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February 8, 2023 Letter A-1

Eric Gage

Sonoma County

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Eric. Gage@sonoma-county.org

Subject: Housing Element Update, Draft Program Environmental Impact Report,
SCH No. 2022060323, Sonoma County

Dear Mr. Gage:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Availability
of a draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Housing Element Update
Project (Project) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).!

CDFW is submitting comments on the draft Program EIR to inform Sonoma County, as
the Lead Agency, of our concerns regarding potentially significant impacts to sensitive
resources associated with the proposed Project.

A-1.1

CDFW ROLE

CDFW is a Trustee Agency with responsibility under CEQA (Pub. Resources Code, §
21000 et seq.) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15386 for commenting on projects
that could impact fish, plant, and wildlife resources. CDFW is also considered a
Responsible Agency if a project would require discretionary approval, such as a
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit, a Lake and Streambed Alteration
(LSA) Agreement, or other provisions of the Fish and Game Code that afford protection
to the State’s fish and wildlife trust resources.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS
California Endangered Species Act

Please be advised that a CESA Permit must be obtained if the Project has the potential [A-1.2
to result in “take” of plants or animals listed under CESA including candidate species,
either during construction or over the life of the Project. The Project has the potential
to impact the following CESA listed species, as further described in the
Comments and Recommendations Section below.

" CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in Section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA
Guidelines” are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with Section 15000.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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e Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch), CESA listed as endangered

e California tiger salamander — Sonoma County Distinct Population Segment
(DPS) (Ambystoma californiense pop. 3), CESA listed as threatened

o California freshwater shrimp (Syncaris pacifica), CESA listed as endangered
e Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), CESA listed as threatened
¢ tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), CESA listed as threatened

¢ northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), CESA listed as threatened

e several CESA listed plant species A-1.2 Cont.

Issuance of a CESA Permit is subject to CEQA documentation; the CEQA document
must specify impacts, mitigation measures, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program. If the Project will impact CESA listed species, early consultation is
encouraged, as significant modification to the Project and mitigation measures may be
required in order to obtain a CESA Permit.

CEQA requires a Mandatory Finding of Significance if a project is likely to substantially
restrict the range or reduce the population of a threatened or endangered species. (Pub.
Resources Code, §§ 21001, subd. (c) & 21083; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15380, 15064, &
15065). Impacts must be avoided or mitigated to less-than-significant levels unless the
CEQA Lead Agency makes and supports Findings of Overriding Consideration (FOC).
The CEQA Lead Agency’s FOC does not eliminate the Project proponent’s obligation to
comply with Fish and Game Code section 2080.

Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement

CDFW requires an LSA Notification, pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et
seq., for Project activities affecting lakes or streams and associated riparian habitat.
Notification is required for any activity that may substantially divert or obstruct the
natural flow; change or use material from the bed, channel, or bank including associated
riparian or wetland resources; or deposit or dispose of material where it may pass intoa [A-1.3
river, lake, or stream. Work within ephemeral streams, washes, watercourses with a
subsurface flow, and floodplains are subject to notification requirements. The Project
would impact streams; therefore, an LSA Notification(s) is warranted, as further
described below. CDFW will consider the CEQA document for the Project and may
issue an LSA Agreement. CDFW may not execute the final LSA Agreement (or CESA
Incidental Take Permit (ITP) until it has complied with CEQA as a Responsible Agency.
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Raptors and Other Nesting Birds

CDFW also has jurisdiction over actions that may result in the disturbance or
destruction of active nest sites or the unauthorized take of birds. Fish and Game Code A-1.4
sections protecting birds, their eggs, and nests include sections 3503 (regarding
unlawful take, possession or needless destruction of the nests or eggs of any bird),
3503.5 (regarding the take, possession, or destruction of any birds of prey or their nests
or eggs), and 3513 (regarding unlawful take of any migratory nongame bird). Migratory
birds are also protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY
Proponent: Sonoma County

Objective: To update Sonoma County’s current housing element, including rezoning of
59 sites located in designated Urban Services Areas throughout unincorporated
Sonoma County for medium density housing. Current designations of sites include
agricultural, residential, commercial, and industrial Use. In addition, 20 additional sites  [a_1 5
would be added to the Housing Element inventory but would not be rezoned. The
Project is intended to facilitate and encourage housing development that could be
developed over an 8-year period, commencing in 2023 and ending in 2031.

