
























































































































































Bliss, Sandi

From: Murray, Susie

Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:49 AM

To: Bliss, Sandi

Subject: FW: Calistoga Cottages - Monte Verde Drive, Santa Rosa

Susie Murray | City Planner
Community Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-4348 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | smurray@srcity.org

City of
@ Santa Rosa

-
’l’

From: Griffin, Terri

Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 2:02 PM

To: Stacey Mcgarva

Cc: Murray, Susie; Griffin, Terri

Subject: RE: Calistoga Cottages - Monte Verde Drive, Santa Rosa

Dear Ms. McGarva:

Thank you for your comments on this item scheduled for the November 18th City Council meeting. You
mention that you wish to keep these comments “off the record.” However, | am required by law and City
policy to make all written comments on Council agenda items available to members of the public. Please
contact me at 543-3016 to discuss.

Best regards,

Terri

Terri A. Griffin | City Clerk
City Clerk’s Office | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Room 10 | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-3015 | Fax (707) 543-3030 | CityClerk@srcity.org

City of

S7 Santa Rosa

From: Stacey Mcgarva [mailto:mcgarva@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 1:11 PM

To: smurry@srcity.org; Griffin, Terri; Bartley, Scott; Swinth, Robin; Wysocky, Gary; Carlstrom, Erin; Combs, Julie;
Olivares, Ernesto; Ours, Jake

Cc: Josh McGarva

Subject: Calistoga Cottages - Monte Verde Drive, Santa Rosa

Council Members,



My name is Stacey McGarva and | live at 5330 Monte Verde Drive in Santa Rosa with my husband,
Josh, and our four children ages 4, 7, 10 and 13. My husband and | find ourselves in a bit of a
"pickle" where the fight over the Calistoga Cottages is concerned. We would be standing with our
neighbors in opposing this new subdivision, however the developers on this project happen to be
friends since childhood. In order to keep the peace as much as possible with our friends and our
neighbors, we have tried to remain neutral and have positioned ourselves as "neutral” on all official
paperwork.

As the vote to decide this issue draws nearer, we're finding it harder to sit on our hands and are
hoping we can make a couple of comments "off the record" to let you know our true feelings on the
project since we can't stand up for our street in public. My husband and | lived just 2 streets away
from Monte Verde in a crowded neighborhood before moving here 7 years ago. We would take
evening walks up and down Monte Verde and daydream about the possibility of living on this special,
tree lined street with the large lots and unique homes. We waited until one of the houses we loved
came up for sale and we jumped on it. We plan to live here forever and would hate to see these lots
start to get split left and right as the older generation of homeowners (and there are quite a few!)
move on. This decision sets a precedent going forward and could change this neighborhood for the
worse forever.

Come out and watch the intersection of Monte Verde and Calistoga some day between 7:30 - 8:45
am and 3 - 6 pm. Making a left on Calistoga is nearly impossible during these times of the day. |
can't imagine the chaos that it would cause if there was another "neighborhood" of people trying to
pull in and out of Calistoga Rd. just 100 ft. away! This also happens to be the time of day that there is
heavy pedestrian activity, mostly in the form of school children, including myself and my own kids
walking to and from Sequoia Elementary several times a day.

This neighborhood is different and special, please vote to keep it that way.

Thank you for your time,
Stacey and Josh McGarva



Bliss, Sandi

From: Murray, Susie

Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:43 AM

To: Bliss, Sandi

Subject: FW: Calistoga Cottages Email and evidence supporting project (will not be presented at
hearig due to time constraints)

Attachments: 408 Calistoga City Council Presentation.pdf

Susie Murray | City Planner
Community Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-4348 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | smurray@srcity.org

City of
é@j Santa Rosa

From: Jeff Komar [mailto:jeffkomar@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 3:27 PM

To: Combs, Julie; Wysocky, Gary; Ours, Jake; Carlstrom, Erin; Olivares, Ernesto; Bartley, Scott; Swinth, Robin; Murray,
Susie

Subject: Calistoga Cottages Email and evidence supporting project (will not be presented at hearig due to time
constraints)

Dear Council Members,

Please find the attached email for your review. I'll be brief here as | know your time is valuable and the
attached cover letter will explain everything. Please do not hesitate to call with any questions or

concerns. Again, thank you so much for a second chance, we really believe in this project and are extremely
grateful.

Respectfully Yours,

Jeff Komar

Managing Member

Real Equity Partners LLC
707 321 2828
jeffkomar@gmail.com




Dear Council Member,

First-on behalf of Real Equity Property Holdings LLC and the dozens of proud Santa Rosan’s involved with
the Calistoga Cottages we thank you for re-considering this project. Not only will this project provide
much needed housing for citizens of Santa Rosa, it also provides employment to dozens of people in the
community who will be working on the project over the year it will take to complete. Everyone from
myself and business partner Ted Hollen (who wishes to live in one of the homes we build) to vendors,
sub-contractors, employees, and families are all on the edge of our seats awaiting your decision.

The purpose of this email and attachment is to address a few key concerns expressed by Members of
City Council during our previous public hearing. We appreciate the concerns expressed by Council
however we also believe there is evidence to support that not only is a Yes vote appropriate and
beneficial to Santa Rosa for reasons conveyed in our previous presentation and reports, but a no vote
would actually contradict the direction of prior council, neighborhood consensus, and the spirit of the
General Plan.

Please don’t be alarmed as the attachment is large, however | have included footnotes on the pages
with pertinent information (adobe software is needed to see footnotes). | have also drafted a short
table of contents to direct you to pages where the key points and footnotes can be found. My
estimation is that the 15 minutes spent reviewing the minutes from past City Council meetings and
Planning Commissions, as well as letters from neighbors, reports and applications authored by “Various
Neighbors” to annex and rezone, will prove enlightening and eye opening.

Before you review the attached | present a brief Chronology of the Monte Verde Neighborhood which
will be supported by the attached. It will show not only that our property has been deemed separate
from the former County Island by City Councils and Planning Commissions of the past, but the density
changes and rezoning has been pursued by the neighbors. Additionally the reports drafted and
supported by the neighborhood clearly state that by pursuing their annexation and rezoning they would
put the rural nature of the neighborhood at risk and require street improvements, a risk which they
accepted because it was in their direct interest. Whereas our project will trigger no street improvements
to Monte Verde. The minutes will also show that the City Council of the past has held their promises
(few were made and few were asked for), and that an approval of the Calistoga Cottages by this council
is in the spirit of the past and present, and sets a positive precedent. Our project does not involve the
Monte Verde neighborhood, nor impact it and provides much needed housing.

In Brief, the Annexation process was initiated by approximately 13 neighbors of the Monte Verde
County Island. In 1998 this process began in attempt to gain city services for the neighborhood so they
could “expand their homes and develop” once on city water and sewer. This was in no way unanimous
but rather a core group of neighbors pursued, petitioned, and applied for annexation which was granted
in 1999 by City Council. Although this rezoning could trigger urban improvements as disclosed by staff,
the neighbors felt the need for city improvements was more important than the rural nature of the

" neighborhood. The city to this day has not forced improvements. Our project will not trigger
improvements on Monte Verde.




In September 2005 the core group of neighbors again applied to change the zoning and double the
density of the neighborhood. Although being warned during the Annexation by city staff that “Lot

Splits” would trigger urban improvements, the neighbors moved forward with the rezoning so they
could develop their land. The planning Commission and City Council supported the application and
approved the rezoning. Since the approval lots have been split and built on.

In the 2005 application and minutes there are a few statements {all outlined in the attachment and can
be found in the table of contents) where neighbors and staff alike conclude 408 Calistoga Rd to be
unique and not part of the Monte Verde subdivision, thus excluding us from the rezoning application

and process while forcing other properties along Monte Verde into the rezoning. This clearly sets a
precedent that our property is separate from the Monte Verde Neighborhood. To this day we are still
the only residential property located on Calistoga Rd between Sonoma Highway and Montecito
Boulevard, with a Calistoga address, that is not zoned R-1-6 (keep in mind we are only building three
homes). Also, any concerns that approval of our project can trigger piecemeal development can be laid
to rest as well because we are the only property that accesses Calistoga Rd, and that was a major reason
for staff supporting the project and the planning Commission’s unanimous approval.

Furthermore, having met all the requirements for General Plan Amendment and Re-zoning, this concern
over us being a part of the neighborhood can be laid to rest, with all knowing our project will still in no
‘way trigger urban improvements to the neighborhood. We have a housing shortage on all levels and sky
rocketing rents in Santa Rosa. As a percentage of median income, rents are more expensive here than in
Manhattan as a recent article published by the Press Democrat outlines. The city needs housing. The
City has told us how to provide said housing, and this project meets all the criteria. Calistoga Cottages is
good for the city of Santa Rosa, Rincon Valley, and surrounding areas.

Calistoga Cottages has passed all the tests; it meets the requirements for a General Plan Amendment
and rezoning. The same reports that the neighbors presented in their rezoning application and had
approved by past City Councils, have been presented by us. The project has less than significant impact
to the environment and traffic, will not trigger any urban improvements to Monte Verde (because we
are not part of the neighborhood), help meet the needs for housing stock, and are in the spirit of the
general plan, all the while upholding every promise ever made by any past City Council or City Staff
Member. The following attachment addresses all concerns expressed by neighbors, City staff, and City
Council. Please contact me with any questions and | am happy to meet on site at your convenience.

Gratefylly Yours,

Jeff Komar

Real Equity Property Holdings
‘Managing Member

707 321 2828
jeffkomar@gmail.com
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CITY OF = 88, 3
SANTA ROSA

Apl’ﬂ l’ 1998 DEPARTMENT OF CONMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
100 Santa Rosa Avenue

Post Office Box 1678

Santa Rosa, CA 95402-1678

FAX 707-543-3218

Mr. Paul Bussard | gggggygﬁ |

Monte Verde Drive Residents ) ,
5232 Monte Verde Drive JUL 27 1985
SONOMA COUNTY

Santa Rosa, CA 95409 LOCAL AGENCY
__FORMATION COMMISSION

SUBJECT: ANNEXATION/ASSESSMENT DISTRICT

The purpose of this letter is to respond to your request that the City staff provide answers to
various questions posed by the Monte Verde Drive residents at your meeting held on
February 9, 1998. :

The Monte Verde Drive residents are considering annexation to the City of Santa Rosa and
formation of an assessment district to fund the construction of a sewer line serving the
neighborhood. The neighborhood expects the annexation to involve 23 parcels composed of 21
one-acre lots and 2 one-and-one-half-acre lots. The neighborhood also expects that the sewer line
will serve 19 of the 23 parcels. Prior to initiation of these procedures, the neighborhood property
owners would like more information about assessment districts and annexation procedures as well
as construction costs.

Cost Estimates

As we have discussed previously, actual costs for installation of the sewer line and the formation
of an assessment district (as envisioned by your neighborhood) are known only when the project
s designed and the construction bids are opened. Any information we provide at this timeistobe
considered an estimate and subject to change once the detail work is complete.

In addition, the cost estimates provided with this letter are adjusted by 15 percent to ensure that
the final cost will be less than the estimate. This is done to ensure that the estimate used by the
‘property owners (as a basis for the assessment district vote) is not exceeded by the actual costs.
In addition, interest rates on borrowed funds will be determined by market conditions on the date



Mr. Paul Bussard

Monte Verde Drive Residents
April 1, 1998

Page 2

the bonds are sold. With these caveats, the construction, the assessment district, and the
annexation costs are listed below:

Construction . ....... $510,000
Assessment District . . . . . 170.000
Subtotal ............ $680,000
Annexation fees/costs . .. .. 7.500

Total .. ... .... $687,500

Assuming the construction and assessment district cost is the same as listed above and assuming
the principal, interest, and term of financing is as listed in Attachment B, the annual cost to retire
the debt is estimated to be $64,187. If 19 parcels are included within the assessment district, the
annual cost per parcel will be $3,378.

Construction cost estimates are included as Attachment A; assessment district estimates,
Attachment B; an estimate of annexation fees and costs, Attachment C; and two alternative
project schedules are Attachments D & E.

NEIGHBORHOOD QUESTIONS

City Staff’s response to each of your questions are as follows:

1. What if all owners choose the cash payment option to pay their assessment? Paying
for the construction with cash is appropriate and, certainly, the most cost effective way of
~building the sewer. Under this option you will not need an assessment district, yet will
need to construct the improvement consistent with City standards. Each participant will
need to make their total cash contribution prior to initiation of the design and
construction. You can hire your own designer and contractor and pay them yourselves as
long as you meet City standards for design and construction.



