From: Ryan Schwab

To: Rogers, Chris; Alvarez. Eddie; Sawyer, John; Tibbetts, Jack; Fleming. Victoria; Schwedhelm, Tom; CMOffice
Cc: McKay, Conor

Subject: [EXTERNAL] A Letter to City Council - Stony Point Flats Appeal

Date: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 5:00:49 PM

Attachments: 2268 Stony Point Flooding.pdf

2268 Stony Point Flooding 2.pdf

2222 & 2268 Stony Point Flooding.pdf
Roseland Creek at Capacity.pdf
Roseland Creek Flooding.pdf
Roseland Creek at Capacity.pdf

Dear Santa Rosa City Council,

My name is Ryan Schwab, and you have received several emails from me over the last six months
related to the Stony Point Flats project (2268 Stony Point Road). The 9/2/2021 Design Review Board
decision to approve this project has been appealed by concerned citizens. The ultimate decision now
rests in City Council’s hands for a meeting scheduled for 11/16/2021.

You will receive recommendations from city staff and the developers to re-approve the project as is, but I,
along with hundreds of other concerned citizens ask that you truly reflect on your decision based on what
is outlined below.

We are requesting that you require some commonsense measures as a condition of approval for this
project. This project originally had a lot of potential, but developer greed and the current development
plans (or lack thereof) are deeply concerning. Many of you are housing advocates. We understand the
need for housing, but there must be measures in place before flawed projects are fast-tracked for
approval no matter how ill-advised the project may be.

Throughout this process, | had made several public records requests where | received roughly 700
internal emails and other documents related to this project. It was made abundantly clear that this
project was fraught with disinformation, cover-ups, and a lack of transparency to limit the
community’s voice and ensure this project progressed with as little cost and as little burden to
the developer as possible. It was clear from the beginning that the developer’'s motive was to turn as
quick of a profit as possible without any concern for the legitimate safety issues at hand or the numerous
concerns that were raised by not only the public, but internally by many employees of the city of Santa
Rosa.

The following indicates the most critical issues that remain overlooked due to the fast-tracking of this
project:

Seasonal Wetlands, Proximity to Roseland Creek, and Fencing:

Approximately 80% of the parcel to be developed is currently designated by FEMA as a “Special Flood
Hazard Area,” which is the riskiest area to develop in. The developers are in process of applying for a
revision to the FEMA flood maps; however, approval has not yet been obtained from FEMA, and it is not
known if the maps will be revised. The most recent rains have indicated that the property is still very
much prone to flooding (pictures attached).

In addition to flooding of the property, the developers have refused to implement any sort of
fencing simply due to costs. Many of us citizens and city staff have indicated that, at a minimum, a 4+
foot wall should be erected around the property to limit future inhabitants’ direct access to the creek,
nearby large and growing homeless encampments from encroaching on the property, and to limit light
and noise pollution for properties to the north.

The Waterways Advisory Committee (WAC) was alarmed with the likelihood that families and
children would face imminent safety issues with having immediate and direct access to the
Roseland Creek without any barrier. The most recent rains show how unsafe the creek levels became
and how they could easily sweep children and even adults off their feet and carried downstream (pictures
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attached). The WAC's concerns were then silenced by Planning Supervisor, Amy Lyle, after she wrote in
an email dated 7/8/2021, the “WAC really won’t slow anything down because they have a very
limited role and we will make that very clear to them.” Clearly the city (and Amy Lyle) sadly dismiss
the concerns of committees tasked with keeping us and our waterways safe. If a future injury or
drowning occurs on this stretch of the Roseland Creek, the city of Santa Rosa, Amy Lyle, and the
developers will be held accountable for negligence. In addition to safety concerns noted above,
Project Planner Conor McKay in an email dated 8/10/2021 wrote, “| have a concern that the activities
in the parking lot could result in lighting and noise to nearby properties to the project's north. Has
the applicant considered a landscaped sound wall (4' +) that would immediately and completely
block the light from the headlights and greatly reduce the sound of car activity? | am concerned
about the usage of landscaping as a means to block headlights from the parking lot due to the
current state of the drought in the community.” Even during the Design Review Board (DRB) meeting
on 9/2/2021, several members of the DRB questioned the lack of fencing, but the conversation was
quickly steered in a new direction by agitated city staff, and the fencing issue was never addressed again.

Despite all these concerns, the developers were able to move forward with no fencing so their profit
margin would not be affected. In order to rectify these known issues, we ask that City Council
requires FEMA flood map revisions to be finalized to confirm the property is no longer in a Special
Flood Hazard Area and to ensure a proper 4+ foot sound wall is constructed around the perimeter
of the property to limit the documented safety, lighting, and noise concerns.

Traffic:

There are ample documented issues with the ingress and egress of the property. There have been three
fires over the past 10 years along the Roseland Creek trail directly surrounding the parcel set to be
developed. If one of these fires occurs again, the future residents would be in grave danger. Future
residents can only make a right turn (north) out of the property with a median blocking any possible
southbound travel. Residents wanting to go southbound will be forced to make the right turn out of
the property, travel a quarter mile, then make a potentially unsafe U-turn at the Giffen Ave/Stony
Point intersection. The Giffen/Stony Point intersection is kitty-corner to Robert L. Stevens Elementary
School and was never meant to have this type of frequent U-turn activity at this hectic intersection
frequented by children and their parents. A recent picture of a frightening car crash occurring at this
intersection is attached as reference.

The amount of vehicles that would be required to drive towards a potential disaster, or even during
standard morning and evening rush hour, then make U-turns to go southbound is not realistically feasible.
Many neighbors are still distraught from how jam-packed the roads were in the early morning hours when
evacuation was demanded during the most recent fires. It took some households over three hours to
leave town due to the tremendous amount of traffic and backup of people attempting to flee for their lives.
It is exceptionally uncommon for there to be only one exit and one way to turn out of a dense
community. This could force residents to attempt to escape a disaster with only one option and this one
option could put them directly into the oncoming path of a fire or another hazard.

Additional noted concerns are that future residents traveling southbound on Stony Point to return to their
residences will not be able to make a left turn into the property, as there is a concrete median with no
plans or space to turn it into a left hand turn lane. An assistant fire marshal previously advised that
there should be a break in the median to allow for increased access to the property. This fire
marshal unfortunately left their job with the city and instead of abiding by his valuable advice, this
signaled the city and the developers to no longer require this break in the median. In other words they
saw it as a way of getting off easy despite future lives being at stake.

To enter the property southbound, residents would need to pass the property, then either make an illegal
U-turn at Hearn or continue driving until they are able to turn around. This is not only extremely
inconvenient for the future residents, but downright dangerous for them and the surrounding
neighborhoods. Many serious car accidents already occur on this treacherous stretch of Stony
Point.

The band aid back up plan to increase access was to install a turn pocket south of the property at



Pearblossom to allow residents and emergency personnel travelling from the north to access the property
via a U-turn. This turn pocket was nearly a condition of approval by Deputy Director of Traffic
Engineering, Rob Sprinkle until he faced too much pressure from the developer and City Council,
forcing him to begrudgingly give up on keeping the community safe. Below are notable quotes from
Rob Sprinkle which have been ignored by city staff and the developers.

3/29/2021 — “The only suggestion | can give to increase the access is to install a
southbound left turn pocket at Pear Blossom so that vehicles can make U-turns there to
access the property. U-turns are not permitted at the signal at Hearn.”

5/26/2021 — “1 am not comfortable with this project using Burbank as a means to travel
southbound in order to go northbound on Stony Point Rd for access to the site. | believe
this project should add a southbound left turn pocket for u-turns on Stony Point Rd at
Pear Blossom to allow residential access as well as fire access. You may want to check in
with Fire, but the traffic study indicated that fire would have to go the wrong way against
traffic to access the site in an emergency. Check with lan, | doubt that is acceptable.”

7/19/2021 — “We discussed the need for the u-turn at Pear Blossom, so a percentage of
traffic will come southbound on Stony Point and u-turn there to access the site.”

8/6/2021 - Then stated within a redlined version of an 8/6/2021 Traffic Memorandum, “A U-turn
for inbound vehicles at the Stony Point Road/Pearblossom Drive intersection has been
discussed and is considered a City condition of approval for the proposed project. The U-
turn would provide a route for inbound vehicles travelling southbound along Stony Point
Road or turning from Northpoint Parkway.”

8/18/2021 — After receiving pushback for this condition and for affecting the developer’s profit
margin, Rob Sprinkle was forced to rescind the condition of approval and writes, “I told Andrew
yesterday to drop the condition per our conversation Monday.”

What | uncovered was truly alarming, and | hope you all reflect how the city is putting developer profit
over public safety. The city will be held accountable for any injury or death occurring from vehicles
attempting to enter or exit this property. We strongly encourage that City Council ensures that the
Pearblossom turn pocket becomes a condition of approval for this project.

Thank you for reading, and | look forward to City Council’s response and corrective action to ensure this
project is developed to standards that would be expected from any other developer. We request that
City Council ensures commonsense conditions of approval are requirements of this project. In
summary, we request that the flood map revisions are finalized to confirm the property is no longer in a
Special Flood Hazard Area. We request that a proper 4+ foot sound wall is constructed around the
perimeter of the property to limit the documented safety, lighting, and noise concerns. And finally, we
request that the Pearblossom turn pocket is a condition of approval to ensure increased access to the
property and decrease the likelihood of forced, unsafe diving situations. These conditions of approval will
help ensure a safe and happy community for new and existing residents.





















Attachment 12

To:
e Thomas L. LaFleur <tomlf@earthlink.net>
Hello Thomas,

Thank you for your comments. | apologize for the trigger on your security system. | have attached
the Project Plans to this email. If you are interested in reviewing any additional material, please let
me know.

Yes, if the City Council takes Staff recommendation to deny the appeal and uphold the decision of
the Design Review Board, no further Planning entitlement is required.

Best wishes,

Conor McKay | City Planner

Planning and Economic Development
100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 3
(707) 543-4351

ctmckay@srcity.org

----- Original Message-----

From: Thomas L. LaFleur <tomlf@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 10:04 AM

To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Stony Point Flats appeal

Good morning Mr. McKay,

| am a property owner atF and | support the development of Stony Point
Flats Apartments as approved by the design review committee.

I am unable to access the meeting material as my AVAST security sees a fishing threat in the link to
the meeting/agenda information.

Please let me know if the project will be fully approved should the appeal be denied at the
November 16 council meeting, or are there other city approvals need from the city to complete the
entitlement.

Thanks you,

Thomas LaFleur
tomlf@earthlink.net



From: Montoya. Michelle

To: DRB - Design Review Board

Cc: McKay, Conor; "Andrew Trippel"

Subject: Late Correspondence - Item 9.2 - Stony Point Flats
Date: Wednesday, September 1, 2021 5:41:00 PM
Attachments: Late Correspondence as of 9.1.2021.pdf

-INFORMATION ONLY PLEASE DO NOT REPLY TO ALL -
Dear Chair Weigl and Members of the Design Review Board,

Please see attached late correspondence for item 9.2, Stony Point Flats, found on this Thursday’s
agenda. The correspondence will also be added to the agenda as an item attachment.

Thank you,

Michelle Montoya | Administrative Secretary
Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 3 | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-4645 | mmontoya@srcity.org (Currently Working Remotely)




From: Montoya. Michelle

To: DRB - Design Review Board

Cc: McKay, Conor; "Andrew Trippel"

Subject: Late Correspondence - Item 9.2 - Stony Point Flats
Date: Tuesday, August 31, 2021 5:15:00 PM
Attachments: Late Correspondence as of 8.31.2021.pdf

-INFORMATION ONLY PLEASE DO NOT REPLY TO ALL -
Dear Chair Weigl and Members of the Design Review Board,

Please see attached late correspondence for item 9.2, Stony Point Flats, found on this Thursday’s
agenda. The correspondence will also be added to the agenda as an item attachment.

Thank you,
Michelle Montoya | Administrative Secretary

Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 3 | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-4645 | mmontoya@srcity.org (Currently Working Remotely)




August 26, 2021 Waterways Advisory Committee Meeting Public Comment Regarding
Item 6.1 - STONY POINT FLATS APARTMENTS - 2268 Stony Point Road - DR21-023

August 25, 2021
To the member of the Waterway Advi ory Committee,

We request the Waterways Advisory Committee require and reserve any comments on the
effects of this proposed development until a full and appropriate EIR is completed as required
by CEQA. The proposed development at 2268 Stony Point Road is directly in the “areas where
sensitive species might be present” pursuant to figure 7-2 of the Santa Rosa General plan,
which according to the email we received from Conor McKay, dated June 22, 2021, is under
your purview According to Mr McKay’ pre entation, the ite pecific EIR ha not been
completed, nor ha the city’ addendum to the e i ting 2016 Ro eland Specific Plan’ EIR
which the applicant intends to use in lieu of their own, in violation of the CEQA regulations.

The current plans for this proposed development also indicate that the entire project will be
inundated with hardscape, including tons of compacted infill dirt to raise the project out of the
flood plain, and will potentially divert rainwater away from the creek and the current seasonal
wetland that inhabit thi parcel, which i a direct violation of OSC D 9, that require “natural
topography and vegetation is preserved along the creek, and that construction activities do not
disrupt or pollute the waterway.” The project plans to divert drainage directly into the creek and
thus polluting the waterway. This plan is also in direct conflict with the Committee’s mandate
under OS-2-2 which is the committee’s duty to “Ensure floodplain protection by retaining
existing open areas... needed to retain stormwater, recharge aquifers, and prevent flooding.”
Here we have an e i ting floodplain and ea onal wetland thati propo ed to be de troyed and
covered with hard cape Furthermore thi hard cape plan would eliminate portion of the land
surrounding the creek thus preventing recharge of the ground water and Roseland Creek.
Furthermore, raising the elevation of the landscape with infill sediment is also likely to cause
debris from the construction to interfere and impact the creek, thus requiring further
environmental studies from the city as well as the Army Corp of Engineers as this is under their
jurisdiction.

Since this proposed project lies within the 100 year flood plain and established riparian wetland
habitat, it is also in violation of OSC-E, which requires development to “ensure local creeks and
riparian corridors are preserved, enhanced, and restored as habitat for fish, birds, mammals,
and other wildlife.” Paving over instead of preserving sensitive riparian corridors and seasonal
wetlands on this property limits the restoration efforts of “habitat for fish, birds, mammals, and
other wildlife” in the area, which i in direct violation to the General Plan goal Thi de troy

in tead of pre erve a required in Section 4 4 of the De ign Guideline Il A7 that “where
riparian growth extends outside the Creek Setback Line, preserve and protect this important
part of the creek corridor.” It also ignores key parts of the Creek Master Plan, including HA-1-2
to “recognize the 100-year floodplain, and allow for stream corridor restoration” and WQ-2-1 “to
reduce drainage system discharge of non-point source pollutants.” Instead the project's plan is



to divert runoff from the parking lot into the creek and to build the building up out of the
floodplain with tons of compacted hardscape, permanently destroying the ecological and water
recharge systems on the site. These actions jeopardize the health of Roseland creek, and
potentially cause catastrophic flood issues to neighboring open spaces. In the last meeting the
applicant insisted that the LIDS system would allow for sufficient rain water retention to prevent
thi flooding from occurring, by providing 1 inch of retention per 24 hour While the ite it elf
may not flood, the urrounding area are likely to do o, including the creek You cannot infill 2
acres of land, most of which is in a floodplain, (according to applicant’s own documents) and not
have it negatively impact the neighboring properties. Additionally, the 100 year floodplain study
that applicants have provided conveniently leaves out several of the wettest years we have had
to date in this area (2016 & 2017), with a large portion of the study conducted during a drought.
This is not an accurate representation of the water that will affect this and the surrounding
propertie

The applicant’s proposed development site at 2268 Stony Point Road is close in proximity (0.4
miles) to Hearn avenue. It is noted on the October 28, 2002 Summary design for the Conceptual
Design for Colgan Creek Stream Restoration project, on page 6 of 17, the note that
“[rlesidences in the vicinity of Hearn have shallow wells...” and that “[i]t is important to consider
that flood conveyance can decrease groundwater recharge.” The current design has similar
effect to the area including the potential to convey flood water down tream given the current
hardscape design. The plan also lacks “filtering recharge techniques,” as required under Design
Guidelines Section 4.4 part I11.B.2, threatening water health and safety. The amendments to
applicant’s submissions still fail to address this concern from the last meeting. Additional
hardscape, even with a 1 inch per 24 hour water retention is still insufficient to properly ensure
recharge of the groundwater supply to those of us on well water along the Roseland Creek. By
diverting water away from the property into the creek, which channel the water away from the
area will indeed negatively impact tho e of u with hallow well who rely on the recharge from
the neighboring properties, all of which have open spaces.