Location: The Project encompasses all of Sonoma County, located on the northern
coast of California. The County is bordered by Mendocino County to the north, Lake and
Napa counties to the east, and the Pacific Ocean to the west.

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the below comments and recommendations to assist Sonoma County in
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially
significant, direct, and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources. Based |A-1.6
on the Project’s avoidance of significant impacts on biological resources, in part through
implementation of CDFW’s recommendations described below and in Attachment 1:
Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan, CDFW concludes that an EIR is
appropriate for the Project.

Mitigation Measure and Environmental Setting Shortcomings

Mandatory Findings of Significance: Does the Project have the potential to
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or A-17
threatened species?

And,
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Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
CDFW or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)?

Comment 1: Section 4.4, page 30

Issue: Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO-2 may not reduce impacts to CESA listed and
other special-status plant species such as Burke's goldfields (Lasthenia burkei),
congested-headed hayfield tarplant (Hemizonia congesta ssp. congesta), and Pacific
grove clover (Trifolium polyodon), to less-than-significant because appropriate survey
methodology, specific protocols, and adequate review and approval by CDFW are not
included.

Recommended Mitigation Measure: (Additions made in BOLD, deletions made with
strikethrough)
B1O-2 Special-Status Plant Species Surveys

If the Project-Specific Biological Resources Screening and Assessment
(Mitigation Measure BIO-1) determines that there is potential for significant
impacts to federally or state-listed plants or regional-populationlevelimpasctsto
species with a CRPR of 1B or 2B from Project development, a qualified biologist |[A-1.7 Cont.
shall complete surveys for special-status plants prior to any vegetation removal,
grubbing, or other construction activity (including staging and mobilization).
Surveys shall be conducted following CDFW’s 2018 Protocol for Surveying
and Evaluating Impacts to Special-Status Native Plant Populations and
Sensitive Natural Communities (https://wildlife.ca.qgov/Conservation/
Survey-Protocols#377281280-plants) and, as applicable, the Santa Rosa
Plain Conservation Strategy Appendix D: Guidelines for Conducting and
Reporting Botanical Inventories for Federally Listed Plants on the Santa
Rosa Plain, including, but not limited to, conducting surveys during
appropriate conditions, utilizing appropriate reference sites, and evaluating
all direct and indirect impacts, such as altering off-site hydrological
conditions where these species may be present, or any formal updates of
these protocols. The surveys shall be floristic in nature and shall be seasonally
timed to coincide with the target species identified in the Project-specific biological
analysis. All plant surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist during the
blooming season prior to initial ground disturbance. More than one year of
surveys may be required to establish that plants are absent, and the above
Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy Appendix D requires a minimum of
two years of surveys, which shall be implemented unless otherwise
approved in writing by CDFW. All special-status plant species identified on site
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shall be mapped onto a site-specific aerial photograph or topographic map with
the use of Global Positioning System unit. Surveys shall be conducted in
accordance with the most current protocols established by the CDFW, USFWS,
and the local jurisdictions if said protocols exist. A report of the survey results
shall be submitted to the County, and the CDFW and/or USFWS, as appropriate,
for review and/or approval. The Project shall obtain written approval of the
survey reports from CDFW prior to the start of construction, unless A-1.7 Cont.
otherwise approved in writing by CDFW. If any special-status plants are
observed, the Project shall: 1) avoid all direct and indirect impacts to the
special-status plants, and 2) prepare and implement an avoidance plan that
is approved in writing by CDFW prior to Project start. If CESA listed plants
are observed and impacts cannot be avoided, the Project shall obtain a
CESA ITP from CDFW. For impacts to federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA) listed plants, the Project shall obtain authorization from USFWS.

Comment 2: Section 4.4, pages 30-31

Issue: MM BIO-4 may not reduce impacts to CESA listed and other special-status plant
species to less-than-significant because adequate mitigation ratios for impacts to CESA
listed special-status plant species are not included. Restoration at the proposed 1:1
ratio may result in a significant net loss of the impacted special-status plant species and
higher ratios are often applied.