Mr. Paul Bussard
Monte Verde Drive Residents
Aprl 1, 1998

Page 3

(O8]

What if all but one owner chooses the cash payment option to pay their
assessments? Yes, this can be done by way of a reimbursement agreement whereby the
person will pay at the time of connection. However, it would not be feasible to sell bonds
for only one property owner. Therefore, the other property owners would need to pay the
one property owner’s cash payment and be reimbursed at a later date.

If the number of residents paying cash and those financing the improvements are more
evenly split, then those financing the improvements will pay more than those paying cash.
This is the case because the formation of any assessment district includes fixed costs which
must be paid even if fewer people are involved in the district.

For owners opposed to the assessment district with no intention of connecting to the
sewer, even though they could be served by it, what is their cost if the assessment
district passes? If the formation of a district is passed by the property owners who
benefit from the improvement and the opposing party is shown to also benefit from the
district, then the opposing party will be required to pay the assessments even though they
were opposed to the formation of the district.

For owners getting annexed to the City who are already connected to City sewer,
what are their costs? In this instance, owners whose property is being annexed to the
City will pay for their portion of the annexation cost but will not be required to pay any
part of the sewer assessment since they are already hooked up to the sewer. We estimate
annexation costs to be approximately $7,500. This is about $326 per parcel if 23 parcels
are involved in the annexation.

For owners getting annexed to the City who cannot be served by the sewer project,
what are their costs? Their costs are only related to the annexation. Since they do not
benefit from the sewer, they are not required to pay.-

How do we know how our project money got spent? Do we have the right to audit

~the project? If there are residual funds at the end of the project, are they returned

to the owners? The City maintains cost accounting records which are public information.
You may audit the project at your expense. Residual funds remaining after project
completion will be refunded.

Is any portion of the repaving considered “general benefit” and, therefore, excluded
from assessments? No, there is no general benefit to repaving that is done to restore the
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10.

11.

, 1998

street surface after water and sewer improvements are installed. In this case, the repaving
is not an enhancement but restores the street back to its preconstruction condition.

Can the $5,043 per unit sewer hookup fee be included in the assessment even if the
private line is not installed yet? Yes, the demand fee can be added to the assessed
amount at the request of the property owner. However, these fees are subject to change
from time-to-time. It is possible that the fee in effect at the time of connection may be
higher than the assessed amount. In this case, the property owner would be required to
pay the difference before connecting.

Can any of the Annexation costs be included in the assessment district? Annexation
costs could be included in the assessment if the district were formed prior to the
annexation being completed. This would require the County of Sonoma to grant the City
extraterritorial jurisdiction which would allow the City to form an assessment district
while the property is still in the county.

Can individual owners contract with the same construction company that is
installihg the sewer main and laterals for installation of the private portion of their
sewer line? Would this lower the cost of their private line installation? Individual
property owners can contract with the contractor installing the sewer main to install sewer
laterals. In many cases, the contractor installing the sewer main can more efficiently install
the private laterals because they are already mobilized in the area and are familiar with the
project. However, it is always a good idea to solicit other bids.

After the sewer project is complete, what development on an individual property
would trigger the requirement to install or set aside funds for future street
improvement like curb, gutter, sidewalk, etc.? Where is the line: adding a room,
building a second unit, or lot split?  Any subdivision or lot split would be subject to
improvement requirements. Most substantial construction (such as a second unit) would
also be subject to improvements requirements. Each repair, remodel, or construction

~ project up to $25,000 (or 25 percent of the replacement value of the existing structure

12.

within any 12 month time period) will, typically, not require improvements unless done in
connection with a subdivision.

If a lot split occurs after the sewer main is installed and a new connection is made to
the sewer main that wasn’t expected when costs were spread for the assessment
district, is there any rebate to assessment district members? No rebate would be
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14.

15.

16.
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automatically paid to the assessment district if an unanticipated connection were made to
the sewer. Once the construction of the sewer is complete and paid for by the assessment
district, it becomes the property of the City of Santa Rosa. It becomes a public sewer at
that point and no additional costs for constructing the main are paid at the time of
connection.

If an owner wants the sewer project but prefers to pay for it in cash, should they
vote for or against the assessment district? They should vote for the assessment
district.

The exception are the parcels with frontage on Spain Avenue where the general plan
designation is Residential-Low Density (2 to 8 units per acre). Subdivision of these
parcels along Spain Avenue would be allowed and would result in a density similar to the
density along the north side of Spain Avenue. Full improvement of the Spain Avenue
frontage will be required.

The best way to maintain the rural atmosphere is to retain the lotting pattern as it is and
focus new development along the Spain Avenue frontage. In this way, new development
is focused into an area that already looks and is urban and avoids the Monte Verde Drive
frontage, which is the rural section of the neighborhood.

How are the boundaries of the sewer assessment district established? Can an owner
that could be served by the sewer main request to be excluded from the assessment

“district? ‘The boundaries of the district are established by the City Council. " If a property ~

benefits from the district, can be served by the district, and is within the district; they must
pay the assessments even if the property is not hooked up to the sewer main.

How are annexation fees collected? What if an owner refuses to pay their share?
Annexation fees are collected at the time the annexation application is submitted, when an
engineer or surveyors is hired to prepare the annexation map, and when the application is


CustomerDesign
Sticky Note
This letter is in response to a letter sent to Mr Regalia by the current apellant of our project.  Mr Bussard is representing the Monte Verde subdivision in this letter and in the application process for Annexation.  Per Mr. Regalia, if the neighborhood decided to split their lots after Annexation street improvements would be necessary.  Having this information the neighborhood proceeded with their application.  Calistoga Cottages will not trigger any street improvements.  Our project poses no risk to the rural nature of the Monte Verde subdivision, and this clearly shows city council by voting yes is not setting any precedent, only following in line with past council and the wishes of the neighborhood.  The neighbors were not concerned with any development when they were the ones intending to subdivide.  Not only that, even with lots splitting and rezoning on Monte Verde, the city has not forced any street improvements, going above and beyond.  Our project since it is not on Monte Verde or part of the subdivision will not trigger any improvements.
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submitted to LAFCO. If a property does not pay its share, then the other properties in the
annexation must make up the difference.

We believe we have answered your questions. If you would like City staff to meet with the
neighborhood group to review this information, please let us know what dates you would like to

meet and we will schedule the time.

As you can tell from reviewing the schedules we included, this is a long process. The first step is
annexation to the City of Santa Rosa. To do this, please complete the annexation application
forms and submit them to the Department of Community Development.

Should you have further questions, please contact me at 543-31809.

s [ L .,

CHARLES J. REGALIA
Deputy Director of
Community Development-Planning

Attachments
: Attachment A - Detailed Cost Estimate
Attachment B - Assessment District Cost Estimates
Attachment C - Annexation Cost Estimates
Attachment D - Schedule A
Attachment E - Schedule B

c: Stan Lindsay, Director of Administrative Services
- Larry Brown, Deputy Director Utilities Engineering

Glen Wright, Associate Civil Engineer

chwpfiles\Mverde\annassment let. 31398



side and 5232 to 5446 on the south s1de of Monte Verde Development that the City Council, by motion, set the

Drive. boundaries for annexation of the remaining properties
‘ within the Monte Verde County Island and refer the
3. Owing to the financial burden this request places on annexation to the Plannirig Commission for prezoning.

residents (many are on fixed incomes), it is being requested
that reasonable efforts be made to minimize construction
costs by limiting the projéct to work essential to the
installation of the sewer main and laterals from the mam to
the property line.

4. For those property owners réquesting it, inclusion of the
sewer hook-up fees (approximately $5,000) in their
assessment.

5. For those property owners requesting it, the option of
installing water laterals from the water main to the property
line with the ability to include any water hook-up fees in
their assessment. - : .

~ The Monte Verde County Island is located along Monte
Verde Drive between St. Francis Road and Calistoga Road
, in Rincon Valley. The area was subdivided.and developed

more than 40 years ago.. Of the 27 totallots, 4 were - - - Councilmember Evans questioned how the City would
previously annexed to the City of Santa Rosa while 23 retain the fural atmosphere on Monte Verde if there is a
remain in County jurisdiction. All of the residences in the policy requiring the homeowner to make a deposit toward
County area are served by wells and septic systems, some of  the costs of future improvements if they improve their
which are failing. ---- homes beyond a certain value. Mr. Regalia suggested that

there must either be a Monte Verde-only policy or a
Over the last 20 years, there have been numerous attempts to  something should be changed on a City-wide basis. At this
annex the Monte Verde County Island. All of the previous time, he was not prepared to make a recommendation, but

attempts have failed because along with annexation ¢ame rather said that it would be necessary for Council to direct
the requirement to install sewer, curb, gutter, and sidewalks, staff to study this matter and bring back a recommendation.
and to rebuild the roadway. The cost burden of these He said the policy staff uses requires that when a certain
mprovements was too much for the residents to bear and the  level of improvements is made, the City has the right to
annexations were dropped.. - - require that the public improvements be made. [

Asan existi‘ng County Island within the urban boundary, the @
Monte Verde annexation clearly meets all four of the ) :
annexation criteria. It is an infill annexation. All land uses
will be consistent with the Residential: Low and Very Low
Density classification. The propeities are being annexed so
that a sewer line may be installed. Provision of sewer v
seivice to an Island area surrounded by existing City is good |

public pohcy

It is recoinimended by the Départment of Community

SANTA ROSA CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES - AUGUST 11, 1998 ) 9
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Sticky Note
Again, this statement by the city clearly shows that "the majority" of the neighborhood including current Appellants were willing to risk the rural nature of their neighborhood if they could build.


CustomerDesign
Sticky Note
Although staff warned of street improvements, the city has and still maintains and exception to the Monte Verde neighborhood with regard to improvements.  Again, our project has no impact on this.

CustomerDesign
Sticky Note
Monte Verde is not identified as a scenic road in the General Plan.  Again, we don't change any of this, but this shows that the neighborhood has been given preferential treatment despite not being a "scenic road" and enjoying the benefits of the city without the necessary street improvements.  Again, we change none of this with Calistoga Cottages.


Spain Avenue which is desngnated Low Density RR-40 District want to be prezoried to the RR-20 District
Residential, with a permitted density range of 2 to 8 {inits This issué arose during the Planning Commission hearing.

_ per acre. The proposed prezoning districts have been She displayed a map showing the location. of the properties
tailored to be consistent with these General Plan . involved and discussed the difference between the two
designations. The RR-40 and RR-20 Districts are " districts. The RR-40 District would niét permit
reconimended in areas identified as Very Low Density devélopment, but the RR-20 District would allow the
Residential and the R-1-6 District is recommended only in ~ owners to submit lot-split requests in the future. She stated
the limited area along Spain Avenue identified as Low that neither the Planning Commission nor the staff
Density Residential. _ ~ supported either of these requests. The major reason staff

did not support the request is because of the commitment
"to the neighborhood to retain the large lots and the rifal

" character along Monte Verde Drive. ‘Staff is concerned
that these requests could create a precedent that could
eventually trigger other piecemieal Zotiing requests in the
island; thus undermining the goals of retaining the larger
lots and avoiding street improvements.

It is fecommerided by the PlanMg Commission that the
City Council, by resolution, adopt a Negative Declaration
and introduce an ordinance annexing/prezoning the Morite
Verde Coutity Island to the RR-40, RR-20 and R-1-6
Districts with 17 lots being prezoned to the RR-40 District
and the remaining 6 lots being prezoned to the RR-20
District adjacent Monte Verde Drive and the R-1-6 District
adjacent Spain Avenue.

‘Councilimétnbér Vas Dupre commented that tlns project is’
a good example of the citizens working with each other

Residents are requesting annexation larto-'to obtain and City staff'to solve an issue.

access to City sewer service. After annexation, residénts

intend to create an assessment district to pay fot Mayor Condron opened the public hearing.

installation of a sewer line in Monte Verde Drive. A water

line has prewously been installed; therefore, Cxty water John Daly, 5306 Monte Verde Dnve, discussed the key
service is already avazlable. : objectives and recent progress on the proposed project and

o - . said he also supports the formation of a sewer assessment
Ms. Bixmendyk‘ pointed out-that in the past, priortothe ~ district. He pointed out that houses in the subject County
annexation of properties which have the potential for a island were built in the 1950s and have been prevented
subdivision, the City has always réquired that mitigation from expanding due to septic system capacity limitations:
agreements be signed with the School Districts. However,  Residents supporting a sewer assessment district want the
with the passage of Proposition 1A, it has been unclear - - abilityto expand their houses via adding a bathroom,
since November whether those agreéménts are still bedroors, etc.
 necessary.-The City Attoriiey’s office has reviewed it 2@%

proposition and has determined that the mitigation. Karine Villeggiante, 5227 Monte Verde Drive, opposed
agreements with the School Districts are no longerneeded.  the proposal. She expressed concern that when she and
Proposmon 1A provides funds which are-intended to her hisband purchased their property in April 1998 the
mitigate the development impacts of new projects on the current situation was not disclosed to them. ‘They have not
schools. Therefore no School District agreements have had any problems with their septic systém or their well.
‘been requested or required from the res1dents in the- subject  She stated for the record that there are other residents on -
annexation area. e the street who-are opposed to the annexation.

