
Stony Point 
Flats 
Project 
Appeal - 
11/16/21
Presented by Friends 
of Roseland Creek



Brown Act Violation 
Design Review Board took action on non agenda items 
without public comment



Design Review Board Agenda for item 9.2 did not permit 
adequate public comment and participation due to 
unclear and ambiguous language 

Ambiguous 
language 
purposefully 
deceived the public 
and prevented full 
participation.

Requested Remedy: Hold a 
properly noticed and clearly 
agendized Design Review 
Board Meeting to approve 
the Stony Point Flats Project 
in full.
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Inadequate Traffic Study
City and Applicant refusal to address ingress and 
egress safety 



There is only one way out and in to this project perpetuating traffic congestion and 
safety concerns along Stony Point Road and surrounding neighborhood roads
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Inadequate Traffic Study - Refusal to Address Ingress and Egress Safety Despite 
Recommendations From Mr. Sprinkle
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Applicant use of political threat tactics to persuade Mayor and Mr. Sprinkle backed 
by the Santa Rosa Chamber of Commerce, puts costs/profits before safety of future 
and current residents
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Resident safety should be priority 1 in project planning - better ingress and egress 
routes must be required!
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Refer to Packet 
Exhibit B
Requested Remedy:
Mandate that a legal 
U-turn option be 
installed at 
Pearblossom Drive as 
a condition of 
approval for this 
project installment to 
ensure the safety of 
current and future 
residents



Inadequate and Outdated 
Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR)



Issue 3: Inadequate and Outdated 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Provided EIR addendum 
does not accurately 
document flora and fauna of 
Roseland Creek, including 
known endangered species 
and heritage trees that will 
be destroyed and 
displaced by this project 
infilling a known wetland 
area.
Requested Remedy: Require 
comprehensive and current site specific 
EIR and limit infill to preserve the creek 
and wildlife
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Building in a Known Special 
Hazard Flood Area
Inadequate and false representations regarding the impact of building 
in a seasonal wetland force low income residents to choose unsafe 
living conditions and jeopardize native habitat.



Is it a safe and fair idea to build 
affordable housing in known Special 

Hazard Flood Area?
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Insufficient culvert to handle the flooding to the property
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Inadequate and False Representations Regarding 
the Impact of Building in a Special Hazard Flood 
Area Subject Low Income Residents to Choose 
Unsafe Living Conditions

This is the middle of the property of 
the proposed site after the recent rain 
storms of October & November. 
Alternate affordable building sites are 
available along Sebastopol Road and 
Santa Rosa Ave that would protect 
future residents from potential flood 
hazards and preserve native 
wetlands.   
Requested Remedy: Require Sewer Study to be 
completed and a revised  Flood Plain Map that 
accurately depicts the current flood plain 
conditions.
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Inadequate Fencing 
DRB should have mandated fencing to protect future 
residents and establish Good Neighbor Boundaries



Conor McKay to Developing Team (applicant)
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City puts the interest of the developer ahead of safety, 
engages in closed door discussions with the chamber of 
commerce instead of listening to the concerns of its 
constituents and planners

Mayor Rogers took the time to 
engage with Peter Rumble 
from the SR Chamber of 
Commerce and developer Mr. 
Brueggermann regarding this 
project and planning 
recommendation for fencing. 
Apparently the cost of a fence 
is more important to Mayor 
Rogers, the chamber, and 
developer than the potential 
lives of future children living 
in this affordable housing  that 
could carelessly enter the 
creek, especially during 
flooded conditions.
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Issue 5: Inadequate Fencing 
Mandated fencing protects future residents and establishes 
Good Neighbor Boundaries

DRB encouraged reconsideration 
of a fencing option that protects 
access to the creek, especially for 
children and provides greater 
light/sound mitigation to 
neighbors.
Requested Remedy: Mandate fencing as 
recommended by City Planner, Conor 
McKay as a requirement of this project 
moving forward. There should be no cost 
too great to the safety of children that may 
access the creek without sufficient fencing.
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Inadequate Time Provided for 
Public Records Requests 
To be received and reviewed PRIOR to the DRB 
Meeting and in preparation for this appeal hearing



Issue 8: Inadequate Time Provided for Public Records Requests  
To be received and reviewed PRIOR to the DRB Meeting and in preparation for this 
appeal hearing

The city claims that they have complied with all 
of the outstanding public records requests; 
however, there are public records that have 
been submitted by appellants that have not 
been produced as part of the public records 
leading Appellans to believe that further records 
are outstanding and the city is in violation of 
the California Public Records Request Act.
Requested Remedy: continue the appellate hearing until the 
city has properly complied with the CAPRA so that Appellants 
can compile an adequate and accurate record  that is currently 
being deprived.
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City Council Refusal to 
Acknowledge and Engage with 
Citizens Following Submission of 
Petition Signatures



City puts the interest of the developer, engages in closed 
door discussions with the chamber of commerce instead of 
listening to the concerns of its constituents and planners

Mayor Rogers took the time to 
engage with Peter Rumble 
from the SR Chamber of 
Commerce and developer Mr. 
Brueggermann regarding this 
project, but refused to 
acknowledge or respond 
(along with the rest of this 
council)  to over 180 
signatures against this project 
from concerned Roseland 
residents. 
We’ve still yet to receive a 
response to signatures 
submitted on June 24, 2021 
- see Exhibit E
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We ask that the city council act fairly in addressing 
our grievances, imposes the required remedies to 
make the approval of this project equitable, and to 
require necessary changes to the design 
(fencing/traffic) to protect the safety of future and 
current residents.
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Thank you for your time...