Furthermore, Mr. McKay’s presentation indicates the setback for 30 feet because 2268 Stony
Point Road is surrounded by properties developed using zoning guidelines established prior to
2004; however, this fails to adequately consider that all but one of the structures that directly
urround thi property have no encroachment within the 50 foot etbacka hown in the photo
in my June 24th letter. To grant a 30 foot setback to applicants because there is a single parcel
that has structures using a 30 foot setback violates one of the fundamental purpose of the
Waterways Advisory Committee’s duties to preserve Rosland Creek, the species that inhabit it,
and the protection of the flood plains as is mandated as the objectives of the Waterways
Advisory Committee by its own Master Plan. As such the Waterways Advisory Committee
hould require a 50 foot etback a e tabli hed by the Ro eland Creek Re toration Plan

To compound the issues already discussed, Mr. Triple misrepresented to the committee at the
last meeting that no setback was required because this creek was redesignated a channel way.
However, as shown in the new materials for this meeting, this was not the case as set backs are
required. Proliferating this misrepresentation is the violation of the city for failure to comply



completely with a neighbor’s (Ryan Schwab) public records request from June, where the city
has just produced, on the eve of this meeting, instead of within 30 days as is customary with
requests made pursuant to the California Public Records Act. The City produced hundreds of
emails and documents which is impossible for those of us who work full time jobs and submit
comments via phone or written letter from reviewing them timely to provide substantive
comment which are due before the clo e of bu ine today a required by the City Clearly the
City i acting in bad faith, con idering ome of the e email date backa fara May of thi year,
and should not have taken over two months to produce. The two month delay is unacceptable
and shows the city is clearly and willfully violating the California Public Records Act. Finally, the
argument by the city that this hearing does not make any final decisions regarding the project is
not cause to continue it further without said information from the city, a site specific EIR, and
without input from the Army Corp of Engineers is specious at best.

Due to the fact that the city ha only ju t provided u with over one hundred email and other
documents, it is impossible for me to review all of these documents prior to this afternoon’s
deadline to submit this letter. As such there may be other environmental impacts that the city
and applicant will not bring to your committee’s attention and this committee’s decision should
be postponed until your next meeting in order to provide adequate time for the public to review
documents that were untimely produced so that the Committee can make any recommendations
from a fully informed public

Additionally, as we requested before, this hearing should be postponed and recommendations
reserved as the city has not complied with California Public Records Act, completed its
“addendum” to the Roseland/Sebastopol EIR (as stated in Mr. McKay’s presentation) and until
the applicant has completed the proper studies necessary for this committee to properly assess
the environmental impact to Ro eland creek in accordance with the Army Corp of Engineer
guideline ,a i your mandate Given the mi repre entation provided by the city at the la t
hearing we request that this hering again be postponed until all environmental impacts by the
city AND Army Corp of Engineers are completed to ensure the preservation of the riparian
corridor surrounding this proposed development.

Sincerely,

Nick & Erin Rineberg
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[EXTERNAL] Waterways Advisory Committee Meeting - STONY POINT FLATS
APARTMENTS - 2268 Stony Point Road

Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com>
Wed 8/25/2021 4:38 PM

To: Montoya, Michelle <MMontoya@srcity.org>; steverabino@aol.com <steverabino@aol.com>; aedeicke@gmail.com
<aedeicke@gmail.com>; Carter, Charles <CCarter@srcity.org>; Parker Sharron, Adam <ASharron@srcity.org>;
kevinsea@yahoo.com <kevinsea@yahoo.com>; gleyshull@gmail.com <gleyshull@gmail.com>; cquandt@comcast.net
<cquandt@comcast.net>

Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>; Lyle, Amy <Alyle@srcity.org>; Loren
Brueggemann <lorenb@phoenixdevco.com>; Michelle Olson <michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>; Phil Wood
<phil@integrityhousing.org>

Dear Waterways Advisory Committee,

My name is Ryan Schwab, and | am contacting you today regarding the proposed Stony Points Flats Project
(2268 Stony Point Road). | wanted to continue to discuss the multiple environmental and waterway concerns that |
have. | truly hope you take this message to heart and help us concerned citizens take action before it is too late. |
certainly appreciated the time you took on the first WAC call to thoughtfully question the impact that this
development will have.

As you already know, the proposed project abuts the Roseland Creek which is fragile and cannot afford any
additional damage. Many of us in the community walk the Roseland Creek trail frequently and know how special
this stretch of creek truly is. Part of the parcel set to be developed is designated as a seasonal wetland by the
Army Corps of Engineers and backs up to the Roseland Creek. Approximately 80% of the parcel is designated by
FEMA as a “Special Flood Hazard Area” which is the riskiest area to develop in. The project requires importing a
tremendous amount of backfill soil on top of the seasonal wetlands which will permanently eradicate the habitat of
wildlife that call this area home.

On the first Waterways Advisory Committee call related to this project on June 24, 2021, it was noted that this is
one of the first and few developments along a creek in some time, and what the city ultimately decides to require
for this project will set a precedent for future similar developments. It is for this reason that it is imperative that we
get this one right. A petition was delivered to the city on June 24, 2021 with over 180 signatures from concerned
citizens. The first bullet point and one of the fundamental topics of the petition was that a comprehensive site
specific EIR should be conducted prior to this project being approved.

The city already knows that this stretch of creek is in peril and is unfortunately choosing to look the other way
when it is convenient. To preserve and restore this precious area, the city previously commissioned a Roseland
Creek Restoration Plan which can be found at this link:

https://srcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/13806/Appendix-I---Roseland-Creek-Restoration-Concept-Plan-

On page 12 of 15, you will notice a map primarily focusing on the parcel set to be developed. The restoration plan
recommends a 50 foot setback (the thin purple dashed line). Currently the city is only requiring a 30 foot setback
since this section of creek is considered a modified waterway. This decision does not take into account that this is
a unique stretch of Roseland Creek, hence why a restoration plan was completed to assist in minimizing additional
harm and impact. | question that why when it comes time to develop this parcel is the restoration plan’s guidance
ignored out of convenience to the developer? It is important that the guidance set forth in the plan is abided by
which is why the plan was commissioned in the first place.

Furthermore, with much of the parcel being converted to hardscape, rainwater that would otherwise penetrate the
soil and help recharge the city’s precarious ground water supply will now be carried downstream by the creek. It is
important that the city understands the detriments that will occur to the strained water supply if new developments
continuously get approved in the area. The recently announced “20% Voluntary Community-Wide Reduction in
Water Use” has since become mandatory since the last WAC meeting as the drought continues to wreak havoc in
the area. The city should carefully consider the double-detriment that is being caused when semi-rural land is
covered by hardscape preventing groundwater recharge while at the same time increasing the city’s population by
the thousands on this very same land. The community is making a conscious effort to conserve water as much as
possible, but are at the same time being discouraged by the city’s actions when they continuously approve project
after project.
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Thank you for reading my letter, and | look forward to joining and discussing further on the call.
Regards,

Ryan Schwab
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Development Team

Stony Point Flats







Site Characteristics

The project site consists of a 2.9-acre parcel, of which 2-acres will be used in the development.
The remaining 0.9-acres will remain undisturbed.












Project Revisions

The swimming pool has been removed from the project.

Building B has been eliminated, moving the two residential units from this building to a newly added 2" floor
on Building A.

The two 3-story residential buildings were moved west toward Stony Point Road, pulling the project away
from the neighboring properties to the east.

The revised site plan now leaves 1.56 acres (nearly 60% of the parcel) as pervious surface.
Perimeter fencing has been eliminated.

A landscape buffer has been added to the northern property line to screen light emissions projected from
parked cars.

The landscape palette has been updated consisting of native and riparian plants selections.

Exterior paint colors have been lightened up with grey hues to create better contrast in the buildings.



Landscape Design




Floodplain Update

It has been discovered that recent
improvements to Stony Point Road included
the addition of a new culvert at the point
where the road crosses over Roseland Creek.

With the new capacity of this undercrossing a
100-year flood event would now likely be
completely contained in the creek.

* Analysis is still in progress

Should this finding be confirmed, the only
change to the project will be the site plane
elevation.

* No changes will come to the site plan

layout or building design.



Thank you for your time
and consideration today.



9/1/2021

RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Staff Response to Comments - Stony Point Flats - PRJ21-012

Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>

Wed 9/1/2021 1:59 PM

To: Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com>

Cc: Sprinkle, Rob <RSprinkle@srcity.org>; McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>
Good afternoon,

Thank you for your emails received on August 31, 2021, at 5:45 PM and September 1, 2021, at 10:44 AM. Below are responses to your ques ons from August 315 In today’s
email, you request postponement — or removal, as you’ve described it — of the proposed Stony Point Flat’s Minor Design Review from the Design Review Board’s September 2,

2021 agenda. After a project is agendized, Planning Division can only request or recommend con nuance of a scheduled mee ng item to the review authority. It is the purview of
the review authority to decide to review as scheduled or con nue an agendized mee ng item. When making such a request or recommenda on, Planning considers if new
informa on has been presented that would require further analysis and may result in changes to project informa on presented for review. In this case, no new informa on has
been provided that Planning Division feels warrants a request or recommenda on for con nuance. Planning plans to proceed with the mee ng item as scheduled.

Members of the community may request a con nuance of a project’s scheduled review during the public comment period of the public hearing and the review authority would
have the purview to consider such a request.

From August 31 email

Ques on 1: Is it a common prac ce for the city to make excep ons to required studies (ie Sewer Capacity Study)? With the developers insis ng on their requirement for 50 units to
obtain the necessary tax credits, they should be subjected to the requirements set forth for projects that exceed the general plan limits. It appears they are receiving preferred
treatment when the city makes excep ons and doesn't hold all projects/developers to the same standards. This project is not ready for the DRB on Thursday when the necessary
studies have not been performed.

Response: Technical reports or studies are used to analyze a project’s compliance with applicable regulations or policies. In addition to Planning Division, other public
agency staff are charged with implementing applicable regulations or policies and may request technical reports and studies. Planning staff rely on public agency staff
to determine and advise as to what technical reports or studies are required. In this case, Santa Rosa Water — which administers water distribution, wastewater
collection and urban water reuse in Santa Rosa — reviewed the project proposal and determined that the project is s Il in line with the General Plan Land Use densities.
Santa Rosa Water has additionally reviewed your question received on August 315! and confirms that no additional study of sewer capacity is required.

Ques on 2: Is it common prac ce for city staff such as yourself to meet with council members and influence their decisions if their cons tuents concerns are valid or not? We
were prepared to meet with Mr. Alvarez with a next-day mee ng me solidified when it was conveniently cancelled aer speaking with you. We are disheartened by this and
the op cs have raised ethical concerns among our group.

Response: City staff are always available to respond to requests for information from elected and appointed officials. Planning staff provided project and
Planning review information to Council Member Alvarez in response to his request. No recommendation was made concerning meetings with any person or
persons.

Best Regards,

Andrew

Andrew Trippel, AICP | Acting Supervising Planner — Current Planning

Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Ave Rm 3 | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-3223 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | atrippel@srcity.org

Hello again Mr Trippel,

With the items documented in my email yesterday afternoon, I wanted to give you and your team adequate time to remove the Stony Point Flats Apartment project from tomorrow's Design Review
Board meeting It would not be prudent for the DRB to take final action on this project with what is noted below

Thank you,
Ryan
On Tuesday, August 31, 2021, 05:45:02 PM PDT, Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo com> wrote:

Hello Andrew, Conor,

I had several questions based on documents I received through public requests and have attached for review:

1) Is it a common practice for the city to make exceptions to required studies (ie Sewer Capacity Study)? With the developers insisting on their requirement for 50 units to obtain the necessary tax
credits, they should be subjected to the requirements set forth for projects that exceed the general plan limits It appears they are receiving preferred treatment when the city makes exceptions and
doesn't hold all projects/developers to the same standards This project is not ready for the DRB on Thursday when the necessary studies have not been performed

2) Is it common practice for city staff such as yourself to meet with council members and influence their decisions if their constituents concerns are valid or not? We were prepared to meet with
Mr Alvarez with a next-day meeting time solidified when it was conveniently cancelled after speaking with you We are disheartened by this and the optics have raised ethical concerns among our



9/1/2021
group
I would appreciate you timely addressing these concerns
Regards,

Ryan

Mail - McKay, Conor - Outlook
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[EXTERNAL] Comment pertaining to Stony point Flats

Lorna Edits <lornaedits18@gmail.com>
Tue 8/31/2021 8:29 PM

To: Rogers, Chris <CRogers@srcity.org>; McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>;
Gustavson, Andy <AGustavson@srcity.org>; Weigl, Drew <dweigl@srcity.org>; Hedgpeth, Warren
<whedgpeth@srcity.org>; McHugh, John <JMcHugh@srcity.org>; Wix, Henry <HWix@srcity.org>; Parker Sharron, Adam
<ASharron@srcity.org>; Burch, Michael <MBurch@srcity.org>; Schwedhelm, Tom <tschwedhelm@srcity.org>; Fleming,
Victoria <VFleming@srcity.org>; Tibbetts, Jack <hjtibbetts@srcity.org>; Sawyer, John <jsawyer@srcity.org>

Please include the following comment in your public records

31 August 2021

To:

Members of the Design Review Board, City Council, Phoenix Development and Integrity Housing
Regarding Stony Point Flats

To whom this concerns,

As a resident of Stony Ranch and a Santa Rosa taxpayer for over 17 years, | am expressing my outrage
about the fact that despite mul. ple neighbors’ request for a privacy fence on the northern and
eastern perimeters of the project, throughout your supposed regard for, “sensi. vity to the
surrounding neighborhood,” our voice has been subjugated and requests disregarded by board
members with comments like, “A fence will only serve to separate the communi. es more.” | ask each
of you as homeowners and residents to consider whether a common fence in your back yard
prohibits you from enjoying neighborly relations or a sense of community.

Not constructing a tall privacy fence on the north side will cause discontentment and aggravation
from those of us whose master bedrooms face the parking lot where the noise and headlights will be
a constant disruption of peace and quiet. You have offered multiple concessions to the applicants,
but thus far have not shown the same regard to surrounding residents. A chain-link fence is an
unsightly, ineffective, and inexpensive way to demarcate the boundary. Low shrubs will not mitigate
noise nor screen headlights. | ask the Design Review Board and Council to predicate approval of this
project upon the condition that a more effective and aesthetically pleasing solution be constructed to
obscure glare from parking lot lamps, car headlights, and mitigate vehicular and construction noise
(while also being mindful of the fact that especially in Southwest, we experience a lot of graffi ). My
request is simple and reasonable. One that | hope you will consider from a (different) lens other than
“check the box.”

Genuinely concerned,

Lorna Mc Bade

1ofl 9/1/2021, 9:35 AM
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[EXTERNAL] Stony point flats

Alaina Probst <alaina415@gmail.com>
Mon 5/3/2021 8:43 PM
To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

Hello,

As an environmental educator who has worked countless hours with volunteers on restoration
projects in Sonoma county, | would like to voice my concern regarding the proposed apartments at
2268 stony point rd.