" Ms. Binnendyk said that-two property owners within the

SANTA ROSA CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES --JANUARY 26, 1999 9
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Sticky Note
This shows City Council Setting a precedent treating lots that access roads other than Monte Verde as unique.  It also shows that the neighborhood wanted to preclude lot splits to avoid street improvements.  Later when the real estate market was frothing with development potential the neighborhood wanted to rezone and double density so they could split and build, ignoring prior concern and the potential of street improvements.  408 Calistoga Cottages again does not jeopardize any part of Monte Verde or trigger street improvements.  We are still the only RR-40 zoning because at this time and in 2005 our property was deemed "outside the Monte Verde Subdivision.

CustomerDesign
Sticky Note
Karine Villeggiante and her husband later embraced the rezoning to increase their density.  Currently they run a concrete business out of their home on Monte Verde.  



RESOLUTION NO. 23852

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA APPROVING AND ADOPTING A
NEGATIVE DECLARATION FORNORTHEAST SANTA ROSA ANNEXATION 5-98 AND PREZONING
OF PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE MONTE VERDE COUNTY ISLAND - FILE NUMBER ANX98-010

WHEREAS, the Environmental Coordinator conducted an Iriitial Study of the possible efiviror
effects of a proposed prezoning to the RR-20 (Rural Residential), RR-40 (Rural Residential), and R-1-6 (Smgle
Family Residential) Districts for property located in the Monte Verde County Island which property is also
identified as Assessor's Parcel Numbers 030-160-009, -010, -013, -015 to -024, -033, -034, -043, -050, -057,
-061 to -065. The Initial Stndyxs dated November 20, 1998 andls onﬁlemthe DepamnentofCommumty
Development; and

WHEREAS, melmua!Smdydxdnotldam@anysxgmﬁcangectsontheenwmmnentmdthe
Environmental Coordmatordetermmdﬂxattheuseof a Negative Declaration would therefore be appropriate;
and

WHEREAS, a notice of Negative Declaration was posted and grven and comments from the public and
interested persons. were invited; and

WHEREAS, on December 10, 1998, the Planning Commxsswn conducted a noticed public hearing
concerning the possible environmental effects of the proposed prezoning and the proposed use of a Negative
Declaration, following which the Planning Commission recommended approva} and adoption of the Negative
Declaration to the Council; and

WHEREAS, on January 26, 1999, the Council held a noticed public hearing on the proposed Negative
Declaration and the proposed prezoning at which time it considered the Initial Study, the findings and
determination of the Environmental Coordinator, the proposed Negative Declaration, the public comments
previously received, if any, the staff reports, written and oral, the recommendation of the Planning Commission,
and the testimony and other evidence of all those wishing to be heard.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that based on the materials and evidence presented, the
Couincil adopts the findings and confirms the determination of the Environmental Coordinator that the project,
as. described, will have no significant effects on the environmient. »

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that based on the above findings and determination, the Council
approves and adopts the Negative Declaration for the prezoning, as above described, of the property located in
the Monte Verde County Island and also identified as Assessor's Parcel Numbers 030-160-009, -010, -013, -015
to 024, -033, -034, -043, -050, -057, -061 to -065.

IN COUNCIL DULY PASSED this  26th day of January, 1999.

2,

AYES: (6)Mayor Condron; Councilmembers Martini, Vas Dupre, Evans, Rabinowitsh, Runyan

NOES:  (0) |
ABSENT: (1)Councilmember Wright

ABS 0 _
TAIN: (0) APPROVED: W Co'nm

ATTEST. Q«a&a /%5@% Haver

Ass:staﬂCxty Cletk
APPROVED AS TO FORM

Crty Attorney

EAMEETINGS\I999\0L-26-95\MonteVerde.4 wpd
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ORDINANCE NO. 3405

ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA PREZONING THE AREA
INCLUDED WITHINPROPOSED NORTHEAST SANTAROSA 5-98 ANNEXATION (MONTE
VERDE COUNTY ISLAND) - FILE NUMBER ANX98-010

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The Council finds, based on the evidence and records presented, that the
prezoning designations of RR-20 (Rural Residential), RR-40 (Rural Residential), and R-1-6 (Single
Family Residential) Districts are the appropriate classifications of the properties identified in Section
2 and such classifications are consistent with the Santa Rosa General Plan in that:

1. The properties are situated within the Very Low Density Residential and Low Density
Residential areas as shown on the Land Use Graphic of the City's General Plan, which
designations permit rural residential and single family residential development and existing
non-conforming uses. '

2. The prezoning provides rural and single family residential land uses in conformance with the
policy of the Land Use Element of the City's General Plan.

3. Adequate City services can be provided for the proposed annexation area.

4. For the reasons set forth above, the proposed annexation would not adversely impact and
would enhance the achievement of the Land Use goals and policies contained in the General
Plan.

The Council has read, reviewed, and considered the approved and adopted Negative
Declaration for this project and determines that this prezoning will not have a significant effect on the
environment as shown by said Negative Declaration.

Section 2. All conditions required by law having been satisfied and all findings with
relation thereto having been made, the "Zoning Map of the City of Santa Rosa," as described in
section 20-01.010 of the Santa Rosa City Code, is amended so as to place the following prezoning
designation on the following identified properties:

Sonoma County Assessor's Parcels numbered 030-160-009, -010, -013, -015 to -024, -033,
-034, -043, -050, -057, -061 to -065, totaling approximately 24 acres, are prezoned to the City's RR-
20 (Rural Residential), RR-40 (Rural Residential), and R-1-6 (Smgle Family Residential) Districts,
as shown in Exhibit “A” attached hereto.

Section 3. In accordance with the provisions of section 20-02.287 of the Santa Rosa City
Code, the prezoning designations set forth in Section 2 and Exhibit A of this ordinance shall become
the zoning classifications of the parcels of real property, as therein identified, at the same time their
annexation to the City of Santa Rosa is completed.

10



Section 4. This ordinance shall take effect on the 31st day following its adoption.

IN COUNCIL DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED this 2nd day of February, 1999.

AYES: (7)Mayor Condron;_ Councilmembers Martini, Vas Dupre, Evans, Rabinowitsh, Runyan,
NOES: (0) ’ _ and Wright
ABSENT: (0) .
ABSTAIN: (0) :
APPROVED:%M_MQJ__
‘ ' Mayor

ATTESTQ/M,, // - '

: Assi#m City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM

Ke ¢

City Attorney
Ord. No. _3405

E:MEETINGS\1999101-26-99Monte Verde. 5.wpd _ Page 2 of 2
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DRAFT

Subject to change

PUBLIC HEARING - REZONING - MONTE VERDE REZONING - 5220 thru §521
Monte Verde Drive - Rezone 18 parcels from the RR-40 to the RR-20 District - File

No. REZ05-014

City Planner Clare Hartman presented this presented this application to rezone 17.69
acres (18 properties) from the RR-40 District to the RR-20 District.

Owners of 13 properties along Monte Verde Drive, between Calistoga Road and St.
Francis Road, requested reclassification from the RR-40 (Rural Residential, 40,000 sq.
ft.) District to the RR-20 (Rural Residential, 20,000 sq. ft.) District. Following notice of
the application, property owners of 5227 and 5422 Monte Verde Drive asked to be
included in the rezoning boundaries. Staff recommends adding these as well as three
additional parcels (5434, 5512, and 5520 Monte Verde Drive) which are located in the
same immediate area in order to create an RR-20 neighborhood along the entire block.
Total boundaries for rezoning as recommended by staff include 17.69 acres (18
properties). :

The subject properties and area north to Spain Avenue were annexed into the city
through Annexation NESR 5-98 in 2000. Most of the properties on the north side of
Monte Verde were prezoned to the RR-20 District while most of the properties on the
south side were prezoned to the RR-40 District. The reason for the RR-40 on the south
side of Monte Verde at the time was a strong sentiment by the property owners that
Monte Verde remain unchanged in character. Since that time........

Responding to questions and concerns of the Planning Commission, City Planner
Hartman confirmed that there could be a maximum of 14 driveways off Monte Verde
Drive and that street improvements would be made concurrent with proposed
development.

Chairman Bartley opened the public hearing.

Paul Bartholow, the applicant’s representative, described the history of the surrounding
parcels, noting that the property owners did not want RR-20 zoning at the time of
annexation:; however at this time the majority of property owners support the RR-20

zoning
iv

=

David Hoffman of Monte Verde Drive (one of the applicants) indicated thzt, although he
support the proposal, he would not oppose an individual property owner who does not
wish to be included in rezoning.

There being no one else wishing to speak, Chairman Bartley closed the public hearing.

City Planner Hartman explained in response to public comments and Planning
Commission concerns:

Planning Commission Minutes of September 22, 2005 Page 5 of 10

a:\plan\titipc meetings\2005 pc meetings\0509221050922 pc minutes draft.doc
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Sticky Note
This is a typo by the recorder.  There is no such property address of 5221.  The property address should be recorded as 5220 Monte Verde which is located on the corner of Monte Verde and Calistoga Rd, our next door neighbor, the Grandals.  We are the property adjacent "easterly" and accessed from Calistoga Rd.  The city Council later enforces this statement by allowing us not to be included in the rezoning and voting to approve the "applicants" request for rezoning, setting a precedent that we are indeed unique and not part of the Monte Verde Subdivision.


DRAFT

Subject to change

« It would be within the Planning Commission’s purview to exclude a single parcel.
« A change in zoning would not compel improvement of a property.
« She clarified the location of the sewer lines.

« Current and proposed zonings share the same setbacks; they differ in minimum lot
size.

« The property owner in opposition is opposed is to the entire rezoning, not just her
property. One specific concern of this property owner was whether she could keep
animals, and the size of her property would not preclude that.

Discussion ensued regarding the proposal, with the Planning Commission concurring in
support of staff's recommendation to include all the parcels because it would provide
additional housing stock in an area that is close to schools and services. The opposing
property owner would not be compelled to change her property. The Commissioners
noted that its concerns regarding maintaining the rural character of the road, piecemeal
improvements and encouraging shared driveways would be more appropriately
addressed during consideration of development proposals for the area.

Motion: Commissioner Cisco made and Commissioner Gorin seconded a motion to
adopt Resolution No. 10842: A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA RECOMMENDING TO CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL
OF A NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE RECLASSIFICATION FROM RR-20 TO
RR-40 OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 5220 THRU 5521 MONTE VERDE DRIVE - FILE
NUMBER REZ05-014. The motion carried with the following vote: :

Ayes: (4) (Cisco, Faber, Gorin, Bartley)
Noes: 0)

Abstentions: (0)

Absent: (3)  (Arendt, Poulsen, Walsh)

Motion: Commissioner Cisco made and Commissioner Gorin seconded a motion to
adopt Resolution No. 10843: RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA RECOMMENDING TO CITY COUNCIL REZONING OF
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 5220 THRU 5521 MONTE VERDE DRIVE TO THE RR-20
(RURAL RESIDENTIAL) DISTRICT - FILE NUMBER REZ05-014. The motion carried

with the following vote:

- Ayes: (4)  (Cisco, Faber, Gorin, Bartley)
Noes: ©)
Abstentions: (0)
Absent: (3)  (Arendt, Poulsen, Walsh)

Planning Commission Minutes of September 22, 2005 Page 6 of 10

e:\plan\tit\pc meetings\2005 pc meetings\050922\050922 pc minutes draft.doc
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RESOLUTION NO. 10843

RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA RECOMMENDING
TO CITY COUNCIL REZONING OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 5220 THRU 5521 MONTE VERDE DRIVE
TO THE RR-20 (RURAL RESIDENTIAL) DISTRICT - FILE NUMBER REZ05-014

WHEREAS, after public hearing, the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Rosa believes that the
present classification of property situated at 5220, 5227, 5231, 5232, 5239, 5244, 5306, 5318, 5330, 5342, 5410,
5422, 5434, 5446, 5511, 5512, 5520, and 5521 Monte Verde Drive in the RR-40 (Rural Residential) District is no
longer appropriate and that rezoning is required for public convenience, necessity and general welfare; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission hereby finds and determines:

A. The proposed amendment is consistent with the with the goalsand policies of all elements of the General
Plan, )
B. The proposed amendment would not be detrimental to the public interest, health, safety, convenience, or

welfare of the City;

C. The proposed project has been reviewed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

D. The site is physically suitable (including absence of physical constraints, access, compatibility with
adjoining land uses, and provision of utilities) for the requested zoning designations and anticipated land
uses/developments. '

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Santa Rosa City Planning Commission recommends
approval and adoption of the rezoning subject to the following conditions:

1. Sewer connections for this development, or any part thereof, will be allowed only in accordance with the
requirements of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region, in effect at the
time, or thereafter, that the building permit(s) for this development, or any part thereof, are issued.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission recommends to the City Council the
approval and adoption of the rezoning of property situated at 5220, 5227, 5231, 5232, 5239, 5244, 5306, 531 8,
5330, 5342, 5410, 5422, 5434, 5446, 5511, 5512, 5520, and 5521 Monte Verde Drive from the RR-40 (Rural
Residential) District to the RR-40 (Rural Residential) District, said property more precisely described as:
Assessor's Parcel Number(s) 153-430-005, -006, -007, -017, -018, -019, -020, -021, -022, -023, -024, -025, -026, -
027, -028, -029, -030, and -031 .