Recommended Mitigation Measure: (Additions made in BOLD, deletions made with
strikethrough)
B1O-4 Restoration and Monitoring, and Habitat Compensation

Development and/or restoration activities shall be conducted in accordance with
a site-specific Habitat Restoration Plan. If federally or state-listed plants or non-
listed special-status CRPR 1B and 2 plant populations cannot be avoided, and
will be impacted by development, all impacts shall be mitigated by the applicant A-1.8
at a ratio not lower than 43:1 and to be determined by the County (in coordination
with CDFW and USFWS as and-if applicable) for each species as a component
of habitat restoration, unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW. For
impacts to state-listed plants, habitat compensation at a minimum 3:1
mitigation to impact ratio shall be provided, which may include either the
purchase of credits at a CDFW-approved mitigation or conservation bank
or purchasing appropriate habitat and conserving it in perpetuity through a
conservation easement and management plan, which shall be prepared,
funded, and implemented by the Project in perpetuity, unless otherwise
approved in writing by CDFW. A qualified biologist shall prepare and submit a
restoration plan to the County and CDFW for review and approval. (Note: if a
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federally and/or state-listed plant species will be impacted, the restoration plan
shall be submitted to the USFWS and/or CDFW for review, and federal and/or
state take authorization may will be obtained from required-by these agencies).
The restoration plan shall include, at a minimum, the following components [...]

Comment 3: Section 4.4, page 31

Issue: MM BIO-5 may not reduce impacts to California tiger salamander (CTS) to less-
than-significant because adequate survey and habitat compensation requirements for
impacts to CTS are not included.

Recommended Mitigation Measure: (Additions made in BOLD, deletions made with
strikethrough)

BIO-5 Endangered/Threatened Species Habitat Assessments and Protocol
Surveys, CDFW and USFWS Authorization, and Habitat Compensation

Specific habitat assessments and survey protocols are established for several
federally and state listed endangered or threatened species. If the results of the
Project-specific biological analysis determine that suitable habitat may be present
for any such species, protocol habitat assessments/surveys shall be completed
in accordance with CDFW, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and/or
USFWS protocols prior to issuance of any construction permits. If projects are
located within the Santa Rosa Plain (SRP) Area, surveys shall be conducted for
CTS in accordance with the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy (2005) with
prior written approval from CDFW and USFWS. Due to numerous
documented occurrences of CTS in the SRP in conjunction with the
documented dispersal distances for the species of up to 1.3 miles, it has
been established that CTS are present within many grassland and vernal
pool habitats within the SRP rendering surveys unnecessary, and therefore
any protocol CTS surveys shall be approved in writing by CDFW and
USFWS prior to conducting the survey and habitat compensation for
impacts to CTS habitat shall be provided by the Project pursuant to the
SRP Conservation Strategy even if survey results are negative, unless
otherwise approved in writing by CDFW and USFWS. If impacts to
grassland or vernal pool habitat will occur, the Project shall consult with
CDFW to determine if a CESA ITP for CTS is warranted. If CESA listed
animal species such as CTS cannot be avoided, the Project shall obtain a
CESA ITP from CDFW prior to Project construction. For impacts to ESA
listed wildlife species such as CTS, the Project shall obtain authorization
from USFWS. While often consistent with the SRP Conservation Strategy,
the CESA ITP habitat compensation requirements may differ from it based
on a site-specific analysis. If through consultation with the CDFW, NMFS,

A-1.8 Cont.

A-1.9
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and/or USFWS it is determined that protocol habitat assessments/surveys are
not required, the applicant shall complete and document this consultation and
submit it to the County prior to issuance of any construction permits. Each
protocol has different survey and timing requirements. The applicant shall be
responsible for ensuring they understand the protocol requirements and shall hire
a qualified biologist to conduct protocol surveys.

Comment 4: Section 4.4, pages 31-33

Issue: MM BIO-6 may not reduce impacts to endangered or threatened animal species
such as Coho salmon and steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus pop. 8) and their
associated habitat to less-than-significant because adequate mitigation measures to
avoid seasonally timed migration of salmonids are not included.