This is a seasonal wetlands and would gravely impact already struggling species including, but not
limited to, frogs, great blue herons and other water fowl. Not to mention the grasslands that support
the food for these larger species. | recognize that maybe to a developer this is an open parcel that
lacks community “involvement” or “purpose”, but our growing community needs open spaces,
however small, to keep our various ecosystems and wellbeing alive.

If we continue to develop every plot of open space Santa Rosa will become unrecognizable. People
are not the only inhabitants of this city and we should be able to share the space for future
generations to learn about and observe wildlife!

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Alaina Probst

Sent from my iPhone

1of1 5/7/2021, 12:49 PM
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[EXTERNAL] Fwd: Stony point flats

Alaina Probst <alaina415@gmail.com>
Tue 5/4/2021 1:59 PM
To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

Hello,

As directed by Michelle Olson | am redirecting my concern and question regarding water sourcing
directly to you.

Please see email below.
Thank you,

Alaina Probst

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: michelle olson <michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>
Date: May 4, 2021 at 8:43:45 AM PDT

To: Alaina Probst <alaina415@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: Stony point flats

Alaina,

Please direct questions like these to the City of Santa Rosa, our planner is Conor McKay, his
contact info is ctmckay@srcity.org.

Thank you,
Michelle J. Olson-Brueggemann
Vice President

30 Meyers Ct.

Novato, CA 94947
michelleb@phoenixdevco.com
612-743-3252 cell/text

1of 3 5/26/2021, 3:32 PM
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707-528-3631 office
707-806-2564 fax

www.phoenixdevco.com

On Tue, May 4, 2021 at 8:17 AM Alaina Probst <alaina415@gmail.com> wrote:
Thank you!

I'm also concerned where you plan to get all this needed water for new development and
supply to residents in an ever increasing drought with fires starting sooner than ever?

Best,

Alaina Probst
Sent from my iPhone

On May 4, 2021, at 7:10 AM, michelle olson <michelleb@phoenixdevco.com> wrote:

Alaina,

| have forwarded your comments and concerns to the city planner Conor McKay to be add
to the record of last evenings meeting.

Thank you for your input,

On Mon, May 3, 2021 at 8:46 PM Alaina Probst <alaina415@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello,

As an environmental educator who has worked countless hours with volunteers on
restoration projects in Sonoma county, | would like to voice my concern regarding the
proposed apartments at 2268 stony point rd.

This is a seasonal wetlands and would gravely impact already struggling species including,
but not limited to, frogs, great blue herons and other water fowl. Not to mention the
grasslands that support the food for these larger species. | recognize that maybe to a
developer this is an open parcel that lacks community “involvement” or “purpose”, but
our growing community needs open spaces, however small, to keep our various
ecosystems and wellbeing alive.

If we continue to develop every plot of open space Santa Rosa will become
unrecognizable. People are not the only inhabitants of this city and we should be able to

share the space for future generations to learn about and observe wildlife!

Thank you for your time and consideration,

5/26/2021, 3:32 PM



Firefox

30of3

Alaina Probst

Sent from my iPhone

Michelle J. Olson-Brueggemann
Vice President

30 Meyers Ct.

Novato, CA 94947
michelleb@phoenixdevco.com
612-743-3252 cell/text
707-528-3631 office
707-806-2564 fax

www.phoenixdevco.com
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Re: [EXTERNAL] stony pt flats

McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

Fri 5/7/2021 12:45 PM

To: David Bannister Home <davidban@sonic.net>

Hello David,

Thank you for reaching out. The applicant is currently developing an Initial Study / Mitigated Negative
Declaration. When this is completed, it will be circulated publicly pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act.

| believe they will be incorporating some biological resources mitigation measures from the Roseland
Area / Sebastopol Road Specific Plan EIR, which can be found here: https://srcity.org/2437/Roseland-
Area-Projects-Environmental-Imp

Thank you,

Conor McKay (he/his) | City Planner
Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
CTmckay@srcity.org

email signature cropped
| am working remotely during this time. The City of Santa Rosa has restricted City facilities to the public and is offering in-
person City Hall support by appointment only. The Planning and Economic Development Department has recently

launched its Planning Application Portal which contains process checklists for the majority of planning entitlements.
Please check on the status of your submitted permit application here. For general planning inquiries, please contact

planning@srcity.org. To submit permit application materials, please submit all required documents to

permitsubmittal@srcity.org.

From: davidban@sonic.net <davidban@sonic.net>
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 2:23 PM

To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] stony pt flats

Hey Connor

Is there an EIR for this project? How can | access it? | am interested in whether there are wetlands on the
property and if so how the loss of them is being mitigated.

David Bannister

1of1 5/7/2021, 12:46 PM
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[EXTERNAL] 2268 Stony Point Road, Santa Rosa, CA 95407

Dennis Hagemann <dennish@sonic.net>

Fri 5/21/2021 2:58 PM

To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

No more building until the we have water. You are not being responsible
to the residents who will be suffering with the drought.

Dennis

1of1 5/25/2021, 9:32 AM
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[EXTERNAL] 2268 Stony Point Road

Jennifer LaPorta <jenniferlaportal@gmail.com>

Mon 5/17/2021 8:54 AM

Please do not develop this parcel. Southwest Santa Rosa is under a huge development process
currently. We cannot handle more traffic, noise, pollution (air, litter, etc). The local creeks cannot
handle any more trash! I'm a creek steward and the trash is getting worse. | clean up 1.5 mile of
the Colgan Creek each year all by myself, just because | care, from Stony Pt Rd across Bellevue Av
to a little E of Dutton Meadows. I've noted far fewer hawks, kites and egrets in this area since the
new housing went in just N of Bellevue, between Dutton Meadows and Burgess Dr.

Sincerely,

Jennifer LaPorta

Santa Rosa 95407

BS Environmental Health

1of1 5/17/2021, 9:09 AM
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[EXTERNAL] Fwd: Stony Point Flats Environmental Impact

michelle olson <michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>
Sun 5/2/2021 8:00 AM
To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>

FYI from a neighbor at Stony Point, see below.

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Maygol Yavari <maygol.yavaribe@gmail.com>

Date: Sat, May 1, 2021 at 8:35 PM

Subject: Stony Point Flats Environmental Impact

To: <lorenb@phoenixdevco.com>, <michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>

Dear Mr. Brueggemann, and Ms. Olson,

| wanted to introduce myself as | live on_ with my house overlooking the proposed
development of Stony Point Flats. | am contacting you today as | spend countless hours looking out over “The
Sheep Farm” from our kitchen and bedroom windows. It’s not only the sheep that we see, but it’s the hawks,
the egrets, the mockingbirds, the swallows, the frogs, the salamanders, the foxes, and the turkeys. As the
former owners of Oaks of Olivets, | can see you are passionate about animals and their wellbeing. On Ms.
Olson’s LinkedIn, you mention that you were a docent for the Laguna de Santa Rosa where you helped children
learn about “our wonderful local wetland area.” | know you understand the importance of protecting our
beautiful and natural habitat!

As you are aware, the proposed development of Stony Point Flats is located within a seasonal wetland. When
Santa Rosa set records for rainfall in February 2019 (when the Barlow flooded in Sebastopol), the parcel you
plan to develop was several feet deep in water for months. There was the loudest “frog symphony” we have
ever heard, with some of the frogs and salamanders even visiting us in our backyard. Even when we receive
standard rainfall for the year, the parcel and the Roseland Creek is bustling with life. Whether the
development is mitigated with environmental impact credits or not, there will be irreversible damage to this
fragile environment. We invite you to spend some time on the property to examine for yourself. | know many
of the neighbors feel the same way and are disheartened with the potential tragic loss to the environment and
to the community. In addition, an overwhelming majority of the proposed development is hardscape with little
or no reprieve for these animals that will have nowhere else to go.

| appreciate your review of my letter and your consideration to move the project elsewhere. All of us tend to
get wrapped up in the day to day life and forget the impact and responsibility that we have to our community
and to our environment. Please also consider sharing this letter with the owner of the property, Steve Olson.
Thanks again for your time, and | look forward to your response.

Best wishes,

Maygol Yavari

Virus-free. www.avg.com

Michelle J. Olson-Brueggemann
Vice President
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Novato, CA 94947
michelleb@phoenixdevco.com

612-743-3252 cell/text
707-528-3631 office
707-806-2564 fax
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[EXTERNAL] Fwd: Stony Point Flats

michelle olson <michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>
Tue 5/4/2021 7:11 AM
To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

FYI, for the record.

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com>

Date: Mon, May 3, 2021 at 9:37 PM

Subject: Stony Point Flats

To: lorenb@phoenixdevco.com <lorenb@phoenixdevco.com>, michelleb@phoenixdevco.com
<michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>

Hello Loren and Michelle,

| wanted to let you know after the zoom call today that numerous people have reached out to me
to see how they can get involved to stop this flawed development. We understand that housing is
important but not when it severely impacts our animals and our natural environment. | know you
understand why we are upset. My apologies if my comments earlier caused offense, but it is
important that we all do our due diligence. Before you and Integrity Housing invest additional
resources in this project, | wanted to let you know that it will be a challenging effort.

Regards,
Ryan

Michelle J. Olson-Brueggemann
Vice President

30 Meyers Ct.

Novato, CA 94947
michelleb@phoenixdevco.com
612-743-3252 cell/text
707-528-3631 office
707-806-2564 fax

www.phoenixdevco.com
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[EXTERNAL] Fwd: Stony Point Flats - Community Disapproval

michelle olson <michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>
Sun 5/16/2021 8:51 PM
To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>

FYI,

See below.

Thank you,

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com>

Date: Sun, May 16, 2021 at 6:21 PM

Subject: Stony Point Flats - Community Disapproval

To: Loren Brueggemann <lorenb@phoenixdevco.com>, Michelle Olson
<michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>, anjela@integrityhousing.org <anjela@integrityhousing.org>,
phil@integrityhousing.org <phil@integrityhousing.org>

Hello Phoenix Development, Integrity Housing, and fellow alarmed citizens (blind CCed),

My name is Ryan Schwab and some of you already know me as a concerned citizen for the development
proposed at 2268 Stony Point Road, also known as Stony Point Flats. At the first community meeting on Monday,
May 3, 2021, there was a large attendance of individuals with many voicing thoughtful and legitimate concerns
with the project. Not one community member in attendance spoke positively of the development, which is a good
indicator that thorough due diligence was not performed prior to selecting the site.

We have recently been joined by additional members of the community with backgrounds in land use law,
architecture, engineering, environmental science, agricultural, media, and auditing. This is on top of the countless
others who are active citizens looking to take action and attend every possible public meeting and examine all
material related to this project. We have met many neighbors and bonded with them over our mutual
dissatisfaction for this project and the hypocrisy of the development team that was uncovered during our research.

An example of this hypocrisy of the husband and wife development team is that Michelle Olson’s LinkedIn
volunteer experience indicates that she was a docent for the Laguna de Santa Rosa working with children and
“helping them learn about our wonderful, local wetland area”, but pursues developing on a parcel that backs up
against the Roseland Creek Open Space Preserve and also contains documented seasonal wetlands. This is with
full knowledge that the excavation of the site and fill that will be required to raise the parcel out of the FEMA
designated Special Flood Hazard Zone will destroy then bury all precious life there. From documents we have
obtained from our public records request, “Excavation will redistribute approximately 7,800 cubic yards of soil. Of
the excavated soil, 7,000 cubic yards will be used as fill; and a net 800 cubic yards of soil will be hauled off for
disposal. Approximately 3,900 cubic yards of new soil are anticipated to be imported to the site.”

Additionally as part of our communal due diligence, the business address for Phoenix Development displayed on
their website was also their residence of 16 years that was just recently sold. The public listing from December
2020 boasts about the following:

A gated entry with a long private driveway and graced with majestic Oaks.
A slice of country living on over 6 acres with vineyard views, privacy, room for animals, and an orchard.

Additional details highlight that is in a “prime location” and that “every window provides postcard perfect
views.”

We all now know how much the developers valued THEIR trees, THEIR privacy, THEIR farmland, THEIR open
space, and THEIR views. Why is it that their former residence is considered a “prime location” to preserve all of

1 of2 5/19/2021, 6:38 PM



Firefox https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQkAGEzZjYwMDKOLTg...

these important aspects but our Roseland neighborhood is not?

The tree inventory plan for the Stony Point Flats project indicates that 12 trees will be removed from the property
including 4 oak trees (2 different species), 3 pine trees, and 2 coast redwoods. Not only are these trees beautiful,
but these trees are frequented by a multitude of species including our many notable birds of prey.

Our Roseland community’s windows also boast “postcard perfect views,” but the Stony Point Flats project plans
indicate that the building will be 3 stories and an incredible 39 feet tall, completely blocking out our skyline. The
building type and height is certainly not customary for the area and will alter the semi-rural skyscape indefinitely.
We have reviewed the other ongoing Integrity/Phoenix collaboration, Dutton Flats, which we all have concluded is
a much more sensible location for similar dense multi-story housing developments where the urban-like setting is
not disruptive to the local habitat and the semi-rural aesthetic.

The communal voices of the surrounding neighborhood are already brimming with activism to halt this
development. | am not going to reveal every detail for all the reasons we strongly oppose this development, as
that will be documented on a substantial petition that is being prepared. We as a united unit implore you to
reconsider this project so both sides can refocus their efforts before enormous amounts of energy and money are
expended. Revaluating will also assist with mitigating any reputational risk that is currently under public scrutiny.

Sincerely,
Ryan Schwab

Trombetta United & Residents First Roseland

Michelle J. Olson-Brueggemann
Vice President

30 Meyers Ct.

Novato, CA 94947
michelleb@phoenixdevco.com
612-743-3252 cell/text
707-528-3631 office
707-806-2564 fax

www.phoenixdevco.com
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FW: [EXTERNAL] 2268 Stony Point - Stony Points Flats - Flood Plain Issues

Enright, Michael <MEnright@srcity.org>
Mon 5/24/2021 4:52 PM
To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

Conor —Who is Ryan Schwab and why is he sending me an email about comments | did not provide to him?

From: Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, May 24, 2021 4:48 PM

To: Enright, Michael <MEnright@srcity.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 2268 Stony Point - Stony Points Flats - Flood Plain Issues

Hello Mike,

| wanted to discuss with you some of the issues related to the Stony Point Flats project, as you know being
built on a flood plain ripe with many species of life. Our community knows that this is not the proper location
for this proposed dense apartment complex. Thank you for reviewing our communities concerns:

1. By importing hundreds of tons of backfill soil on top of designated seasonal wetlands, this
development would permanently eradicate the habitat of a plethora of wildlife; inclusive of riparian, raptor,
plant life and the known endangered tiger salamander species. No amount of mitigating “credits” can
compensate for intentional smothering of these fragile amphibians, plants and animals.

2. Stony Point Flats proposes construction upon FEMA'’s designated 100 year flood plain. With almost
100% hardscape on slab construction, this development would displace the natural absorption of rainfall,
potentially diverting it to flood nearby residences and neighborhoods. The neighbor next-door to the property
at 2222 Stony Point Road still deals with flooding to her property, and this project will be especially
catastrophic for her property.

3. According to the developer’s The Universal Planning Application, “Stormwater flows will be directed
to the southwest through a new on site stormwater drainage system to the existing public storm drain
system..., which discharges into the Roseland Creek.” This has potential for irreparable damage to Roseland
Creek.

4, Stony Point Flat lacks the integration of a green belt, but relies solely upon abutting Roseland Creek.
This lack of a designated public park or greenbelt places additional pressure upon Roseland Creek’s fragile
ecosystem by allowing additional water diversion and potential pollutants from both the initial construction
and ongoing pollutants such as, discarded trash, off gasses, oil runoff from their parking lot and toxins from
the site.

