
4,985 square feet



Lot 227, actual pad size

Developer excluded:

- Rear yard grading 371 sf

- Pool 995 sf

- Uncovered parking 1564 sf

- Elevated framing walls 52 sf
(estimated at 10% of elevated framing)

- Elevated framing footings 79 sf

(estimated at 15% coverage
of 526 total elevated framing)

Including these pad size is actually:

- 8,046 square feet



Lot 228 Brazil St. Pad size according to developer

Claimed pad size:
4,710 square feet



Lot 228, actual pad size

Developer excluded:

- Rear yard grading 4,145 sf

- Front yard grading 8,100 sf

- Pool 865 sf

- Uncovered parking 1,634 sf

- Elevated framing walls 243 sf
(estimated at 10% of elevated framing)

- Elevated framing footings 364 sf

(estimated at 15% coverage
of 2431 total elevated framing)

Including these pad size is actually:

- 20,061 square feet



A look at disturbed earth for all 3 projects

Entire Sonoma Hillside Zone
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Disturbed earth for the 3 projects ~~——
84,000 total square feet



L ] As presented
V|S| b|l|ty by applicants
Applicants minimize the visual impact artificially:

- Inimages, only a few pixels are dedicated to
showing the homes which is not reflective of
what the eye can see.

- Incorrect modeling of foliage transparency.
Upon examination of photographs created
by applicants, trees with 0% transparency
are used to obscure views of houses. In
reality tops of trees have a fair amount of
transparency.

More realistic
representation

- Images without tree cover should be made
available. In many cities, like SF tree cover
is not considered for historical preservation
because trees are not permanent.



Rebekah Barr

From: Karin Skooglund <karinskoogiund@gmail.com:>
Sent: Saturday, February 24, 2018 8:17 AM

To: Rebekah Barr

Subject: ~ Schocken Hill Hearing

Hi Rebekah: Please include copies of my letter in the City Council packet for the March 1 special
meeting,.

Thank you.

Dear City Councilors:

Bill Jasper owns land -- three lots -- on Schocken Hill and he wants to build a house on each of those
lots. He has been given the green light to do so by members of the last planning commission, so he is
angry with the citizen opposition to his plans. He thinks it is unfair that a groundswell of folks don't
want him to do that. And, he doesn't understand that the opposition wants him to respect the Hillside
Ordinance that was enacted to protect Sonoma's hillsides. The desired effect of that ordinance is that
the hill remains green (or brown, depending on the season) and natural, and not dotted with very
large homes.

What is not fair is that that planning commission ignored the language and spirit of the City's Hillside
Ordinance, which was drafted by an earlier city council.

What also is not fair is that the City Planning Director, David Goodison, agreed with Bill Jasper that
he could build in excess of the 5,000 square foot lot pad limit per parcel as spelled out in the Hillside
Ordinance.

We all learn at an early age to be fair to others, respect their rights, and play by the rules. Some
people with lots of money feel that they play by a different set of rules.




Bill Jasper is breaking the rules because he thinks he can and because our planning director and
former members of the planning commission told him it was okay to do so.

T don't think you will let the rules be broken. In fact, several hundred others and I believe that you
will do the right thing. '

I want Bill Jasper and his partner Ed Routhier to play by the rules, and I'm asking you to make them
do that. ‘

Thank you for serving our city

Sincerely,
Karin Skooglund

Karin Skooglund
karinskooglundi@email.com
707-772-7465




Rebekah Barr

_ NN . BN
From: loe Aaron <friendsofbilljasper@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2018 3:17 PM
To: City Council; Planning
Subject: Support Bill Jasper's New Homes

Council Member,

After several years of working collaboratively with the Planning Commission, City Staff, and neighbors, Bill
Jasper has received approval for a thoughtful plan to build three new homes in Sonoma. The homes comply
with the Hillside Guidelines by protecting the view from the valley, are appropriate in scale, and mitigate
environmental impacts while adding new housing. I urge you to confirm the findings of the Planning
Commission and deny the appeal.

Joe Aaron

joe{@woodhatsilver.com

. Email address joe@woodhatsilver.com

 Untitled Section -

Name Joe Aaron

1 have read Bill J asper's side of the story and I have read Protect Sonoma's
position. Anyone who reads both sides will conclude it is Bill Jasper who is
telling the truth.

. Additional Comment
‘ Sonomans expect the rule of law to be followed.

Protect Sonoma is clearly violating the spirit and letter of the law.

I have read Bill Jasper's side of the story and I have read Protect Sonoma's position. Anyone who reads both
sides will conclude it is Bill Jasper who is telling the truth.

Sonomans expect the rule of law to be followed.