REGULARLY PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Rosa on the
22nd day of September, 2005, by the following vote:

Ayes: (4)  (Cisco, Faber, Gorin, Bartley) i
Noes: ()]
Abstentions: )
Absent: 3)
CHAIRMAN
ATTEST:
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

Page 1 of 1
e:\plan\tit\pe meetings\2005 pe meetings\050922\10 monte verde dr 5220 rezone\050922 r10843 monte verde rezoning rezcc.doc
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RESOLUTION NO. 10842

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA
RECOMMENDING TO CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL OF A NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE
RECLASSIFICATION FROM RR-40 TO RR-20 OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 5220 THRU 5521
MONTE VERDE DRIVE - FILE NUMBER REZ05-014

WHEREAS, the Environmental Coordinator reviewed an Initial Study of the possible environmental
effects of a proposed reclassification from the RR-20 (Rural Residential) District to the RR-40 (Rural
Residential) District, for property located at 5220, 5227, 5231, 5232, 5239, 5244, 5306, 5318, 5330, 5342,
5410, 5422, 5434, 5446, 5511, 5512, 5520, and 5521 Monte Verde Drive, which property is also identified as
Assessor's Parcel Number(s) 153-430-005, -006, -007, -017, -018, -019, -020, -021, -022, -023, -024, -025, -
026, -027, -028, -029, -030, and -031 . The Initial Study is dated August 31, 2005 and is on file in the
Department of Community Development; and

WHEREAS, the Study did not identify any significant effects on the environment and the
Environmental Coordinator determined that the use of a Negative Declaration would therefore be appropriate;
and

WHEREAS, a Notice of Negative Declaration was duly posted and given and comments from the
public and interested persons were invited; and

WHEREAS, on September 22, 2005 the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Rosa held a duly
noticed public hearing on the proposed Negative Declaration and the proposed reclassification, at which time
it considered the Initial Study, the findings and determination of the Environmental Coordinator, the proposed
Negative Declaration, the public comments previously received, if any, the staff reports, written and oral, and
the testimony and other evidence of all those wishing to be heard.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Rosa,
based on the materials and evidence presented, hereby recommends adoption of the findings and confirms the
determination of the Environmental Coordinator that the project, as described, will have no significant effects
on the environment.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Rosa, based on
the above findings and determination, hereby recommends to the City Council approval of the Negative
Declaration for the reclassification as above described, of the property located at 5220, 5227, 5231, 5232,
5239, 5244, 5306, 5318, 5330, 5342, 5410, 5422, 5434, 5446, 5511, 5512, 5520, and 5521 Monte Verde
Drive, and also identified as Assessor's Parcel Number(s) 153-430-005, -006, -007, -017, -018, -019, -020, -
021, -022, -023, -024, -025, -026, -027, -028, -029, -030, and -031 .

REGULARLY PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Rosa on
the 22nd day of September, 2005, by the following vote:

>
Ayes: ) (Cisco, Faber, Gorin, B i
Noes: 0)
Abstentions:  (0)
Absent: 3) (Arendt, Poyds
: APPROVED:
CHAIRMAN
ATTEST:
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
Page 1 of 1

e:\plan\tipe meetings\2005 pe meetings\050922\10 monte verde dr 5220 rezone\050922 10842 monte verde rezoning ndcc.doc
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Agenda ltem # 11.6
For Council Meeting of: November 1, 2005

CITY OF SANTA ROSA

CITY COUNCIL
TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING — REZONING — MONTE VERDE

REZONING - 5220, 5227, 5231, 5232, 5239, 5244, 5306,
5318, 5330, 5342, 5410, 5422, 5434, 5446, 5511, 5512,
5520, AND 5521 MONTE VERDE DRIVE

STAFF PRESENTER:  CLARE HARTMAN, CITY PLANNER,
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

AGENDA ACTION: RESOLUTION(S) AND ORDINANCE

ISSUE(S)

Should the City Council adopt a Negative Declaration for the Monte Verde Rezoning
project?

Should the City Council reclassify 17.69 acres (18 properties) from the RR-40 District to
the RR-20 District?

BACKGROUND

1. Surrounding Land Uses

North: Single Family Residential
South: Single Family Residential, Sequoia Elementary School
East:  Single Family Residential
West: Single Family Residential

Surrounding area is urbanized with single-family homes on standard (6,000 to
10,000 sq. ft.) parcels, as well as an elementary school.

2. Existing Land Use - Project Site

Properties along Monte Verde Drive between Calistoga Road and St. Francis
Road are rural in character with mostly one acre lots, single family homes built in
the 1950’s and minimal street improvements. Some properties on the north side
of Monte Verde which were prezoned to the RR-20 District in 2000 have
subdivided into two %z acre lots with single family homes. @
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Sticky Note
Please note the definition used by the neighbors, planning commission, and ultimately city council.  "Properties along Monte Verde Drive between Calistoga Rd and St Francis Road" are considered part of the subdivision.  However, any home which borders St Francis Rd is zoned R-1-6 per the map on the previous page.  Again, we are not part of the subdivision, do not trigger street improvements, have a negligible impact on the environment and traffic, provide needed housing stock, and set only a positive precedent for the Roseland Annexation.  Not approving our project actual accomplishes the opposite.


3. Historical

In 2000, the subject properties and area north to Spain Avenue were annexed
into the city through Annexation NESR 5-98. Most of the properties on the north
side of Monte Verde were prezoned to the RR-20 District while most of the
properties on the south side were prezoned to the RR-40 District. The reason for
the RR-40 on the south side of Monte Verde at the time was a strong sentiment
by the property owners that Monte Verde remain unchanged in character.

=

ANALYSIS

1. Project Description

Owners of 13 properties along Monte Verde Drive, between Calistoga Road and
St. Francis Road, requested reclassification from the RR-40 (Rural Residential)
District to the RR-20 (Rural Residential) District. Following notice of the
application, property owners of 5227 and 5422 Monte Verde Drive asked to be
included in the rezoning boundaries. Staff recommends adding these as well as
three additional parcels (5434, 5512, and 5520 Monte Verde Drive) which are
located in the same immediate area in order to create an RR-20 neighborhood
along the entire block.

Total boundaries for rezoning as recommended by staff include 17.69 acres (18
properties). Reclassification of these properties will allow for subdivision
potential for all but three parcels included in the boundary. See the Zoning
section of this report for more details.

Property owner of 5434 Monte Verde objects to the rezoning in general and
objects to being included in the boundaries since she wishes to protect the rural
character of the existing neighborhood and has no interest in subdividing her one
acre parcel. No comments have been received to date from the property owners
of 5512 and 5520 Monte Verde Drive.

Copy of Monte Verde Rezoning.sr
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Sticky Note
This is where the Planning Commission set the precedent our property at 408 Calistoga Rd was not part of the subdivision. This was later supported by City Council when they voted to approve the rezoning of every property along Monte Verde but exclude our property.  They also included a property that was in the "middle of the Monte Verde neighborhood" although the property owner did not want to be part of it.


2. General Plan
Residential, Very Low Density

General Plan policy LUL-E-4 calls for the protection of the rural quality of Very
Low Density areas through design and development standards and through
development review.

The General Plan land use designation for the properties along Monte Verde

- Drive, between Calistoga Road and St. Francis Road, is Residential, Very Low
Density which allows up to 2 units per acre. The density range is intended to
accommodate rural and hillside developments within the UGB and is intended for
single family detached units. Both the RR-20 (Rural Residential) District and the
RR-40 (Rural Residential) Districts can be found consistent with Residential,

Very Low Density.
3. Zoning
North: RR-20, R-1-6
South: R-1-6
East: R-1-6
West: R-1-6

The subject properties are currently zoned RR-40 which allows for one single
family home per 40,000 square foot lot. The reclassification to the RR-20 District
will allow for 20,000 square foot lots. 14 of the 17 properties included are at least
one acre in area and therefore have the ability to subdivide. Maximum total build
out based on the RR-40 zoning would be 15 new single-family homes.

Most of the properties are developed with an existing single family home located
near the street and in the center of the parcel. This makes for limited access to
the rear portion of the parcel, therefore build-out of the neighborhood will likely
be much lower than the maximum allowed.

The Commission found that since the area is of mild slopes and located within
close proximity to schools and shopping, that the RR-20 District is more
appropriate than the RR-40 District which is intended for hillsides or service
limited properties.

4, Parking

Not applicable.

Copy of Monte Verde Rezoning.sr
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5. Environmental Review

On August 31, 2005, an Initial Study was conducted, resulting in a Negative
Declaration. The Negative Declaration was posted from September 1, 2005 to
September 22, 2005, resulting in no comments.

6. Comments/Actions by Other Review Boards/Agencies

Not applicable.

7. Neighborhood Comments

Property owner of 5434 Monte Verde (Gotts) objects to the rezoning as noted in
the Project Description section of this report. She does not want the rural
character of the neighborhood to change.

A letter of opposition to the rezoning was received by the property owner of 470
Calistoga Road. Concerns raised in the letter include traffic generation and loss
of “green-belt”.

8. Public Improvements/On-Site Improvements

9. Issues

There are no unresolved issues remaining with the proposal.

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission recommends the Council adopt a Negative Declaration for
Monte Verde Rezoning and to reclassify 17.69 acres (18 properties) from the RR-40
District to the RR-20 District.

Author: Clare Hartman, City Planner
Attachments:

Locational map

Disclosure form

Existing and Proposed Zoning Exhibits
Neighborhood context map (aerial photo)
Negative Declaration and Initial Study
Correspondence

o & o ¢ o o

Copy of Monte Verde Rezoning.sr
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e Planning Commission Minutes — September 22, 2005
e Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 10842 and 10843

Copy of Monte Verde Rezoning.sr
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Department of DISCLOSURE FORM File No. )

) Related Files
Community Please Type or Print

‘SXI\}%X ROSA Development

ci.santa-rosa.ca.usicd/

Project Title: Monte Verde Drive Rezone Application
(Include site address)

Please provide the name of each individual, partnership, corporation, LLC, or trust who has an interest in
the proposed land use action. Include the names of all applicants, developers, property owners, and each
person or entity who holds an option on the property.

Individuals: Identify all individuals.

Partnerships: Identify all general and limited partners..

Corporations: Identify all shareholders owning 10% or more of the stock and all officers and directors (unless
the corporation is listed on any major stock exchange, in which case only the identity of the
exchange must be listed).