Regards,
Ryan Schwab

| I Virus-free. www.avg.com
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[EXTERNAL] 2268 Stony Point Flats Project - North Point Parkway Extension and
Traffic Concerns

Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com>
Sun 5/23/2021 9:34 PM
To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>; Gustavson, Andy

<AGustavson@srcity.org>
Cc: Hunter.MclLaughlin@sonoma-county.org <Hunter.McLaughlin@sonoma-county.org>

B 1 attachments (252 KB)
Altered Noth Point Parkway Design Concerns.pdf;

Hello Santa Rosa Planning Department,

I would greatly appreciate your input related to the proposed Stony Points Flats project and the North
Point Parkway extension. Our community members have noticed that the proposed North Point
Parkway extension outlined in the Stony Ranch Subdivision (Record Plans - dated June 2015) does
not match the proposed extension as outlined by the Stony Point Flats design team. The curve of the
road appears to occur approximately 120 feet further than previously planned. Not only is the
projected path now in alignment with a majestic 70 foot Eucalyptus tree frequented by many birds of
prey, but it also affects homeowners on Trombetta Street who purposely purchased homes on the most
eastern part of the street ensuring there would be a buffer between their homes and the future North
Point Parkway extension. I have attached an infographic outlining the observed changes. Please
confirm if these changes were approved by the city.

I also wanted to discuss the traffic related concerns with the project and would appreciate input if they
are going to be addressed by the developer. This project poses considerable traffic concerns and
evacuation hazards in the event of an emergency. There have been three fires over the past 10 years
along the Roseland Creek trail directly surrounding the parcel to be developed. If one of these fires
occurs again which is highly likely, the future residents would be in grave danger, since they would
only be able to make a right turn out the property. It is exceptionally uncommon for there to be only
one way out of a dense community. This could force residents to try to escape a disaster with only one
option and this one option could put them directly into the oncoming path of a fire or another hazard.

Additionally, egress and ingress 1s tremendously inadequate to accommodate over 100 residents’
vehicular entry and exit to the property. The entry/exit point does not have either a turn lane, stop light
nor south bound exit, thus posing traffic hazards, congestion and potential back ups for northerly
flowing traffic up Stony Point. Residents wanting to drive south out of the apartment complex must
make a right turn then either make a U-turn at the Northpoint Parkway intersection, or drive north to
turn into the Stony Ranch subdivision to travel through the neighborhood onto Giffen in order to turn
left at the light. Residents traveling southbound on Stony Point, will not be able to make a left turn
mto the property as there 1s a concrete median with no plans or space to turn it into a left hand turn
lane. To enter the property southbound, residents would need to pass the property then either make an
illegal U-turn at Hearn or continue driving until they are able to turn around. This is not only
extremely inconvenient for the future residents, but downright dangerous for them and the
surrounding neighborhoods. Many serious car accidents already occur on this treacherous stretch of
Stony Point and approval of this project will exacerbate this known problem.

Day-to-day traffic will be even more severe and dangerous than what it currently is. Many neighbors
can not imagine what it will be like in the event of another evacuation that has scarred everyone in the
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community. With most new developments now occurring in Roseland, neighbors are terrified that that
they will be unable to escape the next disaster (fie, earthquake, etc). Many neighbors are still
distraught from how jam-packed the roads were in the early morning hours when evacuation was
demanded during the most recent fires. It took some households over three hours to leave town due to
the tremendous amount of traffic and backup of people fleeing for their lives.

Thank you for reading our community's traffic related concerns and addressing them with us. We hope
that the city and the developer carefully consider the multiple traffic related issues before proceeding

with the plan as is.

Thank you,
Ryan Schwab
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[EXTERNAL] 2268 Stony Point - Stories from the Community

Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com>

Fri 5/21/2021 10:52 AM

To: anjela@integrityhousing.org <anjela@integrityhousing.org>; phil@integrityhousing.org <phil@integrityhousing.org>;
Loren Brueggemann <lorenb@phoenixdevco.com>; Michelle Olson <michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>

Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

Hello Phoenix Development and Integrity Housing,

We have received numerous emails from our community over the last 3 weeks. Other neighbors have reached out
to discuss with us face to face and tell their story for how saddened they are. The one thing everyone has in
common is the hope that this project is moved where the environmental impact would be less severe. | wanted to
share with you an email | recently received:

That is a special stretch of creek and | was just out there this week with real kids from Roseland Creek
exploring and enjoying being together and the lively creek. We were treated to dragonfly, butterflies, lizards,

ladybugs, many birds, feral cats and more as we looked around. | have been on this creek for many years
with the community and with Roseland Creek students/classes. This past/latest cleanup was done by Cesar

Chavez Language Academy but usually (annually) it is the final project we do with Roseland Creek
elementary. All together over the past many years we have picked up over 1,000 pounds of trash from that
stretch  of creek!

| am always so sorry to see our community continuing to build on the sweet open spaces we have left.
Personally, it just tears me apart as you so keenly observe the replacement of open space with development
has a big impact and | agree. | offer you my support in your efforts to try and help the creek by addressing the
development of that parcel.

Regards,
Ryan
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[EXTERNAL] Community Concerns - Stony Point Flats Development Project

Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com>

Wed 5/26/2021 9:29 AM

To: Rogers, Chris <CRogers@srcity.org>; Alvarez, Eddie <EAlvarez@srcity.org>; Sawyer, John <jsawyer@srcity.org>;
Tibbetts, Jack <hjtibbetts@srcity.org>; Fleming, Victoria <VFleming@srcity.org>; Schwedhelm, Tom
<tschwedhelm@srcity.org>; CMOffice <CMOffice@srcity.org>

Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

Dear Elected Officials of Santa Rosa,

My name is Ryan Schwab, and I greatly appreciate your time during your busy schedules. I am
contacting you today regarding the proposed Stony Points Flats Project (2268 Stony Point Road) with
a Design Review Board meeting scheduled for June 3, 2021 at 4:30pm. I wanted to discuss the
multiple evacuation, traffic, and environmental related concerns that our community has.

[ first off wanted to discuss the evacuation hazards this project poses and the considerable concerns
we have in the event of an emergency. The proposed egress and ingress to the property is
tremendously inadequate to accommodate over 100 residents’ entry and exit to the property. The only
entry/exit does not have a turn lane, stop light, nor a southbound exit, posing traffic hazards,
congestion, and potential back-ups for northerly flowing traffic up Stony Point Rd.

There have been three fires over the past 10 years along the Roseland Creek trail directly surrounding
the parcel set to be developed. If one of these fires occurs again, which is highly likely, the future
residents would be in grave danger. Future residents can only make a right turn (north) out the
property with a median blocking any possible southbound travel. Development plans do not
adequately address this life-threatening hazard. It is exceptionally uncommon for there to be only one
exit and one way to turn out of a dense community. This could force residents to attempt to escape a
disaster with only one option and this one option could put them directly into the oncoming path of a
fire or another hazard. The amount of cars that would be required to drive towards a potential disaster
then make U-turns to go southbound would not be realistically feasible during a time of mass
evacuation and panic. Many neighbors are still distraught from how jam-packed the roads were in the
early morning hours when evacuation was demanded during the most recent fires. It took some
households over three hours to leave town due to the tremendous amount of traffic and backup of
people attempting to flee for their lives.

The additional traffic related hazards are also quite concerning. As mentioned above, residents
wanting to drive southbound out of the apartment complex must first make a right turn (north). They
then will either need to “play it safe” and turn into the narrow streets of the Stony Ranch subdivision
on Trombetta Street to travel through the neighborhood onto Giffen Ave in order to turn left at the
light. The other option is to make a potentially unsafe U-turn at the Giffen Ave/Stony Point
intersection. The Giffen/Stony Point intersection is kitty-corner to Robert L. Stevens Elementary
School (2345 Giffen Ave). The Giffen/Stony Point intersection was never meant to have this type of
frequent U-turn activity at this hectic intersection frequented by children and their parents. The
Giffen/Stony Point intersection prohibited U-turns up until recently, however this decision was made
prior to school related traffic and regular traffic returning to peak levels now that the pandemic is
subsiding.

Additional noted concerns are that future residents traveling southbound on Stony Point to return to
their residences will not be able to make a left turn into the property, as there is a concrete median
with no plans or space to turn it into a left hand turn lane. To enter the property southbound, residents
would need to pass the property, then either make an illegal U-turn at Hearn or continue driving until
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they are able to turn around. This is not only extremely inconvenient for the future residents, but
downright dangerous for them and the surrounding neighborhoods. Many serious car accidents
already occur on this treacherous stretch of Stony Point, and approval of this project will exacerbate
this known problem.

If this project moves forward as planned, day-to-day traffic will be even more severe and dangerous
than what it currently is. Many neighbors cannot imagine what it will be like in the event of another
evacuation that has scarred everyone in the community. With most new developments now occurring
in Roseland, neighbors are terrified that they will be unable to escape the next disaster (fire,
earthquake, etc).

There are also a multitude of environmental concerns with this development as well. The Roseland
Creek is fragile and cannot afford any additional damage. Many of us walk the Roseland Creek trail
frequently and know how magical this area truly is. Part of the parcel set to be developed is designated
as a seasonal wetland by Army Corps of Engineers and backs up to the Roseland Creek Open Space
Preserve. This is frequented by the tiger salamanders, frogs, egrets, ducks, foxes, hawks, owls, and an
abundance of other life. Approximately 80% of the parcel is designated by FEMA as a “Special Flood
Hazard Area” which is the riskiest area to develop in. The project requires importing a tremendous
amount of backfill soil on top of this seasonal wetlands, which will permanently eradicate the habitat
of this wildlife. No amount of mitigating “credits” can compensate for the loss of habitat due to this
project and the other numerous developments coinciding within two square miles.

Additionally, according to the developer’s Universal Planning Application, “Stormwater flows will be
directed to the southwest through a new on site stormwater drainage system to the existing public
storm drain system..., which discharges into the Roseland Creek.” This has potential for additional
irreparable damage to the Roseland Creek. This would increase the enormous amounts of trash and
debris that is collected annually by the Cesar Chavez Language Academy and Roseland Creek
elementary schools during their Roseland Creek Clean-Up days. The most recent creek clean-up was
April 18th of this year where they collected over an astounding 200 pounds of trash. They also
claimed that over the years they have totaled over 1,000 pounds of trash removed from this beautiful
stretch of creek. This environmentally sensitive area cannot handle new development and any new
pollution, especially during the frightful drought we are in which is also stressing the wildlife in the
area.

There is large and growing number of residents saddened and talking about how reckless a
development would be on this parcel with nearly 100% of it being hardscape on slab construction with
no reprieve for the wildlife that calls that area home. Many are also terrified at the prospect of the
numerous traffic and evacuation related issues and the PTSD that many residents suffer from
whenever fire and evacuation concerns enters their minds. We all know that affordable housing is
needed, but we shouldn't be forcing every square peg into every round hole. Rural open space is
needed to keep us and our environment safe.

Again, thank you for taking the time and reading our concerns. We truly hope you take this message to
heart and help us concerned citizens take action before it is too late. I would greatly appreciate a
response with any additional guidance.

Sincerely,
Ryan Schwab

Trombetta United & Residents First Roseland
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RE: [EXTERNAL] 2268 Stony Point Road - Request for Tentative Map for North Point
Parkway Extension

STEVAN HUNTER <gaurdello@hotmail.com>
Wed 5/26/2021 1:59 PM

To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>
Cc: Jamie McKenna (Hotmail) <mckenna1214@hotmail.com>

Sure, thanks for the update.

All these Stony Ranch Subdivision buyers (including my wife & I- were shown these drawings prior to
purchasing the parcels. They wanted to let us know in advance about the North Point Parkway Extension. It’s
difficult to see the full picture without an overall plan that relates the Stony Ranch Subdivision plan-set to the
proposed project at 2268 Stony Point Rd, this is why I've been trying to locate additional information. When
we purchased we were hoping that when North Point Parkway Extension project was underway that the
triangular section east of NP Parkway (and directly behind our house) could be made into a park with a
community garden, we also considered purchasmg it ourselves and developlng |t
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FYI, the lots west of #19 have a more robust sound wall (which | believe is higher, possibly thicker) and then
from lot #17 easterly it’s shorter. That section of wall wasn’t intended to block traffic noise. It’s possible the
current project developer shifted the North Point Parkway Extension easterly to maximize space for his

project, | don’t know. If that were to have occurred then that could also explain the acreage discrepancy so
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many people have commented on. | don’t know what happened so without seeking more information | can’t
really comment. On the subject of acreage, I’'m not sure how City of Santa Rosa calcs. acreage for development
purposes, but I've spoken to the County planners and they seem to have settled on ‘net acreage’ over ‘gross
acreage’. Essentially when a parcel is encumbered roads or Right of Way (ROW) limits then the acreage for
development is calculated as (gross acreage — ROW acreage = net acreage). Then net acreage is what’s used to
calc. # of units. Id like to see how the developer calculated acreage & units for this development.

| also noticed on the developers drawings that the Northpoint Parkway extension now conflicts with a 70’ tall
(68” diameter) Eucalyptus tree. It would be a shame to lose this tree as it’s home to hundreds of birds
including Red Tail Hawks. | frequently see Red Tail Hawks perched on the tree along with hundreds of other
birds. People here love seeing the natural beauty of such a unique tree home to so many birds.

Let me know if you discover any more info on the North Point Parkway Extension. It appears there would be
many benefits to having North Point Parkway Extension be conditional to the 2268 Stony Point Rd project.

One last thing, I’'m about to get solar panels installed, the panels are going on a standing seam metal roof
structure which is lower than my house roof. I'm concerned that if North Point Parkway Extension were to
deviate from the Stony Ranch Subdivision plans we’ve been using that street trees or lamp standards could
shade the panels and reduce their efficiency.

Stay in touch, thanks for the continued research!

Stevan Hunter & Jamie McKenna

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: McKay, Conor

Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2021 4:14 PM

To: STEVAN HUNTER

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] 2268 Stony Point Road - Request for Tentative Map for North Point Parkway Extension

Hello Stevan,

Thank you for your patience. The City is currently identifying and reviewing all documents that
discuss this extension. Please reach out to me in a couple weeks to check in to see where we are at
with review of this issue.

Thank you,

Conor McKay (he/nis) | City Planner
Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA 95404

CTmckay@srcity.org

email signature cropped

I am working remotely during this time. The City of Santa Rosa has restricted City facilities to the public and is
offering_in-person City Hall support by appointment only. The Planning and Economic Development Department
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has recently launched its Planning Application Portal which contains process checklists for the majority of
planning entitlements. Please check on the status of your submitted permit application here. For general planning

inquiries, please contact planning@srcity.org. To submit permit application materials, please submit all required
documents to permitsubmittal@srcity.org.

From: STEVAN HUNTER <gaurdello@hotmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2021 1:05 PM

To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 2268 Stony Point Road - Request for Tentative Map for North Point Parkway Extension

Hi Conor,

Can you forward the Tentative Map (or any other planning docs) which show the
proposed extension for North Point Parkway. There appears to be a discrepancy between
the drawings from Stony Ranch Subdivision and the proposed 2268 Stony Point Rd
projects.

Below is a screen capture from the Stony Ranch Subdivision (Record Plans - dated June of
2015). Notice that the beginning of the curve is occurring approximately 250 LF from Stony
Point Rd.
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Please forward the following so | can assess the project’s impacts:
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Below is a screen capture of the proposed project at 2268 Stony Point Road (Minor Design
Review - dated March 2021). The beginning of the curve appears to be at about 370 LF from
Stony Point Road.