Recommended Mitigation Measure: (Additions made in BOLD, deletions made with
strikethrough)

B1O-6 Endangered/Threatened Animal Species Avoidance and Minimization

The following measures shall be applied to aquatic and/or terrestrial animal
species as determined by the Project-specific Biological Resources Screening
and Assessment required under Mitigation Measure BIO-1[...]

2. All projects occurring within/adjacent to aquatic habitats (including riparian
habitats and wetlands) shall be completed between Aprit+ June 15 and October
34 15 to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic species. Any work outside these
dates would require Project-specific approval from the County and may shall be
subject to regulatory agency approval [...]

CDFW also recommends adding the following species specific mitigation measures to
reduce impacts to CESA listed species to less-than-significant:

No-Disturbance of California Freshwater Shrimp Habitat. No vegetation shall be
disturbed or removed from habitat that may support California freshwater shrimp.
Sediment shall be prevented from entering habitat supporting California
freshwater shrimp. Streambank shape and form shall not be disturbed or altered
within habitat supporting California freshwater shrimp. If impacts to California
freshwater shrimp cannot be avoided, a CESA ITP shall be obtained by the
Project before Project activities commence.

Swainson’s Hawk Avoidance. If Project activities in Sonoma, Agua Caliente, or
Glenn Ellen are scheduled during the nesting season for Swainson’s hawks
(March 1 to August 31), then prior to beginning work on the Project, a qualified
biologist shall survey for Swainson’s hawk nesting activity. The survey area shall

A-1.9 Cont.

A-1.10

A-1.11
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include a 0.5-mile distance surrounding the Project site, unless otherwise
approved in writing by CDFW. The qualified biologist shall conduct surveys
according to the 2000 Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s
Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley (see:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-Protocols#377281284-birds) or, if
proposing an alternate survey methodology, shall submit the proposed survey
timing and methods to CDFW for review and written approval at least 30 days
prior to initiation of surveys. Survey results shall be submitted to CDFW for
review and written acceptance prior to starting Project activities. If the qualified
biologist identifies nesting Swainson’s hawks, then a no-disturbance buffer of
0.5-mile radius shall be implemented and no Project work shall occur within the
buffer area, or an alternative buffer may be submitted to CDFW for written
acceptance taking into account existing visual or noise barriers or other factors
justifying a reduced buffer, and the Project shall implement the CDFW-approved
buffer. Project activities shall be prohibited within the approved buffer between
March 1 and August 31, unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW, which
may include consultation pursuant to CESA and the Project obtaining an ITP, or
a qualified biologist determining that the nest is no longer active.

Northern Spotted Owl Surveys. No Project activities within 0.25 miles of northern |A-1.11
spotted owl (NSO) nesting habitat, such as in the vicinity of Guerneville, shall Cont.
occur from March 15 to July 31, unless NSO surveys have been completed by a
qualified biologist following USFWS Protocol for Surveying Proposed
Management Activities That May Impact Northern Spotted Owls, dated (revised)
January 9, 2012, and the survey report is accepted in writing by CDFW. Surveys
shall be conducted in accordance with Section 9 of the survey protocol, Surveys
for Disturbance-Only Projects. If breeding NSO are detected during surveys, a
quarter mile no-disturbance buffer zone shall be implemented around the nest.
Survey results shall be provided to CDFW and to the Spotted Owl Observations
Database (https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/ CNDDB/Spotted-Owl-Info). No Project
activities shall occur within the buffer zone until the end of breeding season, or a
qualified biologist determines that the nest is no longer active, unless otherwise
approved in writing by CDFW. If take of NSO cannot be avoided by Project
activities, the Project shall obtain a CESA ITP from CDFW prior to starting
Project activities, and authorization from USFWS may be required.

Alternate buffer zones may be proposed by a qualified biologist after conducting
an auditory and visual disturbance analysis following the USFWS guidance,
Estimating the Effects of Auditory and Visual Disturbance to NSO and Marbled
Murrelets in Northwestern California, dated October 1, 2020. Alternate buffers
must be approved in writing by CDFW.
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Tricolored Blackbird Surveys. If nesting tricolored blackbird or evidence of their
presence is found, CDFW shall be notified immediately, and work shall not occur
without written approval from CDFW allowing the Project to proceed. Project
activities shall not occur within 500 feet of an active nest unless otherwise
approved in writing by CDFW. If take of tricolored blackbird cannot be avoided by
Project activities, the Project shall obtain a CESA ITP from CDFW prior to
starting Project activities.