LLCs: ldentify all members, managers, partners, officers and directors.
Trusts: Identify all trustees and beneficiaries.
| Option Holders: Identify all holders of options on the real property.

| Full Name: Address:

| SEE ATTACHED LIST

in addition, please identify the name of each civil engineer, architect, and consultant for the project.

| Eull Name Address:

Paul Bartholow 2450 Summit Drive, Santa Rosa CA 95404

Additional names and addresses attached: Yes ]:]No

The above information shall be promptly updated by the applicant to reflect any change that occurs prior to final
action.

| certify that the above information is true and correct: % 27, AACDWe & _ A ¢ Zezf S

Disclosure Form 01/05
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EX ZONE

PRO_ZONE

EISE

PRO USE

153—430—-006

RR—40

RR—20

SF

RE_.OENTIAL

SF_RESIDENTIAL

JONATHAN & ALISAH YOUNG

15231 MONTE VERDE DR.

153-430-007

RR—40

RR—20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

SF RESIDENTIAL

FRANCIS M & ROBIN ANGERER

5239 MONTE VERDE DR.

153—430-017

RR-40

RR—20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

SF_RESIDENTIAL

ROBERT J & DORTHY D PAWLEY

5511 MONTE VERDE DR.

153—430—018

RR—40

RR—-20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

SF_RESIDENTIAL

ERIC M & SUSAN L HEUN

5521 MONTE VERDE DR.

SF_RESIDENTIAL

153—-430-021

RR—40

RR—20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

EMMA A CHANCE

5446 MONTE VERDE DR.

155—430—024

RR—40

RR—20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

SF_RESIDENTIAL

STEVEN T & SUSAN G JENKINS

5410 MONTE VERDE DR.

153—-430—-025

RR—-40

RR~20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

SF_RESIDENTIAL

PAUL KRUETZFELDT

5342 MONTE VERDE DR.

153—-430-026

RR—40

RR—-20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

SF_RESIDENTIAL

BRYAN & JENNIFER JEFFERSON

5330 MONTE VERDE DR.

153—430—027

RR—40

RR—20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

SF RESIDENTIAL

DAVID | HOFFMAN & KATHLEEN

M. WILCOX

5318 MONTE VERDE DR.

153 430—028

RR—40

RR—-20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

SF_RESIDENTIAL

JOHN R & KELLY J DALY

5306 MONTE VERDE DR.

153—-430-029

RR—40

RR—-20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

SF_RESIDENTIAL

GUIDO & GLORIA E PENNATO

5244 MONTE VERDE DR.

153~430—-030

RR—40

RR—20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

SF RESIDENTIAL

PAUL E BUSSARD & LYNN K.

DENLEY

5323 MONTE VERDE DR.

153—430—031

RR—40

RR—20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

SF RESIDENTIAL

KAREN H & KENNETH C GRANDA

5220 MONTE VERDE DR.

.
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EX ZONE

PRO ZONE

T USE

PRO USE

153-430—-006

RR—-40

RR—-20

SF . .ZSIDENTIAL

St

RESIDENTIAL

[JONATHAN & ALISAH_YOUNG
¢ 5231 MONTE_VERDE DR,

(153—430-007

RR—-40

RR—20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

FRANCIS M & ROBIN ANGERER

25239 MONTE VERDE DR.
P!

- RR-20

SF RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

RR—40

RR—-40

RR=-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

ERIG\M & SUSAN L HEUN
‘ 5“5%1,MONTE E /DR.

RR—-40

RR—-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

EMMA A CHANCE

5446 MONTE VERDE DR.

.

Gy . Moo,

153-430—-024

RR—40

RR—-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

STEVEN T & SUSAN G JENKINS

¢ (5410 MONTESVERDE DR.

RR—-40

RR—-20

SF RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

RR-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

BRYAN™ & JENNIFER J!-.H-tRSON
¢« 15330 MONTE VERDE DR.

-

( B3—430—

RR—40

RR—-20

SF RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

DAVID L HOFFMAN & kATHLEEN

M. WILCOX

# |5318 MONTE VERDE DR.

153—-430-028

RR~-40

RR—20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

JOHN R & KELLY J DALY

|

-

5306 MONTE VERDE DR.

153-430-029

RR—40

RR—20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

GUIDO & GLORIA E PENNATO

5244 MONTE VERDE DR.

Lot o

155—430~030

RR—40

RR-—-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

PAUL E BUSSARD & LYNN K.

DENLEY

e o P

.

153—-430-031 )

RR—40

RR—20

SF RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

®

KAREN H & KENNETH C_GRANDA

LL

5220 MONTE VERDE DR.
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EX _ZONE

PRO_ZONE

PRO_USE

153=430-006

RR—40

RR—-20

SF

RESIDENTIAL

JONATHAN & ALISAH YOUNG

+ 19231 MONTE ERDE DR.

RR—-40

RR—-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

FRANCIS M_& ROBIN ANGERER

5239 MONTE VERDE DR.

153—430-017

RR—40

RR~-20

SF RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

ROBERT J & DORTHY D PAWLEY

5511 MONTE VERDE DR.

1563—-430-018

RR—40

RR—-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SE

RESIDENTIAL

ERIC M & SUSAN L HEUN

5521 MONTE VERDE DR.

SF

RESIDENTIAL

153-430-091

RR—-40

RR—-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

EMMA A CHANCE

5446 MONTE VERDE DR.

153—430—024

RR—40

RR—20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

STEVEN T & SUSAN G JENKINS

5410 MONTE VERDE DR.

153-430-025

RR—40

RR-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

PAUL KRUETZFELDT

my

5342 MONTE VERDE DR.

153—-430—-026

RR—40

RR—-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

BRYAN & JENNIFER JEFFERSON
5330 MONTE VERDE DR.

153-430—027

RR—-40

RR—-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SE

RESIDENTIAL

DAVID L HOFFMAN & KATHLEEN

M. WILCOX

*RENI0NGA I Ll coy

153—430-028

RR—-40

RR~20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

JOHN R & KELLY J DALY

E(MERDE DR.

RR—-40

RR—20

SF RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

¥
GUIDO & GLORIA/E PENNATO

5244 MONTE VERDE DR.

153-430—030

RR—40

RR—20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF.

RESIDENTIAL

PAUL E BUSSARD & LYNN K.

DENLEY

5323 MONTE VERDE DR.

1563-430-031

RR-40

RR-20

SF_RESIDENTIAL

SF

RESIDENTIAL

KAREN H & KENNETH C GRANDA

5220 MONTE VERDE DR.

LL
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Monte Verde Drive - Neighborhood Context
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Sticky Note
properties along St Francis Rd are all R-1-6, despite some having similiar shape to ours.  Shape of property is no the concern but whether the project is needed, appropriate, and has met all the requirements for a general plan ammendment and rezoning.  We have done so and the approval of our project poses no risk to the rural nature of Monte Verde, its residents safety, and is consistent with the area and needed.   We are the only property with a Calistoga RD Address between hwy 12 and Montecito Blvd not zoned R-1-6 besides Seqouia School and the St Francis shopping center.
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Hartmah, Clare

From: Karine Villeggiante [karinev@sbcglobal.net]

Sent:  Monday, August 08, 2005 3:25 PM

To: Hartman, Clare

Subject: Monte Verde Rezone Application File# REZ05-014

Dear Clare Hartman,

My husband & I reside at 5227 Monte Verde Dr and would like to join in the rezoning from R-40 to R-
20. _

Please call or email me to advise us as to how to join the group application in progress.

My contact info is on the bottom of this email for calls during the day. We can also be reached at home
at 537-8606

Respectfully,
Karine Villeggiante

Karine Villeggiante
Cell: (707) 291-5889
Direct: (707) 566-2227
Office: (707) 566-7070
Fax: (707)578-3995

Financial Logistics Inc.
2455 Bennett Valley Rd. Suite A112
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

08/08/2005 29



NOTICE OF NEGATIVE DECLARATION

NAME OF PROJECT: Monte Verde Rezoning FILE NUMBER: REZ05-014

LOCATION OF PROJECT: 18 properties: 5220, 5227, 5231, 5232, 5239, 5244, 5306, 5318,
5330, 5342, 5410, 5422, 5434, 5446, 5511, 5512, 5520, and 5521 Monte Verde Drive

APN: 153-430-005, -006, -007, -017, -018, -019, -020, -021, -022, -023, -024, -025, -026, -027,
-028, -029, -030, and -031

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: Rezone a total of 17.69 acres (18 parcels) from the RR-40
District to the RR-20 District.

DECLARATION

Based upon the Initial Study, dated August 31, 2005 the Environmental Coordinator finds as
follows:

1. This project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, nor to
curtail the diversity of the environment.

2. This project will not have a detrimental effect upon either short-term or long-term
environmental goals.

3. This project will not have impacts which are individually limited but cumulatively
considerable.

4, This project will not have environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse

effects upon human beings, either directly or indirectly.

The aforementioned findings are contingent upon the following mitigation measures @if
indicated) which shall be incorporated into this project:

1. None.

The Initial Study and other environmental documents are available for public review at the
Department of Community Development, Room 3, City Hall, 100 Santa Rosa Avenue. The

Page 1 of 13
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CustomerDesign
Sticky Note
Despite previous concerns that a rezoning would trigger urban improvements the neighbors collectively risked this and applied for a rezoning to double their density.  We are not part of this application because we were deemed "outside the neighborhood.


public is hereby invited to submit to the Department of Community Development written
comments regarding the environmental findings and Negative Declaration determination. Such
comments should be submitted prior to the termination date of the posting period identified
below.

Posting Period: September 2, 2005 to September 22, 2005

Submit comments to: Clare Hartman

Santa Rosa Department of Community Development
P.O. Box 1678, Santa Rosa, CA 95402-1678
Telephone (707) 543-3185, email: Chartman@srcity.org

Page 2 of 13
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
INITIAL STUDY OF ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE

PROJECT TITLE Monte Verde Rezoning

18 properties: 5220, 5227, 5231, 5232, 5239, 5244, 5306, 5318, 5330, 5342,

PROJECT LOCATION 5410, 5422, 5434, 5446, 5511, 5512, 5520, and 5521 Monte Verde Drive

APN

153-430-005, -006, -007, -017, -018, -019, -020, -021, -022, -023, -024, -025,
-026, -027, -028, -029, -030, and -031

A. SUMMARY DETERMINATION

X

[
[

Negative Declaration
Posting Period: September 2, 2005 to September 22, 2005

Mitigation Measures (attached)

Environmental Impact Report Required

B. PROJECT INFORMATION

1.

Description:

Applicants representing 13.56 acres (13 parcels) filed an application requesting that their
parcels along Monte Verde Drive be rezoned from the RR-40 District to the RR-20 District.
Based on neighborhood sentiment and staff analysis, staff recommends expanding the
rezoning boundary to include a total of 17.69 acres (18 parcels) along Monte Verde Drive.
This initial study reviews the environmental impacts based on the staff recommended

boundaries.

The proposed zoning designation will allow the one acre lots to subdivide into two lots per
the RR-20 Zoning. The intent is to permit the same subdivision potential to all properties on
Monte Verde Drive between Calistoga Road and St. Francis Road - and to have all the
properties within the same neighborhood share the same zoning regulations. Under the new
zoning there is a maximum potential for 15 new 1/2 acre lots along Monte Verde Drive.

Environmental Setting:

The subject area is located along Monte Verde Drive between Calistoga Road and St.
Francis Road. The homes on this street were constructed in the 1950's. The area retains a
rural character. With the exception of three lots, all the subject parcels are one acre in size.
All lots have been developed with one single family home with the exception of parcel
number 20 which was developed with two single family dwellings. Street improvements are

Page 3 of 13
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minimal.

The subject properties were annexed into the City through NESR 5-98, recorded in 2000.
Upon annexation, several properties coordinated an extension of city sewer from Calistoga
Road to just past the middle of the block on Monte Verde.

3. Character of Surrounding Area:

The surrounding area is urbanized in character with single family homes on standard (6,000
to 10,000 square foot) lots as well as an elementary school.

C. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

1. Does the project conform to General Plan proposals including  Yes
the various adopted elements? ‘(Land Use, Circulation, Urban
Design, Housing, Open Space/Conservation, Noise,

Seismic/Safety, Recreation, Scenic Highways, Community
Facilities)(See appropriate impact sections for application of
specific elements.) ’

General Plan Designation:

The General Plan land use designation for the subject
properties is Residential, Very Low Density, permitting a
maximum of 2 units per acre. The proposed rezoning to RR-
20 is consitent with this designation as it will permit lots at
least 20,000 square feet in size.

2. Does the project conform to existing (or proposed) zoning
classification? ‘ Not Applicable

Classification:
No development is proposed as part of this application.

3. Does it appear that any feature of this project, including
aesthetics, will generate significant public concern? Negligible

Nature of Concern:

Loss of rural character.

4. Will the project require approval or permits by other than a
City Agency? No
Other Agency:
 Page4o0f13
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D.

Not Applicable.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: (Include mitigation measures
for significant effects where possible.)

1‘

EARTH. (Consider the Seismic Safety Element) Will the
proposal result in or be subject to:

a) Erection of structures within an Alquist-Priolo Act

Special Studies Zone? : No
b) Grading (consider amount and aesthetics)? Negligible
) Slides, liquefaction, or other hazards on or

immediately adjoining the site? No
d) Adverse soil or topographic characteristics (consider

prime soils, slope, slope stability, soils limitations)? No
e) Wind or water erosion of soils, on site or off? Negligible
DISCUSSION:

The rezoning is not located within a special studies zone and
does not contain any special topographical or soil hazards.
Any grading associated with future subdivision will be
negligible due to the flat terrain.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

None.