BIO-

FOUNDATION PLANTING
@ PARKING

COATED C.L. FENCE
@ PERIMETER

1) the proposed extension plan for North Point Parkway (PDF preferred)

2) the topographic survey conducted for 2268 Stony Point Road (PDF preferred)

Thank you,

Stevan Hunter

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Erin Rineberg

To: Montoya. Michelle; steverabino@aol.com; aedeicke@amail.com; Carter, Charles; Parker Sharron. Adam;
kevinsea@yahoo.com; gleyshull@gmail.com; cquandt@comcast.net

Subject: [EXTERNAL] June 24, 2021 Waterways Advisory Committee Meeting Public Comment Regarding Item 6.1 -
STONY POINT FLATS APARTMENTS - 2268 Stony Point Road - DR21-023

Date: Wednesday, June 23, 2021 12:22:25 PM

June 24, 2021 Waterways Advisory Committee Meeting Public Comment Regarding
Item 6.1 - STONY POINT FLATS APARTMENTS - 2268 Stony Point Road - DR21-023

June 23, 2021
To the members of the Waterways Advisory Committee,

| request the Waterways Advisory Committee to require and reserve any comments on the
effects of this proposed development until a full and appropriate EIR is completed as
required by CEQA. The proposed development at 2268 Stony Point Road is directly in the
“areas where sensitive species might be present” pursuant to figure 7-2 of the Santa Rosa
General plan, which according to the email we received from Conor McKay, dated June 22,
2021, is under your purview. It is my understanding at this time that the EIR has not been
completed and the developer plans to use the existing 2016 Roseland Specific Plan’s EIR
in lieu of their own, in violation of the CEQA regulations.

The current plans for this proposed development also indicate that the entire project will be
inundated with hardscape, including tons of compacted infill dirt to raise the project out of
the flood plain, and will potentially divert rainwater away from the creek and the current
seasonal wetlands that inhabit this parcel, which is a direct violation of OSC-D-9, that
requires “natural topography and vegetation is preserved along the creek, and that
construction activities do not disrupt or pollute the waterway.” The project plans to divert
drainage directly into the creek and thus polluting the waterway. This plan is also in direct
conflict with the Committee’s mandate under OS-2-2 which is the committee’s duty to
“Ensure floodplain protection by retaining existing open areas... needed to retain
stormwater, recharge aquifers, and prevent flooding.” Here we have an existing floodplain
and seasonal wetland that is proposed to be destroyed and covered with hardscape.
Furthermore, this hardscape plan would eliminate portions of the land surrounding the
creek thus preventing recharge of the ground water and Roseland Creek.

Since this proposed project lies within the 100 year flood plain and established riparian
wetland habitat, it is also in violation of OSC-E, which requires development to “ensure
local creeks and riparian corridors are preserved, enhanced, and restored as habitat for
fish, birds, mammals, and other wildlife.” Paving over instead of preserving sensitive
riparian corridors and seasonal wetlands on this property limits the restoration efforts of
“habitat for fish, birds, mammals, and other wildlife” in the area, which is in direct violation
to the General Plan goals. This destroys instead of preserves as required in Section 4.4 of



the Design Guidelines I.A.7 that “where riparian growth extends outside the Creek Setback
Line, preserve and protect this important part of the creek corridor.” It also ignores key parts
of the Creek Master Plan, including HA-1-2 to “recognize the 100-year floodplain, and allow
for stream corridor restoration” and WQ-2-1 “to reduce drainage system discharge of non-
point source pollutants.” Instead the project's plan is to divert runoff from the parking lot into
the creek and to build the building up out of the floodplain with tons of compacted
hardscape, permanently destroying the ecological and water recharge systems on the site.
These actions jeopardize the health of Roseland creek and potentially cause catastrophic
flood issues to neighboring open spaces.

The applicant’s proposed development site at 2268 Stony Point Road is close in proximity
(0.4 miles) to Hearn avenue. It is noted on the October 28, 2002 Summary design for the
Conceptual Design for Colgan Creek Stream Restoration project, on page 6 of 17, the note
that “[rlesidences in the vicinity of Hearn have shallow wells” and that “[i]t is important to
consider that flood conveyance can decrease groundwater recharge.” The current design
has similar effects to the area including the potential to convey flood waters downstream
given the current hardscape design. The plan also lacks “filtering recharge techniques” as
required under Design Guidelines Section 4.4 part 11.B.2, threatening water health and
safety.

Furthermore, Mr. McKay’s presentation indicates the setback for 30 feet because 2268
Stony Point Road is surrounded by properties developed using zoning guidelines
established prior to 2004; however, this fails to adequately consider that all but one of the
structures that directly surround this property have no encroachment within the 50 foot
setback as shown in the photo below. To grant a 30 foot setback to applicants because
there is a single parcel that has structures using a 30 foot setback violates one of the
fundamental purposes of the Waterways Advisory Committee’s duties to preserve Rosland
Creek, the species that inhabit it, and the protection of the flood plains as is mandated as
the objectives of the Waterways Advisory Committee by its own Master Plan. As such the
Waterways Advisory Committee should require a 50 foot setback.



This hearing should be postponed and recommendations reserved until the applicant has
completed the proper studies necessary for this committee to properly assess the
environmental impacts to Roseland creek, as is your mandate. In the alternative, a
subsequent hearing should be scheduled after the completed EIR is received so additional
and revised recommendations can be provided to the Design Review Board.

Sincerely,

Erin Rineberg



From: Devina Douglas

To: Montoya. Michelle

Cc: steverabino@aol.com; cquandt@comcast.net; gleyshull@gmail.com; kevinsea@yahoo.com; Parker Sharron
Adam

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Stony Point Flats public comment

Date: Wednesday, June 23, 2021 12:31:59 PM

Attachments: Waterways Comm. Public Comment.pdf

Please see attached.
Feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.
-Devina Douglas

The Law Office of Devina Douglas

700 College Ave.

Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Phone: (707) 408-3529

Fax: (707) 948-6097

Sonoma County Courthouse Mailbox #1

Devina@DevinaDouglasl.aw.com

CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATIONS: This e-mail and any attachments may contain
confidential and/or legally privileged information.

It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use,
dissemination, distribution, disclosure or copying is strictly prohibited.

If you received this e-mail message in error, please immediately notify the sender at (707)
408-3529 and destroy all copies of the e-mail.



June 23, 2021
To the members of the Waterways Advisory Committee,

| request the Waterways Advisory Committee require and reserve any comments on the effects
of this proposed development until a full and appropriate EIR is completed as required by CEQ,
and to carefully evaluate the issues presented below.

The proposed development at 2268 Stony Point Road is directly in the “areas where sensitive
species might be present” pursuant to figure 7-2 of the Santa Rosa General plan. It is my
understanding at this time that the EIR has not been completed and the developer plans to use
the existing 2016 Roseland Specific Plan’s EIR in lieu of their own, in violation of the CEQA
regulations.

The current plans for this proposed development also indicate that the entire project will be
inundated with hardscape, including tons of compacted infill dirt to raise the project out of the
flood plain, and will potentially divert rainwater away from the creek and the current seasonal
wetlands that inhabit this parcel. The project plans to divert drainage directly into the creek and
thus polluting the waterway. This plan is also in direct conflict with the Committee’s mandate
under OS-2-2 which is the committee’s duty to “Ensure floodplain protection by retaining
existing open areas... needed to retain stormwater, recharge aquifers, and prevent flooding.”
Here we have an existing floodplain and seasonal wetland that is proposed to be destroyed and
covered with hardscape. Furthermore, this hardscape plan would eliminate portions of the land
surrounding the creek thus preventing recharge of the ground water and Roseland Creek.

Paving over instead of preserving sensitive riparian corridors and seasonal wetlands on this
property limits the restoration efforts of “habitat for fish, birds, mammals, and other wildlife” in
the area, which is in direct violation to the General Plan goals. This destroys instead of
preserves as required in Section 4.4 of the Design Guidelines 1I.A.7 that “where riparian growth
extends outside the Creek Setback Line, preserve and protect this important part of the creek
corridor.” It also ignores key parts of the Creek Master Plan, including HA-1-2 to “recognize the
100-year floodplain, and allow for stream corridor restoration” and WQ-2-1 “to reduce drainage
system discharge of non-point source pollutants.” Instead the project's plan is to divert runoff
from the parking lot into the creek and to build the building up out of the floodplain with tons of
compacted hardscape, permanently destroying the ecological and water recharge systems on
the site. These actions jeopardize the health of Roseland creek, and potentially cause
catastrophic flood issues to neighboring open spaces.

The applicant’s proposed development site at 2268 Stony Point Road is close in proximity (0.4
miles) to Hearn avenue. It is noted on the October 28, 2002 Summary design for the Conceptual
Design for Colgan Creek Stream Restoration project, on page 6 of 17, the note that
“[rlesidences in the vicinity of Hearn have shallow wells” and that “[i]t is important to consider
that flood conveyance can decrease groundwater recharge.” The current design has similar



effects to the area including the potential to convey flood waters downstream given the current
hardscape design. The plan also lacks “filtering recharge techniques” as required under Design
Guidelines Section 4.4 part 11.B.2, threatening water health and safety.

Furthermore, the setback fails to adequately consider that all but one of the structures that
directly surround this property have no encroachment within the 50 foot setback. To grant a 30-
foot setback to applicants because there is a single parcel that has structures using a 30 foot
setback violates one of the fundamental purpose of the Waterways Advisory Committee’s duties
to preserve Roseland Creek, the species that inhabit it, and the protection of the flood plains as
is mandated as the objectives of the Waterways Advisory Committee by its own Master Plan. As
such the Waterways Advisory Committee should require a 50 foot setback.

I concur with others who have written in on this project, namely that this hearing should be
postponed and recommendations reserved until the applicant has completed the proper studies
necessary for this committee to properly assess the environmental impacts to Roseland creek,
as is your mandate. In the alternative, a subsequent hearing should be scheduled after the
completed EIR is received so additional and revised recommendations can be provided to the
Design Review Board.

Sincerely,

Devina Douglas and Matthew Pierce
Rising Moon Lane, Santa Rosa



From: Ryan Schwab

To: Montoya. Michelle; steverabino@aol.com; aedeicke@amail.com; Carter, Charles; Parker Sharron. Adam;
kevinsea@yahoo.com; gleyshull@gmail.com; cquandt@comcast.net

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Waterways Advisory Committee Meeting - STONY POINT FLATS APARTMENTS - 2268 Stony Point
Road

Date: Wednesday, June 23, 2021 2:54:05 PM

Dear Waterways Advisory Committee,

My name is Ryan Schwab, and | am contacting you today regarding the proposed Stony Points Flats
Project (2268 Stony Point Road) set to break ground in September of this year. | wanted to discuss the
multiple environmental and waterway concerns that | have.

The project abuts the Roseland Creek which as you know is fragile and cannot afford any additional
damage. Many of us in the community walk the Roseland Creek trail frequently and know how magical
this area truly is. Part of the parcel set to be developed is designated as a seasonal wetland by the Army
Corps of Engineers and backs up to the Roseland Creek. This is frequented by the tiger salamanders,
frogs, egrets, ducks, foxes, hawks, owls, and an abundance of other life. Approximately 80% of the parcel
is designated by FEMA as a “Special Flood Hazard Area” which is the riskiest area to develop in. The
project requires importing a tremendous amount of backfill soil on top of this seasonal wetlands, which
will permanently eradicate the habitat of this wildlife. No amount of mitigating “credits” can compensate
for the loss of habitat due to this project and the other numerous developments coinciding within two
square miles.

Additionally, according to the developer’s Universal Planning Application, “Stormwater flows will be
directed to the southwest through a new on site stormwater drainage system to the existing public storm
drain system..., which discharges into the Roseland Creek.” This has potential for additional irreparable
damage to the Roseland Creek. This would increase the enormous amounts of trash and debris that is
collected annually by the Cesar Chavez Language Academy and Roseland Creek elementary schools
during their Roseland Creek Clean-Up days. The most recent creek clean-up was April 18th of this year
where they collected over an astounding 200 pounds of trash. They also claimed that over the years that
they have totaled over 1,000 pounds of trash removed from this beautiful stretch of creek. This
environmentally sensitive area cannot handle new development and any new pollution, especially during
the frightful drought we are in which is also stressing the wildlife in the area.

Furthermore, rainwater that would otherwise penetrate the soil and help recharge the city’s precarious
ground water supply will now be mixed with pollutants and be carried downstream by the creek. It is
important that the city understands the detriments that will occur to the strained water supply if new
developments continuously get approved in the area. It will be a sorrowful day when we look back and the
recently announced “20% Voluntary Community-Wide Reduction in Water Use” becomes mandatory, and
that 20% reduction continues to increase to keep up with demand of this lacking water supply. The city
should carefully consider the double-detriment that is being caused when semi-rural land is covered by
hardscape preventing groundwater recharge while at the same time increasing the city’s population by
the thousands on this very same land.

Thank you for taking the time and reading my concerns. | truly hope you take this message to heart and
help us concerned citizens take action before it is too late.

Thank you,

Ryan Schwab



From: Maygol Yavari

To: Montoya. Michelle; steverabino@aol.com; aedeicke@amail.com; Carter, Charles; Parker Sharron. Adam;
kevinsea@yahoo.com; gleyshull@gmail.com; cquandt@comcast.net

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Stony Point Flats - 2268 Stony Point - Water Concerns

Date: Wednesday, June 23, 2021 4:31:48 PM

Hello Waterways Advisory Committee,

My name is Maygol Yavari-Behrouz, and | have specific concerns related to the proposed Stony Points
Flats Project (2268 Stony Point Road) that will be discussed at the Waterways Advisory Committee
meeting tomorrow, June 24th, 2021. Many people in the community are saddened to see this precious
land be developed when there is so much at stake. We are disheartened that dense projects such as this
one are considered when abutting this beautiful creek.

The drought is threatening not only the susceptible wildlife that call that area home, but also the wellbeing
of residents that surround that parcel. We have several friends that back up to the property from Burbank
Ave that are on well-water. With this frightful drought, there are major concerns that their well will
eventually go dry. There simply is not going to be enough water to go around for all, especially when new
developments continue to be approved on a large-scale basis. There are major concerns that paving over
wetlands is not allowing our precious groundwater to recharge. Instead of the water being able to saturate
and penetrate the soll, it will simply be mixed with debris and pollutants and be carried off by the
Roseland Creek. We are scared to consider what the next 5, 10, 20 years and beyond means for the
future of Santa Rosa and Roseland. We hope we can preserve this parcel with its documented seasonal
wetlands and the developers seriously consider a property that when developed will not be as detrimental
to the wildlife, the creek, and the future water supply of Roseland residents.

Thank you,

Maygol Yavari-Behrouz

Virus-free. www.avg.com



From: Lorna Edits

To: Montoya. Michelle

Cc: steverabino@aol.com; Parker Sharron, Adam; Arthur Deicke; gleyshull@gmail.com; Carter, Charles;
cquandt@comcast.net; kevinsea@yahoo.com

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Public Comments regarding proposed Stony Point Flats

Date: Wednesday, June 23, 2021 4:59:46 PM

Dear Ms. Montoya,

Please ensure that my following comments are inserted into the file for the
proposed Stony Point Flats Project.

Thank you

22 June 2021
To the Waterways Advisory Committee,
Regarding: Stony Point Flats proposal

It appears that Integrity Housing and Phoenix Development are not adhering to several key
provisions within the City of Santa Rosa’s 2013 Creek Master Plan. The incorporation of a
“new on-site drainage system.....that discharges into Roseland Creek” violates the
requirement for stream corridor restoration and requirements that, “reduce drainage system
discharge of non-point source pollutants.” OSC-E requires that “local creeks and riparian
corridors are preserved, enhanced and restored as a habitat for fish, birds, mammals and
other wildlife.” More than ever, WAC should consider requiring additional habitat
preservation and stewardship.