Comment 5: Section 4.4, pages 33-34

Issue, specific impacts, and evidence of significant impacts: Wintering burrowing
owl (Athene cunicularia) are documented to occur in Sonoma County. MM BIO-7 may
not reduce impacts to wintering burrowing owl to less-than-significant because the
Project could result in disturbance or mortality of wintering burrowing owl and adequate
avoidance and mitigation measures for the species are not included. Burrowing owl is a
California Species of Special Concern and; therefore, if wintering burrowing owl occurs
on or adjacent to the Project site, impacts to burrowing owl would be potentially
significant.

Recommended Mitigation Measure: To reduce impacts to wintering burrowing owl to
less-than-significant, CDFW recommends including the following mitigation measure:

Burrowing Owl Surveys. Where grasslands or other suitable wintering burrowing
owl habitat occurs on the Project site or within 500 meters (1,640 feet) of the
Project site, as determined by a qualified biologist, a qualified biologist shall
conduct a habitat assessment, and surveys if warranted based on the habitat
assessment, pursuant to the Department of Fish and Game Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012) survey methodology prior to Project activities
beginning during the non-breeding wintering season (September 1 to January 31),
unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW. Any deviations from the survey
methodology must be approved in writing by CDFW. If burrowing owl is detected,
CDFW shall be immediately notified and a qualified biologist shall establish
suitable buffers pursuant to the above survey methodology to ensure the owl Is
not disturbed by Project activities, unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW.
To prevent encroachment, the established buffers shall be clearly marked by high
visibility material. Detected burrowing owls shall be avoided, unless otherwise
approved in writing by CDFW, and any eviction plan shall be subject to CDFW
review. Please be advised that CDFW does not consider eviction of burrowing
owls (i.e., passive removal of an owl from its burrow or other shelter) as a “take”
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measure; therefore, off-site habitat
compensation shall be included in the eviction plan. Habitat compensation
acreages shall be approved by CDFW, as the amount depends on site-specific
conditions, and completed before Project construction unless otherwise approved

A-1.11
Cont.

A-1.12
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in writing by CDFW. It shall also include placement of a conservation easement
and preparation, implementation, and funding of a long-term management plan
prior to Project construction.

Comment 6: Section 4.4, page 35

Issue: MM BIO-10 may not reduce impacts to special-status and other nesting birds
such as white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) a California Fully Protected Species, to less-
than-significant because adequate survey areas and avoidance buffers are not
included.

Recommended Mitigation Measure: (Additions made in BOLD, deletions made with
strikethrough)

BIO-10 Pre-Construction Surveys for Nesting Birds for Construction Occurring
within Nesting Season

For projects that require construction, grading, vegetation removal, or other
project-related improvements, construction activities shall occur outside of the
nesting season (September 16 to January 31), and no mitigation activity is
required. If construction activities must occur during the nesting season
(February 1 to September 15), a qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for
nesting birds covered-by-the-CGFC-no-more-than within 744 days prior to
project activities vegetationremoval and shall conduct additional surveys if
there is a lapse of 7 days or more in construction activities. The surveys
shall include the entire disturbance area plus at least a 200 500-foot buffer
around the project site. If active nests are located, all construction work shall be
conducted outside a buffer zone from the nest to be determined by the qualified
biologist. The buffer shall be a minimum of 88 250 feet for non-raptor bird
species and at least 450 500 feet for raptor species, unless determined
otherwise by the qualified biologist. Buffer distances for bird nests shall be
site-specific and an appropriate distance, as determined by a qualified
biologist. The buffer distances shall be specified to protect the bird’s
normal behavior thereby preventing nesting failure or abandonment. The
buffer distance recommendation shall be developed after field
investigations that evaluate the bird(s) apparent distress in the presence of
people or equipment at various distances. Abnormal nesting behaviors
which may cause reproductive harm include, but are not limited to,
defensive flights/vocalizations directed towards project personnel,
standing up from a brooding position, and flying away from the nest. The
qualified biologist shall have authority to order the cessation of all nearby
project activities if the nesting birds exhibit abnormal behavior which may
cause reproductive failure (nest abandonment and loss of eggs and/or

A-1.12
Cont.