AIR. Will the project result in:

a) Deterioration of air quality or creation of

objectionable odors? No
b) Exposure of people to existing odors or poor quality

air? No

DISCUSSION:

Page 5 of 13
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MITIGATION MEASURES:
None.

WATER. Will the project result in:

a) Erection of structures within a designated flood

(hazard prone) area? No
b) Contribute cumulative downstream impacts? Negligible
c) Reduction of surface or ground water quality or - - :

quantity? Negligible
d) Alteration of drainage patterns or runoff (consider

cumulative downslope areas)? Negligible
e) Disruption of streams or water bodies, including

seasonal water bodies? -No
DISCUSSION:

The subject parcels are not located in a flood area and there is
no creek traversing the area.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
None.

PLANT/ANIMAL LIFE. Will the project result in:

a) Changes in the diversity of species, or numbers of any

species of plants or animals? Negligible
b) Reduction of the number of any unique, rare or

endangered species of plants or animals? No
c) Introduction of new species of plants or animals to the

detriment of existing native species? Creation of a
barrier to the normal migration, replenishment, or

movement o existing species? Negligible
d) Deterioration or reduction of existing plant or animal
habitat, including agricultural crops Negligible
DISCUSSION:
Page 6 of 13
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MITIGATION MEASURES:

None.
NOISE. Will the project result in:

a) Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to noise levels
exceeding 60 dBA? Negligible

Noise Source:
Calistoga Road
b) Increases in existing noise levels? No
- Noise Source:
None.
DISCUSSION:

Calistoga Road is considered a significant noise source in the
General Plan. For lots close to Calistoga Road, new
development will be subject to a noise analysis to determine
appropriate mitigation.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
None.

NATURAL RESOURCES. Will the project result in an

increase in the rate of use of any natural resource, including

energy resources, or the substantial depletion of any

nonrenewable resource? No

DISCUSSION:

No natural resources have been identified in the area.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

Page 7 of 13

e:\plan\t\pc meetings\2005 pe tings\050922\monte verde dr var rezone\notice of neg dec.doc

36


CustomerDesign
Sticky Note
We are not removing one tree, and we are hand trenching with a licensed Arborist present



: None.

UTILITIES. Will the project result in the need for new

systems or alterations to the following utilities: electricity,

natural gas, communication facilities, water, sewers, storm

drainage, solid waste disposal? Negligible

DISCUSSION:

Approximately half of the subject properties are not currently
hooked up to City sewer, and a little more than half are not
hooked up to City water. A City water main exists in the full
length of Monte Verde within the subject area and a City
sewer main extends to just past the middle of the block
between Calistoga Road and St. Francis Rd. Properties on
Monte Verde Drive would need to extend the sewer main in
Monte Verde in order to connect to City sewer.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
None.

PUBLIC SERVICES. Will the project result in the need

for new or altered services in the following areas: fire

protection, police protection, schools, parks or other

recreational facilities, roads, flood control or other public

works facilities, public transit or other governmental

services? Negligible

DISCUSSION:

The City can readily serve the subject properties.
MITIGATION MEASURES:

None.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Will the project
result in: Negligible

a) Generation of additional vehicular movement with
initiation or intensification of circulation problems
(consider road design, project access, congestion,

hazards to vehicles, pedestrians)? Negligible
b) Effects on existing parking facilities or demands for Negligible
Page 8 of 13
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10.

11.

new parking?

) Impact on existing rail, air or public transportation
systems? Negligible
DISCUSSION:

The proposed rezoning to RR-20 is consistent with the City's
General Plan land use designation and therfore build-out
assumptions for the area.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
None.

LAND USE. (Consider the Land Use and Housing Element.)
Will the project:

a) Alter the location, distribution, density or growth rate

of the human population of an area? Negligible
b) Create a demand for additional housing or

degrade/displace existing housing? Negligible
c) Result in a substantial alteration of the planned use of

an area? : No
DISCUSSION:

The rezoning to allow half acre lots on both sides of Monte
Verde Drive will create a cohesive neighborhood sharing the
same subdivision and development opportunities. The
density allowed by the rezoning is consistent with the General
Plan land use designation of Residential, Very Low Density.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

None.

AESTHETICS. Will the project obstruct or degrade any
public scenic vista or view, create an aesthetically offensive
site open to public view, produce new light or glare, or be

visually incompatible with the surrounding area Negligible
DISCUSSION:
Page 9 of 13
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12.

13.

14.

MITIGATION MEASURES:

None.

RECREATION. (Consider the Public Services and
Facilities Element.) Will the project affect an existing park,
future park/recreational options, or access to a park
(including bicycle trails)? '

DISCUSSION:

The rezoning will not impact any existing or planned parks.
MITIGATION MEASURES:

None.

CULTURAL RESOURCES. Will the project:

a) Disrupt or adversely affect a prehistoric or
archaeological site? ‘

b) Disrupt or adversely affect a property of historic or
cultural significance?

DISCUSSION:

Archeological resources are not anticipated in the subject
area.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
None.
HAZARD. (Consider the Safety Element.) Will the project:

a) Create a risk of explosion, release of hazardous
substances or other dangers to public health or safety?

b) Locate people on or adjacent to a potential health or
safety risk?
DISCUSSION:

Page 10 0f 13
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Residential land uses do not typically involve activities that
are consisdered a threat to public health and safety. There are
no known hazards in the subject area.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
None.

15. OTHER. (Consider the Open Space and
Conservation Element.) Will the project result in
other significant effects on the environment?

DISCUSSION:

None.

MITIGATION MEASURES:
None.

16. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. (A
"yes" answer on any of the following questions requires
preparation of an EIR.)

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, or curtail the diversity in
the environment? Negligible

b) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-
term, to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental

goals? No
c) Does the project have impacts which are individually

limited, but cumulatively considerable? Choose from list
d) Does the project have environmental impacts which

will cause substantial adverse effects on human

beings, either directly or indirectly? No

DETERMINATION: On the basis of this evaluation:

= I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[]  1find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described
on an attached sheet have been added to the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Page 11 0f 13
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WILL BE PREPARED.

H I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment and a
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT m?mred

Date August 31, 2005
(Sign ature)

Page 12 0f 13
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10/30/2014 20051108_CC_Ordinance3756.html

Reclassification of property located at 5220 thru 5521 Monte Verde Drive to the RR-20 (Rural
Residential) District

November 8, 2005

ORDINANCE NO. 3756

ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA AMENDING CHAPTER 20 OF
THE SANTA ROSA CITY CODE — RECLASSIFICATION OF PROPERTY LOCATED AT 5220
THRU 5521 MONTE VERDE DRIVE TO THE RR-20 (RURAL RESIDENTIAL) DISTRICT - FILE
NUMBER REZ05-014

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF SANTA ROSA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The Council finds, based on the evidence and records presented, that the reclassification to the
RR-20 (Rural Residential) District located at 5220, 5227, 5231, 5232, 5239, 5244, 5306, 5318, 5330,
5342, 5410, 5422, 5434, 5446, 5511, 5512, 5520, and 5521 Monte Verde Drive, which property is also
identified as Assessor's Parcel Number 153-430-005, -006, -007, -017, -018, -019, -020, -021, -022, -023,
-024, -025, -026, -027, -028, -029, -030, and -031 is appropriate for the property identified in Section 2,
due to subject property's physical configuration and its location adjacent to established development.

The Council further finds and determines that the reclassification of the subject property from the RR-40
(Rural Residential) District to the RR-20 (Rural Residential) District is consistent with the Santa Rosa
General Plan in that:

1. The Zoning authorizes Rural Residential Land Use in conformance with the Land Use Element of the
City's Gen i i ite fo identi Density (0.2 to 2 units per acre).

Section 2. All conditions required by law having been satisfied and all findings with relation thereto
having been made, Chapter 20 of the Santa Rosa City Code is amended by amending the "Zoning Map of
the City of Santa Rosa," as described in Section 20-20.020, so as to change the classification of
Assessor's Parcel Numbers 153-430-005, -006, -007, -017, -018, -019, -020, -021, -022, -023, -024, -025,
-026, -027, -028, -029, -030, and -031 to the RR-20 (Rural Residential) District.

Section 3. This ordinance shall take effect on the 31st day following its adoption.

IN COUNCIL DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED this 8th day of November, 2005.

http://ci.santa-rosa.ca.us/doclib/agendas_packets_minutes/city_council/Ordi nances42§051 108_CC_Ordinance3756.html 11



residents related to increased traffic and the safety of
neighborhood children.. Since then, however, 8 walking path
has since been built along Monte Verde. Mr. Regalia
indicated that this matter has not become an issue at this

= B

John Daly, 5306 Monte Verde Drive, spoke in support of the
setting the boundary. He said thaf houses in the area have
been prevented from expanding due to limits on septic
system capacity.. He read a statement indicating the support
of residents for the assessment district because they want the
ability to expand their homes. However, at the same time,
residents are commiitted to retaining the present appearance
of the street. He discussed the costs for installing sewers, as
well as construction costs and stre¢t improvements, making
thetomloosmnpncnoalformostmﬂems

thm 5317 Monte Verde said she has been
actively involved in this project for a number of years. She
spoke about the financial challenge to do this project, but
stated that it smast be done. She noted that residents cannot
currently obtain permits through the County to do any type
of expansion or-any nnprovcments (addition of a garbage
disposal, etc. )

MOVED by Councilmember Martini, seconded by
Councilihember Evans CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY TO
SET THE BOUNDARIES AS PROPOSED.

8.6 PUBLIC HEARING NORTHEAST SANT AROSA
2-98

Sonia Biniiendyk, City Planner, made thestaﬂ'pmenﬂnon.
On June 25, 1998, the Planning Commission voted 6 to 0 to
recommend the City Council anmmex/prezone approximately
two acres at 5560 and 5664 Sonoma Highway to the RR-20-
R (Rural Residential, Restricted) District. The applicant
requests to be prezoned to the RR-20 (Rural Residential)
Distfict, without the “-R” combining designation.

City Council Policy 200-03 requires that the City Couscil
make three findings in recommending approval of an
annexation. These findings are: 1) the annexation represents
a logical extension of the City limits; 2) the annexation and
recommended prezoning are consisterit with the General
Plan; and 3) adequate urban services are or will become
available to anncxation area upon its development. These

The RR=20 zoning district requested by the applicant is
consistent with the annexation area’s General Plan
designation of Very Low Density Residential. However,
General Plan policies also encourage preservation of scenic

roadways. The two lots included in the annexation are
located at the top of a slope adjacent Highway 12, a scenic
highway: Future homes on these lots will be visible from

Highway 12. Consequently, both the Planning Commission

and the Department of Commiunity Development
feconmend prezoning the properties to the RR-20-R District
to minimize visibility of future homes. The "-R” combining
district will restrict homes to one-story and a 20-foot height
unless a greater heiglit is approved by Conditional Use

- Permit. Most of the new subdivisions along Highway 12

cast of Calistoga Road have included height restrictions on
lots adjacent the highway.

It is recommended by the Planning Commission and the
Department of Comimtity Developraerit that the City
Council, by resolution, adopt a Negative Declaration and
introduce an ordinance annexing/prezoning 5560 and 5664

- Sonoma Highway to the RR-20-R (Rnral Residential,

Restricted) District.

Vice Mayor Runyan ieferenced the topography and asked
whether the “-R” District will prevent a change to the
contour. Ms. Binnedyk explained that both districts would
require a 20" setback fromi the property line, but they do not
contain policies regarding grading. The City has policics
and criteria related to grading that apply throughout the City,
but that is not part of the zoning designation. It is unlikely
that anyone building on the site would change the banks
along Highway 12, particularly because of the feasible
building sites at the top.

Responding to Councilmember Evans, Ms. Binnedyk
clatified the location of the lots being discussed, noting that
they would eventually have access on Melita Road.
However, they will not be bounded by Melita Road. She
indicated that at this tifiie it would be difficalt to determine
whether soundwalls will be installed in the subject area. She
briefly discussed possibilities for the development of the '
sites, which would determine the need for soundwalls. This
issue cannot be decided at this meeting.

Mayor Wright opened the public hearing.