As you aware, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution on April 27,
2021, declaring emergency drought conditions in Sonoma County. The decimation of declared
wetlands upon which this proposed project sits would further exacerbate the already stressed
condition of Roseland Creek upon which wildlife and ecosystems depend for survival. As per
Conor McKay’s review comments dated May 19, 2021, “This project will create (author’s bold)
and/or replace more than 10,000 SF of impervious surface.” Situated on a 100-year flood
plain, this proposed project’s mostly hardscape violates OS-2-2 requiring the retention of,
“open areas needed to retain stormwater, recharge aquifers and prevent flooding.”

Relying upon Roseland’s Specific Plan’s antiquated EIR from 2016 as a guide to approve this
project is a wholly inadequate model. It does not address our current emergency drought
condition (which is expected to last for several years) and the extraordinary demands placed
upon the recharge areas, aquifers, wells, and wetlands that provide sustenance for humans,
wild life and fragile ecosystems.

As a long time Roseland resident and 3’rd generation Californian, | revere the land upon which
| reside. As Mr. David Rabbitt, board liaison to Sonoma Water stated, “Immediate water
savings are needed from all members of our community, including urban, commercial,
industrial and agriculture. We can only beat this drought if we act together.” | implore WAC to



compel developers of Stony Point Flats to commission an independent, comprehensive and
extensive, EIR. It is a privilege to live in this beautiful area and it is our duty to preserve it. Let
us not take for granted the ecosystem and waterways that provide for our good health and

well-being.

Sincerely,
Lorna Mc Bade



From: Ryan Schwab

To: McKay. Conor; Rose, William; Trippel. Andrew; Sprinkle, Rob

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Staff Response to Comments - Stony Point Flats - PRJ21-012
Date: Thursday, July 29, 2021 8:33:41 AM

Attachments: B4820C4A65E940E3801417A36BB7D814.png

663DB11CDA2045D38EC3974D92526409.png
B3B484CCCI1E544ABA380F770AADG61D0B.png
AD7AC94AF2134B279E711FOCAFCA4A9].png

Hello Conor,

We wanted to check back in and see where the project currently stands. The community has been
patiently waiting for updates as there has been little new information made available since the last WAC
meeting. With the many inquiries that we have received from concerned citizens over the last 6 weeks,
we have asked them to hold off contacting you for now. | advised | would reach out to obtain an update
that | would share with them. | hope that help eases you needing to respond to multiple emails.

Thank you,
Ryan

On Tuesday, July 13, 2021, 10:55:45 AM PDT, Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com> wrote:

Hello Conor and Team,

| am checking back in as it has been several weeks since we have touched base. | wanted to see if you
could address my questions in the below email regarding fencing and the Northpoint Parkway Ext.

We have also been reviewing the Roseland Creek Restoration Plan found at the link below. Per the
restoration plan map attached, the recommended creek setback per zoning code 20-30.040 for 2268
Stony Point Road is 50 feet (the purple dashed line.) Will you be requiring the recommended 50 foot
setback instead of the 30 foot setback as discussed on the Waterways Advisory Committee call?

https://srcity.org/DocumentCenter/View/13806/Appendix-1---Roseland-Creek-Restoration-Concept-Plan-

Thank you,
Ryan

On Thursday, June 24, 2021, 11:56:56 AM PDT, Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com> wrote:

Hello Conor,

At the Waterboard Advisory Committee meeting today, the developer indicated that due to public
comment that they would be removing all fencing from the project. While the community has mentioned
fencing is not as pertinent on the southern creek facing side of the property, we have always advocated
for solid fencing on the northern and eastern boundaries to assist with light and noise pollution mitigation.
| do not believe removing all fencing was anybody but the developer's idea.

| also wanted touch on the new plans provided by the development team. It appears that their project no
longer will connect with the future Northpoint Parkway extension. We are worried that this project will now
permanently have inadequate ingress/egress to the property which will now be perpetually inadequate if
evacuation of the property is ever needed. We have touched on many traffic related inadequacies in
previous emails, and it appears that the project now not connecting to the future Northpoint Parkway
extension would exacerbate these issues. Thank you for advising on the new Northpoint Parkway
extension plan specific to this project and how it correlates to the new development plans.



Thank you,
Ryan



From: Ryan Schwab

To: Trippel. Andrew

Cc: Sprinkle, Rob; McKay, Conor; Lyle, Amy

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Staff Response to Comments - Stony Point Flats - PRJ21-012
Date: Friday, October 8, 2021 5:10:47 PM

Attachments: Developer in Contact with Mayor - U-Turn Now Not Required.pdf

Eencing Concerns - No Fencing Due to Cost.pdf
Amy Lyle WAC Interference.pdf
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Hello All,

I have received approximately 700 of your internal emails through public records requests - many fraught
with corruption, cover-ups, and lying to the public. Many legalities of this entire process have been called
into question. You may want to reconsider your endorsement of this project to city council, especially that
your internal correspondence says otherwise. It's tremendously concerning that each of you caved to the
political pressure despite your true feelings.

The developer starts almost every email with, "We are bringing 50 affordable housing units to the city of
Santa Rosa", which in return, they expect that strategic line to get them a free pass when it comes to
safety and the well-being of the surrounding community. It is clear the developers care about one thing,
and that is their bottom line. They want to generate as much profit as they can, cut corners, and get out
as quickly as possible without being burdened with anything that may disrupt this mission. Some of you
tried to hold them accountable which was commendable at first, but you ultimately all gave into the
pressure and begrudgingly endorsed the project, all while pretending like there still isn't a litany of issues
outstanding. The developers have state funding on the line so they expected you all to break your backs
to rush the project through at all costs when they weren't even prepared themselves. The community was
continually silenced at meetings, lied to, and our 184 signature petition never responded to. It's a shame
to see your city officials act this way.

Some select examples are noted below with many more forthcoming:

- Rob Sprinkle caving to political pressure related to the Pearblossom turn pocket to not upset the Mayor
and developers after being adamant that it is required for months. - "I told Andrew to drop the condition
per conversation Monday."

- The developer lying to the the community and the DRB by saying the community asked for no fencing
as city staff remained silent. "Hi Phil, | have a concern that the activities in the parking lot could result in
lighting and noise to nearby properties to the project's north. Has the the applicant considered a
landscaped sound wall (4' +) that would immediately and completely block the light from the headlights
and greatly reduce the sound of car activity? | am concerned about the usage of landscaping as a means
to block headlights from the parking lot due to the current state of the drought in the community... - Conor
Mckay"

- Amy Lyle and Michelle Montoya doing everything they can to limit our speaking time and ensure the
WAC's role is made "very clear to them."” Why have a Waterways Advisory Committee with their purpose
to provide input on projects like this and then pretend like they don't exist?

What | uncovered was truly alarming, and | hope you all reflect how this project was handled and rescind
your endorsement until all remaining issues are addressed.

Thank you,
Ryan



On Friday, September 3, 2021, 08:54:39 AM PDT, Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com> wrote:

Mr. Sprinkle,

| can tell how alarmed you were during this entire process. Attached is your correspondence dated
5/27/2021. "l am not comfortable with this project using Burbank as a means to travel southbound in
order to go northbound on Stony Point Rd for access to the site. | believe this project should add a
southbound left turn pocket for u-turns on Stony Point Road at Pear Blossom for residential access as
well as fire access."

Do you still feel this way? Is there a reason this was not a condition of the project? Blood will be on the
city's/developer's hands for not listening to your advice. It is incredibly alarming that the city is not holding
the developer accountable to keep residents surrounding the property and future residents safe.

On Friday, September 3, 2021, 08:19:24 AM PDT, Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com> wrote:

Hello Conor, Andrew,
Please send me the recording and the notes from last night's Design Review Board meeting.

Thank you,
Ryan

On Wednesday, September 1, 2021, 01:59:41 PM PDT, Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org> wrote:

Good afternoon,

Thank you for your emails received on August 31, 2021, at 5:45 PM and September 1, 2021, at 10:44

AM. Below are responses to your questions from August 315, In today’s email, you request
postponement — or removal, as you've described it — of the proposed Stony Point Flat's Minor Design
Review from the Design Review Board’'s September 2, 2021 agenda. After a project is agendized,
Planning Division can only request or recommend continuance of a scheduled meeting item to the review
authority. It is the purview of the review authority to decide to review as scheduled or continue an
agendized meeting item. When making such a request or recommendation, Planning considers if new
information has been presented that would require further analysis and may result in changes to project
information presented for review. In this case, no new information has been provided that Planning
Division feels warrants a request or recommendation for continuance. Planning plans to proceed with the
meeting item as scheduled.

Members of the community may request a continuance of a project’s scheduled review during the public
comment period of the public hearing and the review authority would have the purview to consider such a
request.



From August 31 email

Question 1: Is it a common practice for the city to make exceptions to required studies (ie Sewer
Capacity Study)? With the developers insisting on their requirement for 50 units to obtain the necessary
tax credits, they should be subjected to the requirements set forth for projects that exceed the general
plan limits. It appears they are receiving preferred treatment when the city makes exceptions and doesn't
hold all projects/developers to the same standards. This project is not ready for the DRB on Thursday
when the necessary studies have not been performed.

Response: Technical reports or studies are used to analyze a project’'s compliance with
applicable regulations or policies. In addition to Planning Division, other public agency staff are
charged with implementing applicable regulations or policies and may request technical reports
and studies. Planning staff rely on public agency staff to determine and advise as to what
technical reports or studies are required. In this case, Santa Rosa Water — which administers
water distribution, wastewater collection and urban water reuse in Santa Rosa — reviewed the
project proposal and determined that the project is still in line with the General Plan Land Use

densities. Santa Rosa Water has additionally reviewed your question received on August 315t
and confirms that no additional study of sewer capacity is required.

Question 2: Is it common practice for city staff such as yourself to meet with council members and
influence their decisions if their constituents concerns are valid or not? We were prepared to meet with
Mr. Alvarez with a next-day meeting time solidified when it was conveniently cancelled after speaking with
you. We are disheartened by this and the optics have raised ethical concerns among our group.

Response: City staff are always available to respond to requests for information from elected
and appointed officials. Planning staff provided project and Planning review information to
Council Member Alvarez in response to his request. No recommendation was made concerning
meetings with any person or persons.

Best Regards,

Andrew

Andrew Trippel, AICP | Acting Supervising Planner — Current Planning

Planning & Economic Development |100 Santa Rosa Ave Rm 3 | Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Tel. (707) 543-3223 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | atrippel@strcity.org



From: Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 1, 2021 10:44 AM

To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

Cc: Sprinkle, Rob <RSprinkle@srcity.org>; Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Staff Response to Comments - Stony Point Flats - PRJ21-012

Hello again Mr. Trippel,

With the items documented in my email yesterday afternoon, | wanted to give you and your team
adequate time to remove the Stony Point Flats Apartment project from tomorrow's Design Review Board
meeting. It would not be prudent for the DRB to take final action on this project with what is noted below.

Thank you,

Ryan

On Tuesday, August 31, 2021, 05:45:02 PM PDT, Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com> wrote:

Hello Andrew, Conor,

| had several questions based on documents | received through public requests and have attached for
review:

1) Is it a common practice for the city to make exceptions to required studies (ie Sewer Capacity Study)?
With the developers insisting on their requirement for 50 units to obtain the necessary tax credits, they
should be subjected to the requirements set forth for projects that exceed the general plan limits. It
appears they are receiving preferred treatment when the city makes exceptions and doesn't hold all
projects/developers to the same standards. This project is not ready for the DRB on Thursday when the
necessary studies have not been performed.

2) Is it common practice for city staff such as yourself to meet with council members and influence their
decisions if their constituents concerns are valid or not? We were prepared to meet with Mr. Alvarez with



a next-day meeting time solidified when it was conveniently cancelled after speaking with you. We are
disheartened by this and the optics have raised ethical concerns among our group.

I would appreciate you timely addressing these concerns.

Regards,

Ryan

On Thursday, August 19, 2021, 10:53:18 AM PDT, McKay, Conor <ctmckay@strcity.org> wrote:

Hello Ryan,

Thank you for your patience. | appreciate you serving as the community
representative for this project. It really makes the process a lot easier and gives Staff
more time to review the project uninterrupted. | have developed responses to your
recent inquiries here:

(Fencing) While the community has mentioned fencing is not as pertinent on the
southern creek facing side of the property, we have always advocated for solid
fencing on the northern and eastern boundaries to assist with light and noise pollution
mitigation. | do not believe removing all fencing was anybody but the developer's
idea.

The applicant team and City have received comments from the Waterways Advisory
Committee, Design Review Board, and the public about the fence. The applicant
team studied all concepts discussed by the Boards and the public. A wrought iron
fence would be cost prohibitive for the project due to the length of the property lines.
Chain link fencing, as well as a 10' sound wall, upgraded as they may be, would not
be aesthetically appropriate for the Project and neighborhood. In its revised project
proposal, the applicant responds to all review comments and public comments. The
Design Review Board will consider the applicant's response during its Public Hearing
when it conducts Design Review.

(Emergency Access) | also wanted touch on the new plans provided by the
development team. It appears that their project no longer will connect with the future
Northpoint Parkway extension. We are worried that this project will now permanently
have inadequate ingress/egress to the property which will now be perpetually
inadequate if evacuation of the property is ever needed. We have touched on many
traffic related inadequacies in previous emails, and it appears that the project now not
connecting to the future Northpoint Parkway extension would exacerbate these



issues. Thank you for advising on the new Northpoint Parkway extension plan specific
to this project and how it correlates to the new development plans.

The City's Fire Department and Traffic Division have reviewed the project for
emergency access and provided conditions of approval. The Traffic memo indicates
that operational traffic impacts as a result of the proposed project would be less than
significant.

(Creekside Setback) We have also been reviewing the Roseland Creek Restoration
Plan found at the link below. Per the restoration plan map attached, the
recommended creek setback per zoning code 20-30.040 for 2268 Stony Point Road
is 50 feet (the purple dashed line.) Will you be requiring the recommended 50 foot
setback instead of the 30 foot setback as discussed on the Waterways Advisory
Committee call?

Due to the project’s location adjacent to Roseland Creek, the project is subject to the
Santa Rosa Citywide Creek Master Plan. The Roseland Creek Conceptual
Restoration Plan was adopted by the Council as part of the Citywide Creek Master
Plan (as an appendix on March 27, 2007). The text of the Roseland Creek
Conceptual Restoration Plan includes: “Consistent with the City’s Zoning Code 20-
30.040, the creek setback shall be 50 feet from the top of the proposed top of bank on
both sides of the channel. Exceptions to the creek setback are the same as those
outlined in the City’s Zoning Code.” The stretch of Roseland Creek adjacent to
2268 Stony Point Road is identified as Reach #3 in the Citywide Creek Master Plan.
This reach is identified as a Modified — Natural creek, which is a creek that has been
channelized and re-introduced with native vegetation.

Zoning Code Section 20-30.040 (D) (3) establishes that adjacent to fully channelized

waterways, structures may be closer to the top of the bank than a distance of 2.5
times the depth of the bank plus 50 feet, provided that this encroachment into the
setback area will not obstruct or impair the channel’s hydraulic functions, impede
Water Agency access or maintenance of the channel, or impair the stability of the
slope, bank, or maintenance of the channel, or impair the stability of the slope, bank,
or creekbed fountain, all as determined by and approved by the Santa Rosa Planning
& Economic Development Department, Santa Rosa Water, and the Sonoma County
Water Agency. The project has been reviewed and provided conditions of approval by
PED and Santa Rosa Water. Consultation with the Sonoma County Water Agency is
ongoing.

Thank you,

Conor McKay (nenis) | City Planner



Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA
95404

CTmckay@srcity.org

I am working remotely during this time. The City of Santa Rosa has restricted City facilities to the

public and is offering in-person City Hall support by appointment only. The Planning and Economic
Development Department has recently launched its Planning Application Portal which contains process
checklists for the majority of planning entitlements. Please check on the status of your submitted permit
application here. For general planning inquiries, please contact planning@strcity.org. To submit permit
application materials, please submit all required documents to permitsubmittal@strcity.org.