A-1.13
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young) until an appropriate buffer is established. Larger buffers may be
required depending upon the status of the nest and the construction activities
occurring in the vicinity of the nest. The buffer area(s) shall be closed to all
construction personnel and equipment until the adults and young are no longer
reliant on the nest site. A qualified biologist shall confirm that breeding/nesting is
completed and young have fledged the nest prior to removal of the buffer. The
biologist shall submit a report of these pre-construction nesting bird surveys to
the County to document compliance within 30 days of its completion.

Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS?

Comment 7: Section 4.4, page 37

Issue: MM-BIO 14 may not reduce impacts to riparian habitat to less-than-significant.
Additionally, the Project may result in a violation of Fish and Game Code section 1600
et seq. because the draft Program EIR does not require projects to submit an LSA
Notification to CDFW and comply with the related LSA Agreement, if issued, prior to
Project construction. Additionally, MM-BIO-14 does not require an adequate mitigation
to impact ratio based on the acreage and linear feet of impacts to riparian habitat to off-
set loss of canopy cover and temporal habitat loss, or adequate revegetation ratios for
riparian tree removal.

Recommended Mitigation Measures: To reduce impacts to less-than-significant,
CDFW recommends revising MM BIO 14 to read as follows (Additions made in BOLD,
deletions made with strikethrough):

B1O-14 Permitting and Restoration for Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities,
Waters, and Wetlands

Impacts to sensitive natural communities (including riparian areas and waters of
the state or waters of the U.S. under the jurisdiction of the CDFW, USFWS,
RWQCB, or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) (hereafter “agency” or
“agencies”)) shall require that the Project: 1) submit an LSA Notification to
CDFW (for impacts to streams or lakes and associated riparian habitat) and
comply with the Final LSA Agreement, and 2) obtain authorization from
RWQCB and the USACE (for impacts to Waters of the U.S. or State
including wetlands pursuant to the Clean Water Act). Impacts shall be
mitigated as required by agency permits and at a minimum 3:1 mitigation to
impact ratio through the funding of the acquisition and in-perpetuity
management of similar habitat, in-kind credits purchased from a conservation
or mitigation bank, or on-site or off-site habitat restoration based on area

A-1.13
Cont.

A-1.14
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and linear distance for permanent impacts, unless otherwise approved in
writing by the agencies. Temporary impacts shall be restored on-site. The
applicant shall provide funding and management of off-site mitigation lands
through purchase of credits from an existing, approved mitigation bank or land
purchased by the County and placed into a conservation easement or other
covenant restricting development (e.g., deed restriction). Internal mitigation lands
(internal to the Rezoning Sites), or in lieu funding sufficient to acquire lands, shall
provide habitat at a minimum 341 ratio for impacted lands, comparable to habitat
to be impacted by individual Project activity. The applicant shall submit
documentation of mitigation funds to the County. Please be advised that CDFW
may not accept in-lieu fees as an appropriate method to mitigate impacts to
streams or lakes and associated riparian habitat [...]

Habitat restoration shall occur in the same calendar year as the impact on-
site or as close to the site as possible within the same stream or watershed
and may consist of restoration or enhancement of riparian habitat. If
mitigation is not possible within the same stream or watershed, mitigation
ratios may increase at the discretion of CDFW.

To mitigate for the removal of trees, replacement trees shall be planted at
the below minimum replacement to removal ratios:

A-1.14
e 1:1 for removal of non-native trees; Cont.

e 1:1 for removal of native trees other than oak (Quercus sp.) up to 3
inches DBH (diameter at breast height);

e 3:1 for removal of native trees other than oak 4 to 6 inches DBH;

e 6:1 for removal of native trees other than oak greater than 6 inches
DBH;

e 4:1 for removal of oak trees up to 6 inches DBH;

e 5:1 for removal of oak trees greater than 6 inches to 15 inches DBH;
and

e 10:1 for removal of oak trees greater than 15 inches in diameter

Replacement tree plantings shall consist of 5-gallon or greater saplings
and locally-collected seeds, stakes, or other suitable nursery stock as
appropriate, and shall be native species to the area adapted to the lighting,
soil, and hydrological conditions at the replanting site. If acorns are used
for oak tree replanting, each planting will include a minimum of three
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acorns planted at an approximately two-inch depth to minimize predation
risk. Large acorns shall be selected for plantings. Replacement oaks shall
come from nursery stock grown from locally-sourced acorns, or from
acorns gathered locally, preferably from the same watershed in which they

are planted.
The Project shall monitor and maintain, as necessary, all plants for five A-1.14
years to ensure successful revegetation. Planted trees and other Cont.