Protect Sonoma is clearly violating the spirit and letter of the law.
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FOURTH AND BRAZIL NEIGHBORS OF SONOMA

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the proposed development of three homes at the following street addresses in
Sonoma, CA: 227 Brazil Street, 228 Brazil Street, and 149 Fourth Street East. The main points of our objection cite City of
Sonoma Development Code Section 19.50.040 Hillside Development in the following issues:

1. Terrain alteration. The project should be designed to fit the terrain rather than altering the terrain to fit the
development. The project proposed at the lower lot (149 4™ Street East) is not designed to fit the terrain. The

design alters the terrain to fit the project.

2. Development patterns that form visuolly protruding or steeply cut slopes for roads or fots shall be avoided. In
the particular case of the lower lot at 149 4' Street East, the design creates extensive fill slopes of 10" to 12’
facing the neighbor. The two lots on Brazil are located high on the hillside, resulting in a long driveway snaking
up the hill, causing many cut and fill slopes, thus a large visible scar area.

3. Lot Pad Grading. Lot pad grading should be limited to the boundaries of the structure’s foundation, vehicle
parking spuce and a yard area as shown on the approved grading plan. Pads should not exceed 5,000 square
feet. All three of the proposed homes greatly exceed the 5000 sq ft guideline, each being two to three times that
guideline amount.

Further points include:

» There is inadequate environmental review. The three lots were proposed independently while in fact they are
tied together with common driveway connectors and drainage requirements that must be assessed together
through an EIR. There is significant risk of increased heavy runoff from the previously undisturbed hillside, all
concentrated at the corner of 4" St. East and Brazil.

e The proposed development is inconsistent with the purpose of Hillside Development Ordinance to preserve and
protect the view to and from the City of Sonoma.

e Thisis all on Schocken Hill part of the scenic back drop of Sonoma, easily visible from 4" Street East and Lovall
Valley Road and other streets leading to the town plaza. It must be maintained in its undeveloped state or, at
least, developed with fess impact on the view scape from the town.

s Removal of dozens of trees for construction will destroy the hillside view.
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FOURTH AND BRAZIL NEIGHBORS OF SONOMA

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the proposed development of three homes at the following street addresses in
Sonoma, CA: 227 Brazil Street, 228 Brazil Street, and 149 Fourth Street East, The main points of our objection cite City of
Sonoma Development Code Section 19.50.040 Hillside Development in the following issues:

1

Terrain altergtion. The project should be designed to fit the terroin rather thon altering the terrain to fit the

development. The proiect proposed at the lower lot {149 4t Street East) is not designed to fit the terrain. The
design alters the terrain to fit the project.

Development patterns that form visually protruding or steeply cut slopes for roads or lots shall be avoided, In

the particular case of the lower lot at 149 4th Street East, the design creates extensive fill slopes of 10’ to 12
facing the neighbor. The two lots on Brazil are located high on the hillside, resulting ina tong driveway snaking
up the hill, causing many cut and fill stopes, thus a large visible scar area.

Lot Pad Grading. Lot pud grading should be limited to the boundaries of the structure’s foundation, vehicle

parking space and o yard area as shown on the approved grading plan. Pods should not exceed 5,000 square
feet. All three of the proposed homes greatly exceed the 5000 sq ft guideline, each being two to three times that

guideline amount.

Further points include:

There is inadequate environmental review. The three lots were proposed independently while in fact they are

tied together with common driveway connectors and drainage requirements that must be assessed together
through an EIR. There is significant risk of increased heavy runoff from the previously undisturbed hillside, all
concentrated at the corner of 4" St. East and Brazil.

e The proposed development is inconsistent with the purpose of Hillside Development Ordinance to preserve and
protect the view to and from the City of Sonoma.

This is all on Schocken Hill part of the scenic back drop of Sonoma, easily visible from 4% Street East and Lovall

Valtey Road and other streets leading to the town plaza. it must be maintained in its undeveloped state or, at
least, developed with less impact on the view scape from the town.

e Removal of dozens of trees for construction will destroy the hillside view.
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From: Gerald Hiatt
To: City Council
Subject: Please Uphold the Hillside Appeal and Respect the Code
Date: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 8:16:50 AM
Name Gerald Hiatt
Email pgh.2@outlook.com
Phone

Mayor Agrimonti and members of our City Council:

| strongly urge you to uphold the appeal of the approval of the hillside residential compounds.
There are many issues with these projects, including the fact they do not comply with the
Hillside Development Code, as recently clarified by your predecessors who drafted and
passed the code in 2003. As you know, hillsides in Sonoma are sacred, and form the scenic,
undisturbed backdrop of our Plaza and town. Our code was put into place to protect them.

| respectfully encourage you to respect our code and protect these hillsides by upholding the
appeal, requiring a full Environmental Impact Report for any new applications, and to send any
new applications back to the Planning Commission.
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