From: Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 29, 2021 8:32 AM

To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@strcity.org>; Rose, William <WRose@srcity.org>; Trippel, Andrew
<atrippel@srcity.org>; Sprinkle, Rob <RSprinkle @srcity.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Staff Response to Comments - Stony Point Flats - PRJ21-012

Hello Conor,

We wanted to check back in and see where the project currently stands. The community has been
patiently waiting for updates as there has been little new information made available since the last WAC
meeting. With the many inquiries that we have received from concerned citizens over the last 6 weeks,
we have asked them to hold off contacting you for now. | advised | would reach out to obtain an update
that | would share with them. | hope that help eases you needing to respond to multiple emails.

Thank you,

Ryan

On Tuesday, July 13, 2021, 10:55:45 AM PDT, Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com> wrote:

Hello Conor and Team,

| am checking back in as it has been several weeks since we have touched base. | wanted to see if you
could address my questions in the below email regarding fencing and the Northpoint Parkway Ext.

We have also been reviewing the Roseland Creek Restoration Plan found at the link below. Per the
restoration plan map attached, the recommended creek setback per zoning code 20-30.040 for 2268
Stony Point Road is 50 feet (the purple dashed line.) Will you be requiring the recommended 50 foot



setback instead of the 30 foot setback as discussed on the Waterways Advisory Committee call?

Thank you,

Ryan

On Thursday, June 24, 2021, 11:56:56 AM PDT, Ryan Schwab <rschwabl123@yahoo.com> wrote:

Hello Conor,

At the Waterboard Advisory Committee meeting today, the developer indicated that due to public
comment that they would be removing all fencing from the project. While the community has mentioned
fencing is not as pertinent on the southern creek facing side of the property, we have always advocated
for solid fencing on the northern and eastern boundaries to assist with light and noise pollution mitigation.
| do not believe removing all fencing was anybody but the developer's idea.

| also wanted touch on the new plans provided by the development team. It appears that their project no
longer will connect with the future Northpoint Parkway extension. We are worried that this project will now
permanently have inadequate ingress/egress to the property which will now be perpetually inadequate if
evacuation of the property is ever needed. We have touched on many traffic related inadequacies in
previous emails, and it appears that the project now not connecting to the future Northpoint Parkway
extension would exacerbate these issues. Thank you for advising on the new Northpoint Parkway
extension plan specific to this project and how it correlates to the new development plans.

Thank you,

Ryan

On Wednesday, June 9, 2021, 10:34:22 AM PDT, Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com> wrote:

Hello Again,

I hope you are well this Wednesday morning. | wanted to summarize the information discussed in the
DRB meeting on 6/3/2021 that members of the DRB were receptive of. These recommendations will
assist with some of the traffic, environmental, and community impacts of this project.



- Permeable pavers utilized throughout the project

- Wall with ivy located on the northern/eastern boundaries
- Tree line

- Covered parking

- Widened Ingress/Egress

- Left turn pocket installed at Pear Blossom

Thank you,

Ryan

On Friday, June 4, 2021, 12:18:10 PM PDT, Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com> wrote:

Hello All,

| also wanted to share some attached pictures of 2268 Stony Point (parcel to be developed) along with
2222 Stony Point Road (parcel for Northpoint Parkway extension).

Many of these pictures show the routine life that frequently visit these properties. The picture labeled
"Wetland Picture 02-22-2017" indicates how much water sits on these properties during rainy season.
This picture doesn't even capture the full extent of the wetland as the creek is 300+ feet away from where
this picture was taken. It is also difficult to capture the frogs and tiger salamanders that make their way
from the creek and then into both parcels as this occurs at night time. There are huge harmonious frog
symphonies that occur in late winter/early spring from the creek and from both parcels.

Also, the picture labeled "2268 Sunrise and Eucalyptus Tree" shows the 70 foot gorgeous Eucalyptus tree
that is now in the direct path of the Northpoint Parkway extension. This tree was spared in previous maps,
but the road design will unfortunately require removal of this tree. | have watched hundreds, if not
thousands of birds collect in this tree over the last 7 years.

I know you are used to many people hitting on environmental aspects to try to stall projects, but this truly
is devastating to me and our neighborhood. | took these pictures for admiration of my surroundings and
never thought | would have to make a plea to the city with them.

Thank you for reviewing and fully considering the impact of this project.



Thank you,

Ryan

On Friday, June 4, 2021, 08:41:30 AM PDT, Ryan Schwab <rschwab123@yahoo.com> wrote:

Hello Conor,

Thank you for providing the detailed outline and for hosting the meeting last night. From Stevan's
comments and supporting documentation below related to the Northpoint Parkway extension, it appears
quite clear where the city had intended this extension to be placed. The fact that Stevan had to locate
these documents himself without any assistance from the city worries me. | know you all have many
projects you are working on at any given time and the information could have been missed, but it gives
the allusion it was deliberately withheld from us. For this project to continue to move forward, it would be
expected that the Northpoint Parkway extension keeps to its original path. We also do not quite fully
understand why Northpoint Parkway being built is not a condition for this project. One of the main
entry/exits of the project is located on the future Northpoint Parkway extension. To help alleviate the
numerous evacuation and traffic worries, the Northpoint Parkway extension should really be coming
before or at the same time as this project with the developer sharing some of the associated costs.

Thank you,

Ryan Schwab

From: STEVAN HUNTER
Sent: Thursday, June 3, 2021 3:35 PM
To: McKay, Conor; Trippel, Andrew; Rose, William

Cc: michelle olson; Loren Brueggemann; Anjela Ponce
Subject: RE: Staff Response to Comments - Stony Point Flats - PRJ21-012

Thanks Conor! My comments to the North Point Parkway Extension are below (in red):
-Stevan

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: McKay. Conor
Sent: Thursday, June 3, 2021 8:35 AM

To: Trippel, Andrew; Rose, William

Cc: michelle olson; Loren Brueggemann; Anjela Ponce
Subject: Staff Response to Comments - Stony Point Flats - PRJ21-012

Subject Project: Stony Point Flats — 2268 Stony Point Road (PRJ21-012/DR21-023)



Hello,

Thank you for your comments about the proposal to develop a 50-unit affordable
housing development located at 2268 Stony Point Road (Stony Point Flats). The
information below responds to potential issues or concerns raised by members of the
public during a Neighborhood Meeting held on May 3, 2021, in response to public
notification of Concept Design Review by the Design Review Board to be held on
June 3, 2021, and generated by availability of project information submitted as part of
required applications. If you are receiving this email, then Planning staff has record of
email correspondence received from you.

Stony Point Flats proposes to construct a new 50-unit affordable multifamily development on a 2.9-acre
parcel currently developed for single-family use. The project includes the construction of bike storage,
laundry facilities, tech center, fitness facilities, and outdoor amenities such as barbecue and playground
facilities. Solar panels will be installed on top of the two main residential structures which will allow the
project to operate at net zero energy in accordance with Title 24. The proposed Multi-family land use is a
permitted use, and the project requires a discretionary Minor Design Review entitlement. To facilitate a
more comprehensive review of the proposed Stony Point Flats application (DR21-023), the Planning
Director is acting to elevate discretionary review of DR21-023 from Zoning Administrator to Design
Review Board at a public hearing. This decision to elevate is based upon authority granted to the
Planning Director by Section 20-60.080. Minor Design Review by the Design Review Board will be
scheduled upon completion of Planning review.

A Neighborhood Meeting and Concept Design Review are also required. While these activities are public
meetings and inform the project’s Planning review, no decision is made at these meetings. A
Neighborhood Meeting was held on May 3, 2021, and Concept Design Review by the Design Review
Board is scheduled for Thursday — June 3, 2021.

Potential issues or concerns raised by members of the public:

Potential impacts to seasonal wetlands, open space, and protected plants and wildlife

The project’s General Plan land use designations are residential, and the zoning is residential as well.
The current General Plan and Zoning Code provide for Open Space designations and zoning. This
property is neither designated nor zoned as open space. However, environmental review under CEQA is
required for this discretionary project. The applicant is currently preparing an Initial Study in compliance
with CEQA to determine potential impacts to on-site wetlands, current undeveloped areas, and observed
plants and wildlife as a result of the proposed project. The applicant will be required to comply with all
State laws related to mitigation of any potential impacts identified, and the project is being reviewed by
the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The project will be subject to all mitigation
measures and conditions of approval that are deemed adequate in mitigating any potential impacts to
wetlands.

Potential Impact(s) to Roseland Creek

The project is being reviewed for compliance with the City of Santa Rosa Creek Master Plan in
consultation with the City of Santa Rosa Water Division. The project will also be presented at the
Waterways Advisory Committee, who will provide review and comments on the project as it relates to and
complies with creekside related City plans and policies, including Zoning Code Section 20-30.040
(Creekside development). Additionally, the project is being reviewed by the USACE and will be subject to
all mitigation measures and conditions of approval that are deemed adequate in mitigating any potential
impacts to Roseland Creek.

Proposed Tree Removal



The proposed project would require removal of twelve (12) Heritage or non-Heritage trees. This removal
will be subject to Chapter 17-24 of the City Code, which allows the removal of trees on property proposed
for development subject to Director approval. This chapter also requires all tree removals to be mitigated
and specifies re-planting mitigations for trees approved for removal by the Director. In compliance with
this regulation, the project will be required to mitigate for any removal of trees pursuant to Chapter 17-24.

Construction in a Flood Plain Hazard Zone/Site Drainage

The project is being reviewed by the City of Santa Rosa Building Division, which will review the project for
compliance with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) guidelines for construction within
a floodplain. Also, the project will be subject to all mitigation measures deemed adequate in reducing the
impacts posed by floodplain development to a level of less than significant. The proposed project requires
compliance with City Code Chapter 18-52 (Flood Damage Protection) which outlines standards of
construction to reduce potential impacts related to site drainage and floodplain.

Water supply

Drought and water supply shortages and have occurred regularly throughout California’s history. Santa
Rosa has a plan in place to address short-term effects of the drought, which are incorporated into our
long-term water supply planning efforts. Prudent and cost-effective long-term planning for water supply
means that occurrences of single and multiple dry years do not automatically mean water supply capacity
is limited for planned development. However, all customers are being asked to conserve due to the
potentially historic dry period we are facing. Additionally, all new development is required to be extremely
water efficient. All new development is required to comply with City Code Chapter 14-30 (Water Efficient
Landscape) and the CALGreen building code, which requires new development to be 20% more water
efficient than existing development. To determine the water supply needs of the City’s 2035 General Plan,
the Water Department calculated water demand and water supply projections. The current projections
are included in the City’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan and will be updated as part of the 2020
Urban Water Management Plan. The demand projections use a robust model that incorporates historical
water use, population projections, employment projections, plumbing code and future conservation
savings to project future water demand.

Aesthetic, Air Quality, and Noise Impacts

An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is currently being prepared for the project. The City will
review the impact analysis and technical studies related to Aesthetics, Air Quality, and Noise, and
determine if the proposed mitigation, if applicable, is sufficient in reducing these impacts to a level of less
than significant. The proposed project requires compliance with City Code Chapter 17-16 (Noise) which
establishes standards for noise generation.

Density

The Gross Site Area is 2.93 acres. The developable area is 2.63 acres, and the area to be dedicated for
Northpoint Parkway is 0.3 acres. The General Plan Land Use Designation map aligns the Medium
Density designation with the developable area and the Low Density designation with the ROW dedication
area. Density is calculated as 2.63 acres @ 18 units/acre = 47.34 + 0.3 acres @ 8 units/acre = 2.4, which
totals 49.74 maximum allowable units. Based upon Staff's analysis of the City’s Density Bonus and/or
Inclusionary Housing Ordinances, it appears that this 100% affordable to low income household project
would be eligible for density bonus, which would allow it to achieve its proposed density. This eligibility
includes rounding the maximum allowable units up to the greatest whole number of units, which is 50
units.

Building Height

The subject property is located within the R-3-18 Zoning District, which establishes a maximum building
height of 45’ pursuant to City Code Section 20-22.050 (Residential district general development
standards). (Note: Planning staff has identified a discrepancy between the print and online versions of the



R-3 zoning district development standards. Staff has confirmed that the print version is correct.)

Northpoint Parkway Extension

The City does not have an official plan line for the extension of Northpoint Parkway on record. City
Engineering and Traffic-Public Works are reviewing the proposed Right-of-Way dedication for the future
Northpoint Parkway for compliance with General Plan and Specific Plan maps describing the future
Northpoint Parkway extension.

At Neighborhood Meeting held on May 3, 2021 | asked about the North Point Parkway
alignment as it shown on the Stony Flats drawings. | had noticed North Point Parkway
Extension was conflicting with a large (70’ tall) Eucalyptus tree leading me to ask if
the road alignment was in the correct location? | also asked for any tentative or
planning documents available so | could confirm the alignment of the North Point
Parkway Extension matched the alignment used in the design the Stony Ranch
Subdivision. At the meeting | didn’t receive verbal answers nor reference to any
additional physical documents, just silence. Subsequently ,I requested in writing from
the City, to date still no documents have been provided, | know things can be hard to
find, but someone must have something as I’'m about to show you. The public
deserves to know the full project impacts so they can make informed comments.

In doing my own search on City of Santa Rosa Planning GIS website it yielded this
(see image below). The projected location of Future North Point Parkway Extension
agrees with the existing Stony Ranch Subdivision drawings. This location does not
agree with the proposed Stony Point Flat drawings.
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If the North Point Parkway Extension has shifted to favor the Stony Flats development
then this large impact would need proper disclosure to the public and allow for
relevant community input. Thus far all my questions have went unanswered and |

personally feel like the May 3rd meeting likely confused the public. Neither the
alignment nor the acreage discrepancies were addressed. The average member of
the public deserves to be able to express concerns over project impacts and that
includes people who are not fully versed in project development process. | specifically
remember many members of the public questioning the acreage discrepancy and
being left confused by the simplistic “(we) had it surveyed” response from the
developer. Is the shift in North Point Parkway affecting the lot acreage? The potential
impact of North Point Parkway Extension forced me to do the research myself. So,
below is a screen capture of the City of Santa Rosa’s GIS layer for zoning. Again this
matches the existing Stony Ranch Subdivision. This does not match the proposed
Stony Point Flats project.



Below is a comparison of the two projects:

Existing - Stony Point Ranch (shown below) — 250’ agrees with zoning and planning

Proposed - Stony Point Flats (shown below) — 370’ does not agree with planning or
zoning or existing Stony Ranch project

| initially thought | was doing the City a favor by catching a potential oversight error,



but nobody is answering me. If this isn’'t an error then why wasn't it discussed openly
in the previous meeting when | asked? Why aren’t my email questions being
responded to other than with “we continue to search”? Is this alignment shift
augmenting the acreage? Is this why people were confused asking about lot size? If
that alignment shift is intended to ‘benefit’ the Stony Flats project then who is losing
right? Those people deserve a say and to know all project impacts ‘in good faith’ up
front and be allowed to assess and input their concerns accordingly and fairly.

The city must have documentation which was used as foundational layer to their
zoning and planning maps, as well as whatever was sent to the developer of the
Stony Ranch Subdivision. Please let me know if you find anything.

Thank you,

Stevan

from what's posted publicly on the City of Santa Rosa Planning GIS site as well as
the zoning map as well as the previous Stony Ranch Subdivision and now was
conflicting with a. Neither the City nor the Developer made comments addressing my
guestion. Since that date | was

Parking

The proposed project includes the provision of 97 parking spaces, where 113 would typically be required
by City Code Chapter 20-36 (Parking and Loading Standards) for market rate units. Because the project
is an affordable project, it is subject to reduced parking requirements for Multifamily affordable housing
projects [Section 20-36.040 (Table 3-4)]. The provision of 97 spaces exceeds the requirement of 88
spaces established by the City’s Density Bonus and California State Law.