vegetation shall each have a minimum of 85 percent survival at the end of
five years. If revegetation survival and/or cover requirements do not meet
established goals as determined by CDFW, the Project is responsible for
replacement planting, additional watering, weeding, invasive exotic
eradication, or any other practice, to achieve these requirements.
Replacement plants shall be monitored with the same survival and growth
requirements for five years after planting.

Please be advised that an LSA Agreement obtained for this Project would likely A-1.15
require the above recommended mitigation measures, as applicable.

ENVIROMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in EIR and negative declarations be
incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or supplemental
environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e)). Accordingly, |a_1 16
please report any special-status species and natural communities detected during
Project surveys to California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNDDB field
survey form, online field survey form, and contact information for CNDDB staff can be
found at the following link: https://wildlife.ca.gov/data/CNNDDB/submitting-data.

FILING FEES

CDFW anticipates that the Project will have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and
assessment of filing fees is necessary (Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code,
§ 21089). Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination by the Lead
Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by CDFW.

CONCLUSION

A-1.17
CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft Program EIR to assist

Sonoma County in identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources.

Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to
James Hansen, Environmental Scientist, at (707) 576-2869 or
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James.Hansen@uwildlife.ca.gov; or Melanie Day, Senior Environmental Scientist
(Supervisory), at (707) 210-4415 or Melanie.Day@wildlife.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

DocuSigned by:
B77EQA6211EF486...

Erin Chappell
Regional Manager
Bay Delta Region

Attachment 1: Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
ec. State Clearinghouse #2022060323
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ATTACHMENT 1

Draft Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan

Mitigation
Measure
(MM)

Description

Timing

Responsible
Party

MM-BIO-2

Special-Status Plant Species Surveys

If the Project-specific Biological Resources
Screening and Assessment (Mitigation Measure
BIO-1) determines that there is potential for
sighificant impacts to federally or state-listed plants
or regionalpopulationlevelimpactsto species with
a CRPR of 1B or 2B from Project development, a
qualified biologist shall complete surveys for
special-status plants prior to any vegetation
removal, grubbing, or other construction activity
(including staging and mobilization). Surveys shall
be conducted following CDFW’s 2018 Protocol
for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to
Special-Status Native Plant Populations and
Sensitive Natural Communities
(https:/Iwildlife.ca.qov/Conservation/Survey-
Protocols#377281280-plants) and, as
applicable, the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation
Strategy Appendix D: Guidelines for
Conducting and Reporting Botanical
Inventories for Federally Listed Plants on the
Santa Rosa Plain, including but not limited to
conducting surveys during appropriate
conditions, utilizing appropriate reference sites,
and evaluating all direct and indirect impacts,
such as altering off-site hydrological conditions
where these species may be present, or any
formal updates of these protocols. The surveys
shall be floristic in nature and shall be seasonally
timed to coincide with the target species identified
in the Project-specific biological analysis. All plant
surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist
during the blooming season prior to initial ground
disturbance. More than one year of surveys may
be required to establish that plants are absent,

Prior to
Ground
Disturbance

Project
Applicant
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and the above Santa Rosa Plain Conservation
Strategy Appendix D requires a minimum of
two years of surveys, which shall be
implemented unless otherwise approved in
writing by CDFW. All special-status plant species
identified on site shall be mapped onto a site-
specific aerial photograph or topographic map with
the use of Global Positioning System unit. Surveys
shall be conducted in accordance with the most
current protocols established by the CDFW,
USFWS, and the local jurisdictions if said protocols
exist. A report of the survey results shall be
submitted to the County, and the CDFW and/or
USFWS, as appropriate, for review and/or
approval. The Project shall obtain written
approval of the survey reports from CDFW prior
to the start of construction, unless otherwise
approved in writing by CDFW. If any special-
status plants are observed, the Project shall: 1)
avoid all direct and indirect impacts to the
special-status plants, and 2) prepare and
implement an avoidance plan that is approved
in writing by CDFW prior to Project start. If
CESA listed plants are observed and impacts
cannot be avoided, the Project shall obtain a
CESA ITP from CDFW. For impacts to federal
Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed plants the
Project shall obtain authorization from USFWS.