Jean Kapolchok, 144 South E Street, represeiiting the owner,
reiterated the issues outlined previously by staff. The only
remaining point of contention is the inclusion of the “-R”
District restricting the property to single-story homes only at

- this time. She pointed out other parcels owned by the

applicant and discussed potential access to them. She briefly
discussed design issues. She discissed a design condition
applied to Redtail Estates, Lot 13, in which the development
restricted single-story hormes to a height of 25'. Thie lots in
the proposed subdivision would be restricted to 20°. She

SANTA ROSA CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES - AUGUST 11,1998 ' 10
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CustomerDesign
Sticky Note
Continued from page 7 This traffic item was adrressed by Mr Regalia in response to Council Member Evans on August 11, 1998.  Traffic has been addressed and deemed negligible by professional traffic engineers.  Our project certainly has less of an impact than 15 homes built directly on Monte Verde.



Bliss, Sandi

From: Murray, Susie

Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:32 AM

To: Dillon, Molly; Griffin, Terri; Fowler, Caroline; McGlynn, Sean

Cc: Bliss, Sandi; Williams, Stephanie; Hartman, Clare

Subject: FW: Responses to Allegations Regarding Violations to the Monte Verde CC&Rs
Attachments: MVpoll6.pdf; Parcel Map 30-16 with notes.pdf; Parcel Map 153-43 with notes.pdf
Hello all -

Here’s more correspondence received from the appellant regarding Calistoga Cottages.

Susie Murray | City Planner
Community Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-4348 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | smurray@srcity.org

S7 Santa Rosa

From: Idenley-bussard@comcast.net [mailto:ldenley-bussard @comcast.net]

Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 11:24 AM

To: Bartley, Scott; Swinth, Robin; Carlstrom, Erin; Combs, Julie; Olivares, Ernesto; Ours, Jake; Wysocky, Gary
Cc: Griffin, Terri; Murray, Susie; Lynn Denley-Bussard; Paul Bussard-Gmail

Subject: Re: Responses to Allegations Regarding Violations to the Monte Verde CC&Rs

Honorable Mayor and City Council Members,

We have heard that the applicant has made allegations against other property owners in our
neighborhood, claiming we have violated the neighborhood CC&Rs. This is our understanding and
perspective on these issues.

e Our CC&Rs require the approval of every property owner in the neighborhood to make any
changes.

— The City constructed a water-pumping station on the Northeast corner of Calistoga
Road and Monte Verde Drive, completed in 1985. Since this project was in the public
interest, the neighborhood agreed to it.

— During the annexation process 1987 - 2000, the neighborhood agreed to allow
development along Spain Avenue in exchange for annexation to the City and access to
sewer services along Monte Verde Drive.

— The Calistoga Cottages project does not have the approval of the other property owners
in our neighborhood, because it impacts the rural lifestyle of the adjoining properties.

— Attachment: Map summarizing the petition by 40 residents asking you to reject the
General Plan Amendment and retain the rural nature of our neighborhood.



« The neighborhood has not changed since annexation in 1999 and the inclusion of our rural
pocket in the General Plan.

— 408 Calistoga Road has not changed since annexation.

— All 17 parcels zoned RR-40 at annexation are still one single-family residence on about
one acre.

— Attachments: Parcel map 30-16 from 1998-1999 and Parcel map 153-43 from 2014,
shows the neighborhood has not changed since annexation. The only development has
been along Spain Avenue, which was part of the neighborhood plan created by the
collaborative effort of City staff, residents and the City Council.

Our CC&Rs allow for guest cottages.

— In 1960 the Bussard family home at 5232 Monte Verde Drive was in the county which
allowed mobile homes as second units on one-acre lots. As a guest cottage, this does

not violate the CC&Rs.

Our CC&Rs do prohibit commercial enterprises, but they do not prohibit a home office.

We filed for an injunction to stop the applicant from applying for and gaining approval for a
tentative parcel map.

— The judge did not grant the injunction because the applicants are only “planning” to
break the CC&Rs; they haven't actually done it yet.

— If the applicants ever file to change the county parcel map that action will violate the
CC&Rs and an injunction can be requested at that time.

We offered several compromises to the owners of 408 Calistoga Road.

— At the neighborhood meeting in October 2013, we offered to gather support among the
other property owners for an RR-20 zoning. A zoning of RR-20 would retain the rural
nature of our neighborhood and allow the applicants to build a second home at 408
Calistoga Road. The applicants were not interested.

— We made an offer to buy 408 Calistoga Road, so it could remain rural residential and
the applicants could build on another property. Our offer was turned down.

e The only offer made by the applicants to us was a promise to build three homes behind the
existing house instead of six.

— Since the proposed tentative parcel map was for three homes, this wasn'’t really a
compromise offer; it was merely a re-statement of the proposed project.



We have always substantiated our claims with written proof. We ask that you request
written proof of any claims made by the applicants.

Sincerely,

Paul Bussard and Lynn Denley-Bussard
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William D, Anderson
David F. Beach
Jol)u k. Jollnson*
Marla D. Keenan®
Scott A. Lewis
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Michael G, Miller
Lawrence A, Moskowity
Jeremy L. Olsan
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Dapinie A. Beletsis
Raleig’l] S. Fohrman
Mary Jane Schneider
Anne C. D'Arcy, RN
Sheila S. Craig
Deborah 8. Bull
Oscar A. Pardo
Auln'ey A, Mauritson
Michael E. Liotta
Isaac M. Gradman

Martin L. Hirsh

*Certified Specialist
Family Law,
The Siate Bar of California
Board of Legal Speciahization

TELEPHONE

(707) 525-8800

FACSIMILE
(707) 54548242

E-MAIL
perry(@
perrylaw.net

WIEBSITIE
www.perrylaw.net

LAW OFFICES OF

PERRY, JOHNNSON, ANDERSON,
MILLER & MOSKOWITZ 115

438 First Street, 4th Floor, Santa Rosa, CA 95401

November 12, 2014
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Scott P. Bartley
100 Santa Rosa Avenue, Rm 10
Santa Rosa, California 95404
sbartley{srcity.org

Re: Calistoga Cottages Project
GPAM 12-003
November 18, 2014

Dear Councilmember Bartley:

Our office is currently representing applicants for the Calistoga Cottages Project.
We understand that issues were presented at the earlier City Council hearing regarding
the existence of CC&R provisions. The purpose of this letter is to express our
conclusion that the CC&Rs referred to are not enforceable and no longer applicable to
the property.

Our position was in fact adopted by the Judge in the pending litigation. His
honor ruled, in part, as follows:

Here, Plaintiffs are seeking to enforce CC&Rs that were recorded in
1948, before any subdivision was in place and that have never been
honored by the owners of the lots. Plaintiffs continue to have a mobile
home on their property as a second dwelling, both of which are prohibited
by the alleged CC&Rs. (Dec. of Jeff Komar, 4 3.) In 2006, the property
located at 5521 Monte Verde was processed through the City of Santa
Rosa and obtained approval for second dwelling units (See Dec. of Jeff
Komar). The owners of 5227 Monte Verde are operating a business on the
property, which is prohibited by the CC&Rs. The Official Assessor’s
Parcel Map attached to the Declaration of Jeff Komar reflects that out of
the approximately 27 original lots in the subdivision, 8 have been divided
into lots smaller than one acre. (Komar Dec., § 7.) There are currently 19
lots in this subdivision that are less than one acre, which is purportedly
prohibited.

Plaintiff’s own declaration submitted in support of injunctive relief
establishes that the CC&Rs have never been enforced. The notion that
neighbors can selectively pick and choose when and if restrictions are to
be honored is not only inconsistent with the document, it demonstrates
that a division will not cause great and irreparable harm.
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Calistoga Cottages Project
GPAM 12-003

November 18, 2014

Scott P. Bartley
November 12, 2014

Page 2

We also note that the attorney for the opponents has submitted a lengthy
presentation regarding general plan consistency. It is not our intention to specifically
reply since all of those issues have been more than adequately addressed by your staff
and we concur in their analysis. The applicant will be available to address any of those
issues at the hearing if requested.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and hopefully this will clarify any
issue regarding the CC&Rs.

Very tguly yours,

Leslie R. Perry

ce: Other council members
City Attorney
Clients




RECEIVED
November 13, 2014 NOV 1 3 2014

CITY OF SANTA ROS
Re: Reconsideration of the Appeal of the Calistoga Cottages Projéct CLERK'S OFFICE

408 Calistoga Road, Santa Rosa
File No. GPAM13-00/PRAP13-008

Honorable Mayor and City Council members,

I
Here are some additional supporting documents for the Appeal Reconsideration
Hearing which is scheduled for November 18, 2014.

1. Incomplete General Plan Amendment Application submitted by Real Equity
Partners, October 1, 2013

Attachment: General Plan Amendment Application — Real Equity

2. Email from Scott Schellinger, representing Real Equity Partners, June 11, 2014
Re: Answers to the four questions required as part of the General Plan
Amendment Application.

Email from Susie Murray, City Planner, October 30, 2014
Re: Proof the answers to the General Plan Amendment questions were not
attached to the application form in the 408 Calistoga Road planning file

Attachment: GPA Incomplete Until 06-11-2014
3. Planning Commission, Staff Report, June 26, 2014, Cover
Re: Staff report to the Planning Commission incorrectly states that the Calistoga
Cottages project application was complete on March 6, 2014.
Attachment: PC Staff Report Cover
4. General Plan, Section 1-7 - Changing the General Plan
Re: The applicants missed the February 1, 2014 deadline for a hearing by the

Planning Commission in June 2014.

Attachment: Santa Rosa General Plan, page 1-11



5. Rincon Valley Booster Station, November 1982, cover and page 15
Re: FEIR report for the City water-pumping station at 462 Calistoga Road
17 years before the annexation of the Monte Verde County Island

Attachment: Rincon Valley Booster Station 1982

6. Email from Gabe Osburn, Civil Engineering Technician III, July 8, 2014
Re: Pumping station at Northeast Corner of Monte Verde & Calistoga built 1985

Email from Ron Marincic, Utility System Supervisor, July 8, 2014
Re: Pumping station at Northeast Corner of Monte Verde & Calistoga started in
1985 under contract #84-055, File #1457

Attachment: Email Gabe Osburn & Ron Marincic

7. Becky Duckles, Arborist’s Report, 408 Calistoga Road, February 28, 2014
Re: No construction equipment within the drip lines of protected trees

Attachment: Arborist’s Report-Feb-28-2014
Attachment: Proposed Driveway Invades Drip Lines

8. The parcel at 408 Calistoga Road has not changed since 1999. The surrounding
neighborhood has not changed since annexation. All properties zoned RR-40 at
annexation are still rural residential, one home on about one acre.

The only development has been along Spain Avenue which was approved by the
residents, City Staff and City Council as part of the neighborhood plan identified
in Ordinance 3405 and protected by the General Plan.

Attachment: Parcel Map 30-16, 1998-1999
Attachment: Parcel Map 153-43, 2014

Sincerely,

Paul Bussard
Lynn Denley-Bussard
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G EN ERA]. PLAN Related Files:

nta Rosa
Y Santa Ros AMENDMENT

#  Community Development

WWW.SICity.org

; DEPARTM
Please Type or Print ENT USE ONLY

LOCATION OF PROIECT (ADDRESS) ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S) | ZONING
40D Cpuistosh Ro RR 40
NAME OF PROPOSED PROJECT [83 -q% -G37 GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION
C ausepn Cominces V. Law DEN -
APPLICANT NAME BUSINESS PHONE FAX
{ ) - ( ) -
APPLICANT ADDRESS CTY  STATE ZIP EMAIL
APPLICANT REPRESENTATIVE BUSINESS PHONE FAX
TDG- [ ( 3y -
APPLICANT REPRESENTATIVE ADDRESS CY  STATE  ZIP EMAIL
328 Avzwnysare i | Sy A G833,
PROPERTY OWNER NAME *(SIGNATURE REQUIRED BELOW) BUSINESS PHONE FAX
Ehc  EGrary C ) - £ 1 -
PROPERTY OWNER ADDRESS CTY  STATE ZIP EMAIL
131 FPamey Ln SVL. A qn4et

*In the case of a partnership, all general and limited partners shall be identified. In the case of a corporation, all shareholders owning 10% or
more of the stock and all officers and directors shall be identified. Please use the Partnerships & Corporations form.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION — DESCRIBE IN DETAIL YOUR PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN CHANGE — Attach a separate sheet if necessary

Sei T kg PlefesAL 1S A GeENerAL  PLany  Chpnee Flerm V. Lol

T  lew DEM.