Traffic impacts and Emergency Site Egress

The proposed project is being reviewed by the City of Santa Rosa Engineering Development Services
Division and Fire Department for compliance with all applicable traffic and emergency access standards.
The environmental review of the proposed project will also analyze for potential impacts pursuant to
CEQA.

Inadequate equity in geographical distribution of new development

Development of the City of Santa Rosa is dictated by the General Plan’s land use policies and Land Use
Designation map, which are implemented by City Code Title 20 (Zoning) that assigns land use and
development standards for specific properties. The establishment and/or distribution of General Plan
Land Use Designations and Zoning Districts and is not within the purview of the Stony Point Flats Project
Review.

Balconies allowing invasion of privacy of nearby residents

There are no specific Zoning Code regulations that prohibit the establishment of balconies in multi-family
residential developments. Design Guidelines Section 3.2 (Multi-Family Residential) calls for the
establishment of “semi-private open space” areas for each unit of a proposed new multi-family
development.

lllegal Driveway on Hearn
Due to the location of the discussed driveway, this issue is not within the purview of the Stony Point Flats



project review.

Eviction of current resident tenant

The existing tenant of the property has submitted a letter that describes his awareness that the property is
for sale and is proposed for development. The tenant supports the plan for developing the property into a
"higher and better use."

Thank you,

Conor McKay (nenis) | City Planner
Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA
95404

CTmckay@srcity.org

| am working remotely during this time. The City of Santa Rosa has restricted City facilities to the

public and is offering in-person City Hall support by appointment only. The Planning and Economic
Development Department has recently launched its Planning Application Portal which contains process
checklists for the majority of planning entitlements. Please check on the status of your submitted permit
application here. For general planning inquiries, please contact planning@strcity.org. To submit permit
application materials, please submit all required documents to permitsubmittal@strcity.org.

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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"Lyle, Amy" <ALyle@srcity.org>

"Trippel, Andrew" <atrippel@srcity.org>

"Montoya, Michelle" <MMontoya@srcity.org>

"McKay, Conor" <CTMcKay@srcity.org>

"Rose, William" <WRose@srcity.org>

7/8/2021 2:57:47 PM

RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

Hopefully all will be good because WAC really won’t slow anything down because they have a very narrow role and we
will make that very clear to them. 0 Regardless, thanks for moving it to August and reducing stress levels.
Amy

From: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>

Sent: Thursday, July 8, 2021 2:39 PM

To: Montoya, Michelle <MMontoya@srcity.org>; Lyle, Amy <AlLyle@srcity.org>
Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Rose, William <WRose@srcity.org>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

Hello,

I haven’t had a chance to reach out the applicant. | will have come in and do that tomorrow as | have too many other
commitments today. We will have to go with the August 25th, and | will take the applicant’s anger.

Thanks,
Andrew
Andrew Trippel, AICP | Acthg Supervising Planner — Current Planning

Planning & Economic Development |100 Santa Rosa Ave Rm 3 | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-3223 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | atrippel@srcity.org

From: Montoya, Michelle <MMontoya@srcity.org>

Sent: Thursday, July 8, 2021 2:28 PM

To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>; Lyle, Amy <ALyle@srcity.org>

Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Rose, William <WRose@srcity.org>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

Hi All,

Just wanted to follow-up on this. Which July date are we moving on or are we moving to August?
Please let me know so that | can let the committee know.

Thank you,

Michelle

From: Montova, Michelle
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To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>; Lyle, Amy <ALyle@srcity.org>
Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; 'Rose, William (WRose@srcity.org)' <WRose@srcity.org>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

Good Morning,
| have heard back from all WAC members and this is what | have:

Carole is free for both dates
Mark is free for both dates
Art is free for both dates
Steve can only do the 22nd

Kevin is recusing himself and is not available the 22nd
Adam is not available for either dates
Charles can do both dates BUT said the 22"d js better for him

To have a better chance of quorum we should go with the 22"d, especially since Charles said it is better for him.
However, | am wondering if it is better to have this project come back to the committee on August 26th. | know that this
is a priority project, but I think putting it on the agenda for the 22nd will be a little rough with the new materials coming
in the same day | make the agenda and quorum feels shaky for the 29th.

Let me know your thoughts on this.
Thanks,

Michelle

From: Montoya, Michelle <MMontoya@srcity.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 5:18 PM

To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>; Lyle, Amy <ALyle@srcity.org>

Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Rose, William <WRose@srcity.org>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

Hi All,

| asked the WAC members to get back to me by noon tomorrow letting me know if they can attend both dates. This is
what | have so far:

Carole is free for both dates
Mark is free for both dates
Art is free for both dates

Steve can only do the 22nd

Kevin is recusing himself and is not available the 22nd
| am still waiting to hear from Adam and Charles

| will check back in on this tomorrow after 12 pm.
Thanks,

Michelle

Cramis Trimnal AndAdrawas ~arrimmal M cecvrecidyvy Aro~
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To: Lyle, Amy <ALyle@srcity.org>; Montoya, Michelle <MMontoya@srcity.org>
Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Rose, William <WRose@srcity.org>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

Thanks, Amy. That would be great. I’'m not a fan of the short @neframe, but | do want to get this project back to WAC as
quickly as possible. If we could move out 1-2 weeks, | would prefer that.

Andrew Trippel, AICP | Achg Supervising Planner — Current Planning
Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Ave Rm 3 | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-3223 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | atrippel@srcity.org

From: Lyle, Amy <AlLyle@srcity.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 8:52 AM

To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>; Montoya, Michelle <MMontoya@srcity.org>
Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Rose, William <WRose@srcity.org>

Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

Hi Andrew, you are making WAC so excilthg! | don’t think this commi&e has ever felt so valuable. O What if we poll
committee members to move the meeting out a week so we have more of a buffer? Would that work for you and
Conor?

Thanks,
Amy

Amy Lyle | Supervising Planner- Advance Planning
Planning & Economic Development|100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 3 | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Cell (707) 791-5533 | Office (707) 543-3410 | Alyle@srcity.org (Currently Working Remotely)

From: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 8:01 AM

To: Montoya, Michelle <MMontoya@srcity.org>; Lyle, Amy <ALyle@srcity.org>
Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Rose, William <WRose@srcity.org>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

Hi Michelle,

Great points. | would add that as a 100% affordable project in a Priority Development Area, this is a Highest Priority
project. While we aren’t working to meet a deadline, we do need to diligently pursue compleln of review as quickly as
possible. Perhaps this makes a difference?

Andrew

Andrew Trippel, AICP | AcBhg Supervising Planner — Current Planning
Planning & Economic Development |100 Santa Rosa Ave Rm 3 | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-3223 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | atrippel@srcity.org

From:* Montova Michelle <MMontova@srcitv oro>
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To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>; Lyle, Amy <ALyle@srcity.org>
Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Rose, William <WRose@srcity.org>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

I would be creating the agenda that day (July 14) for sending out and posting on Thursday, July 15. Is less than one day
enough time to receive the new project information, get it reviewed, and then over to me to add to the agenda? My
RDO is that Friday, so it would need to be a super-fast turnaround. Is there any way the applicant can you the
informal®n in earlier so that we are not all pressed? My gut tells me that’s culthg it to close, but | can make it work, if
that is what is best.

Thanks,

Michelle

From: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 6:50 AM

To: Montoya, Michelle <MMontoya@srcity.org>; Lyle, Amy <AlLyle@srcity.org>
Cc: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Rose, William <WRose@srcity.org>
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

Good morning,

If the applicant has submitted revised project information by July 14, 2021, can Stony Point Flats be included on the July
22,2021, WAC agenda?

If yes, then | recommend that we discuss the purpose and scope of WAC review and how that will be communicated to
WAC members. For instance, | think we can all agree that WAC doesn’t need to review a detailed Stormwater LID and
drainage plan.

Thanks,

Andrew

Andrew Trippel, AICP | Acthg Supervising Planner — Current Planning
Planning & Economic Development |100 Santa Rosa Ave Rm 3 | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-3223 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | atrippel@srcity.org

From: Phil Wood <phil@integrityhousing.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 29, 2021 8:45 PM

To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>; Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>

Cc: Loren Brueggemann <lorenb@phoenixdevco.com>; Anjela Ponce <anjela@integrityhousing.org>; michelle olson
<michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>; Paul Carroll <paul@integrityhousing.org>; Holly Holleran
<hollyh@phoenixdevco.com>; Whitney Conkright <whitneyc@phoenixdevco.com>; Rose, William
<WRose@srcity.org>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

Conor & Andrew

| wanted to follow up on my email below and see vou could help clarify our team’s ques@n. Also, to add, if we are
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submitted in order to give the committee the required time to review?
We're happy to jump on a call to discuss if that would be helpful.

Thanks,

Phil Wood

President

From: Philip Wood <phil@integrityhousing.org>

Date: Thursday, June 24, 2021 at 4:26 PM

To: "McKay, Conor" <CTMcKay@srcity.org>, "Trippel, Andrew" <atrippel@srcity.org>

Cc: Loren Brueggemann <lorenb@phoenixdevco.com>, Anjela Ponce <anjela@integrityhousing.org>, michelle
olson <michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>, Paul Carroll <paul@integrityhousing.org>, Holly Holleran
<hollyh@phoenixdevco.com>, Whitney Conkright <whitneyc@phoenixdevco.com>, "Rose, William"
<WRose@srcity.org>

Subject: Stony Point Flats - DRB & WAC

Connor & Andrew

Thank you both once again for your work, presentation and input during the WAC meeting this morning. The consensus
of the committee was that they wanted to see the project come back in front of them in great detail.

As we are looking at our entitlement timeline, do we need to re-present the project before the WAC prior to going to
the DRB? It appears that the next WAC meeting is on July 22nd,

Happy to provide any information from our end that might be helpful.

Thanks,

Phil Wood

President

PO Box 52078

[rvine, CA 92619-2078
Phone: 949.727.3656
Direct: 949.491.1665
Fax: 949.727.3654
Cell: 949.233.2567






Hi Jason,

Chris Rogers mentioned that he had been contacted by the developer of the affordable housing project that is objecting
to the u-turn requirement with his project. | suggested that we set up some time where we can review our analysis and
recommendations with him. He is saying the developer is willing to make the improvements but wants to complete
them once the units are occupied and there is a cash flow to fund the improvements. | think it should be you, me, Rob
and the Mayor. If there are others that need to be included let me know.

| can have Liz work on setting up a time and location. Let us know if it should be in person or virtual.

Jeff Kolin | Interim City Manager

City Manager’s Office | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 10 | Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Tel. (707) 543-3020 | Fax (707) 543-3030 | jkolin@srcity.org

X







Conor

I'll address this in two parts. The first being that a landscaped sound wall 4 or
more feet in height would be a tremendous cost burden to this project and is
financially infeasible. To add to that, the timing of this request is upsetting
considering the stage we are at in our design and the efforts which we have
made to revise and submit our project revisions in a timely manner. Our
project looks to deliver 50 units of affordable housing to the City of Santa
Rosa, yet the city continues to saddle the project with additional costs, while
offering no financial assistance in return.

The second part to my response would concern Northpoint Parkway. Is the
City prepared to go on record promising a landscaped sound wall in excess of
4 feet on the northern edge of Northpoint parkway when the extensions is
completed? The small amount of noise created in a residential parking lot
located over 200 feet away from the neighbors to the north will be minimal
compared to that of a 4 lane parkway. The curvature of the parkway will also
see headlights shining directly at the neighborhood in questions in as traffic
approaches from the southeast.

Stony Point Flats will continue to propose a landscape buffer along the
northern boundary that will reach a height sufficient to screen out the
emissions projected from the headlights of parked cars.

If you would like to discuss in greater detail, please let me know and | would
be happy to set up a call with our team.

Respectfully,

Phil Wood

President

<image001,jpg>

From: "McKay, Conor" <CTMcKay@srcity.org>
Date: Tuesday, August 10, 2021 at 5:47 PM
To: Philip Wood <phil@integrityhousing.org>




Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Stony Point Flats - Photometric Study

Hello Phil,

| have a concern that the activities in the parking lot could result in
lighting and noise to nearby properties to the project's north. Has the
applicant team considered a landscaped sound wall (4'+) that would
immediately and completely block the light from headlights and greatly
reduce the sound of car activity? Additionally, | am concerned about
the usage of landscaping as a means to block headlights from the
parking lot due to the current state of drought in our community.
Landscape irrigation is currently limited to the hours of 8pm and 6am,
and | am not sure how the drought restrictions will progress in the
future. If the sound wall is not a possibility, | will need to verify the
proposed hedges will be of a height that is adequate to block light
from headlights, and the timing at which it would be fully grown.

Thank you,

Conor McKay "¢/hs) | City Planner

Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa
Rosa, CA 95404

CTmckay@srcity.org

B

I am working remotely during this time. The Cityof Santa Rosahas restricted
Cityfacilities tothe publicand is offering in-person City Hall support by appointment
only. The Planning and Economic Development Department has recently launched its
Planning Application Portal which contains process checklists for the majority of
planning entitlements. Please check on the status of your submitted permit application
here. For general planning inquiries, please contact planning@srcity.org. To submit
permit application materials, please submit all required documents to
permitsubmittal@srcity.org.

From: Phil Wood <phil@intearityhousing.org>
Sent: Thursday, August 5, 2021 5:11 PM
To: McKay, Conor <CTMcKay@srcity.org>




Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Stony Point Flats - Photometric Study

Conor

You are correct, we will be removing all existing fencing and will not be
fencing the perimeter of the redevelopment site.

Thanks,

Phil Wood

President

<image002,jpg>

From: "McKay, Conor" <CTMcKay@srcity.org>
Date: Thursday, August 5, 2021 at 3:01 PM

To: Philip Wood <phil@integrityhousing.org>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Stony Point Flats - Photometric Study

Hey Phil, Andrew and | conducted a site visit yesterday that generated
a question: is the existing fencing being proposed for removal? It
appears this fencing was for historical farming activities. Additionally,
my understanding is that no additional perimeter fencing is being
proposed - is that correct?

Thanks,

Conor McKay "¢/"® | City Planner

Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa
Rosa, CA 95404

CTmckay@srcity.org
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I am working remotely during this time. The Cityof Santa Rosahas restricted
Cityfacilities tothe publicand is offering in-person City Hall support by appointment
only. The Planning and Economic Development Department has recently launched its
Planning Application Portal which contains process checklists for the majority of
planning entitlements. Please check on the status of your submitted permit application
here. For general planning inquiries, please contact planning@srcity.org. To submit
permit application materials, please submit all required documents to
permitsubmittal@srcity.org.

From: Phil Wood <phil@integrityhousing.org>

Sent: Thursday, July 29, 2021 10:27 PM

To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@srcity.org>; McKay, Conor <
CTMcKay@srcity.org>

Cc: Loren Brueggemann <Jorenb@phoenixdevco.com>; Anjela Ponce <
anjela@integrityhousing.org>; michelle olson <
michelleb@phoenixdevco.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Stony Point Flats - Photometric Study

Andrew & Conor

Attached is the photometric study as requested in the Lighting Plan Submittal
specifications. | believe this to be the last piece of the submittal. If you have
any questions or need anything further, please feel free to let us know.

Thank you,

Phil Wood

President

<image003.jpg>

PO Box 52078
Irvine, CA 92619-2078
Phone: 949.727.3656

Direct: 949.491.1665



Fax: 949.727.3654

Cell: 949.233.2567

Loren E Brueggemann

Principal

*****NEW ADDRESS*****

PHOENIX DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
lorenb@phoenixdevco.com

30 Meyers Court

Novato CA 94947

612-386-9071 cell

707-528-3631 office

707-806-2564 fax

www.phoenixdevco.com
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