SIZE OF PARCEL PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION PROPOSED ZONING
saffor_*99.  acres Low DEN Rig
PROPOSED CHANGE TO : ZTLAND USE GRAPHIC T LAND USE TEXT — CHECK ELEMENT BELOW
[3 LAND SAFETY ELEMENT O CIRCULATION ELEMENT ©1 URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT O HOUSING ELEMENT
OJ SEISMIC/SAFETY ELEMENT OJ NOISE ELEMENT 0 SCENIC HIGHWAYS ELEMENT 03 PARK AND RECREATION ELEMENT

[J OPEN SPACE/CONSERVATION ELEMENT

AMENDMENT CRITERIA — PROVIDE ON A SEPARATE SHEET RESPONSES TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:

Why do you want the General Plan changed?

What changes or events have occurred or what new evidence has arisen since the General Plan was adopted which now warrant a change?
Have detailed neighborhood plans or other studies revealed the need for a General Plan Amendment?

Describe the effect the proposed change will have on the surrounding uses. Describe how the proposed change will affect achievement of the
General Plan in this and the surrounding area.

ikl

SUBMITTAL INFORMATION - See staff to determine which requirements apply

10 COPIES OF MAP OR MAPS SHOWING THE EXISTING AND SURROUNDING LAND USES, THE EXISTING GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATION AND THE
PROPOSED CHANGE YOU WANT, PLAN MUST BE EITHER REDUCED TO 11 X 17 OR FOLDED TO 8-1/2 X 14 MAX.

3 iF YOU WANT THE GENERAL PLAN CHANGED FOR A SPECIFIC PURPOSE OR FUTURE USE, PLEASE SUBMIT A DRAFT DEVELOPMENT PLAN SHOWING THE
IMPROVEMENTS YOU WANT TO DEVELOP. N Pe-

m) FOR A PROPOSED CHANGE IN THE GENERAL PLAN TEXT, SUBMIT IN DRAFT FORM ANY LANGUAGE YOU WANT ADDED, DELETED, SUBSTITUTED, ETC. THIS
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¥ 10 COPIES OF SITE ANALYSIS MAP AT 10 COPIES OF NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT MAP
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PROPERTY OWNER’S CONSENT — | declare under penalty of perjury that | am the owner of said property or have written authority from
property owner to file this application. | certify that all of the submitted information iqtrue and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.
| understand that any misrepresentation of submitted data may invalida e and apprgvpl of this application.

Fac h £
APPLICATION RECEIVED BY S ‘ DATE FEE RECEIVED RECEIPT NUMBER
@V A= s j2,4934.00 | Ri>024%0
PUBLIC HEARING OREQUIRED O EXEMPY DATE FEE RECEIVED RECEIPT NUMBER
$
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW CJREQUIRED O3 EXEMPT CLASS DATE FEE RECEIVED RECEIPT NUMBER
$

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 03/11
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XFINITY Connect Idenley-bussard@comcast.net
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408 Calistoga Road

From : Susie Murray <SMurray@srcity.org> Thu, Oct 30, 2014 08:44 AM
Subject : 408 Calistoga Road -1 attachment
To : ldenley-bussard@comcast.net
Cc : Paul Bussard <paulebussard@gmail.com>

Hi Lynn,

When the application was submitted, these responses were not included; they were provided in
June. I apologize, there should've been a copy of this in the file. I'll take a look and add it if
necessary.

Thank you.

Community beveloﬁﬁ*nent |100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-4348 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | smurray@srcity.org

[

From: Schellinger Scott [mailto:scott@cswland.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 11, 2014 7:40 PM

To: Murray, Susie

Subject: Re: 408 Calistoga Road

Applications for a General Plan Amendment must address the following questions:

Question:  Why do you want a General Plan Amendment?
Response: The City’s encouraged infill development. It's serviced by transit
routes.

Question:  What changes or events have occurred or what new evidence has
arisen since the General Plan was adopted which now warrant a
change?

Response: The need for housing. Infill housing is a method to achieve this.

Question:  Have detailed neighborhood plans or other studies revealed the need

for a General Plan Amendment?
Response: Not that we're aware of.

1of2 11/5/2014 5:02 PM



XFINITY Connect http://web.mail.comcast.net/zimbra/h/printmessage?id=2284204&t...

Question:  Describe the effect the proposed change will have on the surrounding
uses. Describe how the proposed change will affect achievement of
the General Plan in this and the surrounding area.

Response: Impacts to the neighbors are negligible. The site takes its access off
Calistoga road with a minor adjustment to the existing driveway.

When compared to surrounding sites by using a current aerial view,
this proposal is consistent in terms scope and scale. Infill on this site
will provide much needed housing opportunities.

Scott Schellinger
CSW Land, LLC

PO Box 921
Santa Rosa, CA 95402

707-921-5030

scott@cswland.com
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ITEM NO. 8

CITY OF SANTA ROSA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
STAFF REPORT FOR PLANNING COMMISSION

JUNE 26, 2014

PROJECT TITLE APPLICANT
Calistoga Cottages | Real Equity Partners, LLC
ADDRESS/LOCATION PROPERTY OWNER
408 Calistoga Road Real Equity Partners, LLC
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER FILE NUMBER
153-430-032 MJP13-007 (GPAM13-003, REZ13-007, &
MIN13-002)

PROJECT SITE ZONING GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION
RR-40 Very Low Density Residential
APPLICATION DATE APPLICATION COMPLETION DATE
December 10, 2013 March 6,2014
PROJECT PLANNER RECOMMENDATION
Susie Murray Approval

PROPOSAL

A request to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration and approve a General Plan
Amendment, Rezoning, and Tentative Parcel Map, to subdivide one 0.99-acre parcel
into four single-family residential lots.

SUMMARY

This project involves a Mitigated Negative Declaration, a General Plan Amendment
from Very Low Density (0.2-2.0 units per acre) to Low Density (2.0-8.0 units per acre);
Rezoning from RR-40 (Rural Residential) to R-1-6 (Single Family Residential); and a
Tentative Parcel Map to subdivide the subject 0.99-acre parcel into four individual lots.
The existing home located on Lot 1 will be retained. Lots will range in size from 7,833
square feet to 13,705 square feet. Access to all four will be via a new private drive off
Calistoga Road.
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SANTA ROSA GENERAL PLAN

In preparation of the prior general plan, Santa Rosa 2020, various background reports were
prepared. These reports may be reviewed at the City of Santa Rosa’s Department of Community
Development.

1-7 CHANGING THE GENERAL PLAN

As the city’s premier policy document, the General Plan is not changed without good cause.
The City Council, Planning Commission, or staff, in reviewing the General Plan, may find that
certain portions should be changed due to circumstances which arise within the community.
Amendment of the General Plan may be necessary due to changing policies of the City Council
or if it is found through periodic review that certain portions of the Plan are inadequate or do
not meet the needs of the community.

The General Plan Land Use Diagram or the text of any element may be amended. General
Plan Amendment applications may be filed by individual applicants or may be initiated by
the Community Development Director, Planning Commission or City Council. Concurrent
processing of General Plan Amendments with other land use applications is permitted.

lications for General Plan Amendment must address why an amendment is warranted,
describe events which have rendered the General Plan inadequate or unattainable, and describe
any studies which have brought policies or portions of the plan into question.

The General Plan may be amended three times per year. The Planning Commission shall
conduct hearings regarding General Plan Amendment applications in February, June and
October of each year. The City Council shall conduct hearings after consideration of the
Planning Commlsswn in March, July and November. To meet this hearing schedule, the
following application i established: February 1 for hearing in June; June 1 for
hearing in October and October 1 for hearing in February. When the first day of the month
falls on a weekend, the following Monday is the final day for submittal.




/

Final Environmental Impact Report

Rincon Valley Water
Storage Reservoir

Santa Rosa, California

November, 1982

Walt Smith & Associates

Environmental Planners

SCH 82080301

@

1726 Corby Avenue (Suite C), Santa Rosa, CA 95401

(707)526-0165
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Murray, Susie

From: Osburn, Gabe

Sent: Tuesday, July 08, 2014 9:31 AM

To: Murray, Susie

Ce Parkinson, Celia

Subject: FW: Northeast Corner of Monte Verde & Calistoga
Hey Susie,

It looks like the station was constructed in 1985. Could you please let us know why this information is needed?
Thanks,

-Gabe

From: Marincic, Ron

Sent: Tuesday, July 08, 2014 9:18 AM

To: Osburn, Gabe

Cc: Parkinson, Celia

Subject: RE: Northeast Corner of Monte Verde & Calistoga

Hey Gabe,

From what | know the project started in 1985 under contract #84-055. File #1457. Rincon Booster Station and Zone 2
Booster Station.

Station 7 is what was called Zone 2 Booster Station.
If | can ask, what’s the inquiry for?

Ron Marincic | Utility System Supervisor
Utilities Dept. | 35 Stony Point Road | Santa Rosa, CA 95401
Tel. (707) 543-3943 | Fax (707) 543-3939 | rmarincie@srcity.org

@ City of
<7 Santa Rosa

WWW.Sreity.org
“Making pecple want to work for Utilities, with Utilities
and making our rate payers proud to support us.”

From: Osburn, Gabe

Sent: Tuesday, July 08, 2014 9:11 AM

To: Marincic, Ron

Cc: Parkinson, Celia

Subject: FW: Northeast Corner of Monte Verde & Calistoga

Hi Ron,



BECKY DUCKLES

LANDSCAPE CONSULTANT & ARBORIST
SEBASTOPOL, CA.
707.829.0555 PH.

Calistoga Cottages - 408 Calistoga Rd
Santa Rosa, CA

TREE PROTECTION NOTES

February 28, 2014

1. Where pruning for clearance is required on any trees to remain, it should be done by trained,
qualified tree workers according to ISA & ANSI A300 Pruning Guidelines, prior to construction.
Pruning should be the minimum necessary for hazard reduction, (i.e. the removal of deadwood
2" and larger, etc.) and for clearance.

2. Plastic tree protection fencing should be installed at the driplines of trees within the zone of
construction activity, (or the outer edge of the dripline of groups of trees).
If access within dripline will be required, fence to be placed at expected limit of grading.
Fence should be installed prior to the start of clearing or grading operations, and kept in place
throughout construction activities.

3. If any roots larger than 1" are encountered during construction activities which can't be
preserved, they should be cut cleanly across the face of the root with a sharp saw, past any
damaged portions.

4. No parking, operation of equipment, storage of materials, disposal of waste or ofher
construction acfivity shall occur within driplines of protected frees.

5. If any issues arise during construction relating to trees, project arborist shall be notified to visit site
and/or provide recommendations
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Bliss, Sandi

From: Murray, Susie

Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 3:07 PM

To: Bliss, Sandi

Subject: CC - Opposed to 4-Lot Subdivision at 408 Calistoga Road

Susie Murray | City Planner
Community Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-4348 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | smurray@srcity.org

City of
gg?fﬁunu Rosa

-
r

From: Meg Carr [mailto:megcarr@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, November 13, 2014 7:14 AM

To: Bartley, Scott; Swinth, Robin; Wysocky, Gary; Carlstrom, Erin; Combs, Julie; Olivares, Ernesto; Ours, Jake; Murray,
Susie; Griffin, Terri

Cc: Meg Carr; Bryan Carr (home); paulebussard@gmail.com; Idenley-bussard@comcast.net; karinev@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Opposed to 4-Lot Subdivision at 408 Calistoga Road

Dear Mayor, Vice Mayor, City Council members, City Planner and City Clerk,

I have lived in Rincon Valley with my family since 2003 and moved to Monte Verde Drive approximately 2 years ago. The charm and
unique character of the street first drew us here, and we continue to enjoy the beauty of the area and our neighbors. It is a favorite
location for bicyclists, pet walkers, walkers, and runners of all ages, further giving the area a sense of healthy community. We have 3
young children who attend the local school and can safely walk down Monte Verde and turn onto Calistoga Road without having

to cross a busy intersection or manage a congested driveway. If you are not familiar with this area, | urge you to take a walk on the
street prior to the November 18 meeting to see the unique quality and understand the safety of our neighborhood. | would be happy to
personally show you the planned location, where you will see that a 4-lot subdivision will create congestion and chaos for the adjacent
school and surrounding neighborhood.

| am alarmed and disappointed that this safe and unique neighborhood is at jeopardy because a developer "will not make as much
money" by following the current Monte Verde zoning. If you approve to bend the rules and allow the 4-lot subdivision in this area,
where else will the rules be modified to fill the pockets of a real estate developer?

| ask you to PLEASE:

-Stand by the original decision to not allow a change in the zoning,

-Require that the developers follow the rules under which they purchased the property, and
-Support the established Monte Verde community.

We all agreed to the zoning rules when we signed the purchase documents, which were established to protect our community and our
families.

Thank you for your support in this important effort to preserve our neighborhood and community.

Sincerely,

Meg Carr

5410 Monte Verde Drive
707-480-3700
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