Restoration and Monitoring, and Habitat
Compensation

Development and/or restoration activities shall be
conducted in accordance with a site-specific
Habitat Restoration Plan. If federally or state-listed
plants or non-listed special-status CRPR 1B and 2
plant populations cannot be avoided, and will be
impacted by development, all impacts shall be
mitigated by the applicant at a ratio not lower than
43:1 and to be determined by the County (in
coordination with CDFW and USFWS as and-i
applicable) for each species as a component of
habitat restoration, unless otherwise approved in
writing by CDFW. For impacts to state-listed
plants, habitat compensation at a minimum 3:1
mitigation to impact ratio shall be provided,
which may include either the purchase of

Prior to
Ground
Disturbance

Project

MM-BIO-4 Applicant
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credits at a CDFW-approved mitigation or
conservation bank or purchasing appropriate
habitat and conserving it in perpetuity through
a conservation easement and management
plan, which shall be prepared, funded, and
implemented by the Project in perpetuity,
unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW.
A qualified biologist shall prepare and submit a
restoration plan to the County and CDFW for
review and approval. (Note: if a federally and/or
state-listed plant species will be impacted, the
restoration plan shall be submitted to the USFWS
and/or CDFW for review, and federal and/or state
take authorization may will be obtained from
required-by these agencies.) The restoration plan
shall include, at a minimum, the following
components [...]

Note to County, please add remaining mitigation
measure from Draft EIR.

MM-BIO-5

Endangered/Threatened Species Habitat
Assessments and Protocol Surveys, CDFW and
USFWS Authorization, and Habitat
Compensation

Specific habitat assessments and survey protocols
are established for several federally- and state
listed endangered or threatened species. If the
results of the Project-specific biological analysis
determine that suitable habitat may be present for
any such species, protocol habitat
assessments/surveys shall be completed in
accordance with CDFW, NMFS, and/or USFWS
protocols prior to issuance of any construction
permits. If projects are located within the Santa
Rosa Plain (SRP) Area, surveys shall be
conducted for CTS in accordance with the Santa
Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy (2005) with
prior written approval from CDFW and USFWS.
Due to numerous documented occurrences of
CTS in the SRP in conjunction with the
documented dispersal distances for the
species of up to 1.3 miles, it has been
established that CTS are present within many
grassland and vernal pool habitats within the
SRP rendering surveys unnecessary, and
therefore any protocol CTS surveys shall be

Prior to
Ground
Disturbance

Project
Applicant
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approved in writing by CDFW and USFWS prior
to conducting the survey and habitat
compensation for impacts to CTS habitat shall
be provided by the Project pursuant to the SRP
Conservation Strategy even if survey results
are negative, unless otherwise approved in
writing by CDFW and USFWS. If impacts to
grassland or vernal pool habitat will occur, the
Project shall consult with CDFW to determine if
a CESA ITP for CTS is warranted. If CESA listed
animal species such as CTS cannot be avoided,
the Project shall obtain a CESA ITP from CDFW
prior to Project construction. For impacts to
ESA listed wildlife species such as CTS the
Project shall obtain authorization from USFWS.
While often consistent with the SRP
Conservation Strategy, the CESA ITP habitat
compensation requirements may differ from it
based on a site-specific analysis. If through
consultation with the CDFW, NMFS, and/or
USFWS it is determined that protocol habitat
assessments/surveys are not required, the
applicant shall complete and document this
consultation and submit it to the County prior to
issuance of any construction permits. Each
protocol has different survey and timing
requirements. The applicant shall be responsible
for ensuring they understand the protocol
requirements and shall hire a qualified biologist to
conduct protocol surveys.

MM-BIO-6

Endangered/Threatened Animal Species
Avoidance and Minimization

The following measures shall be applied to aquatic
and/or terrestrial animal species as determined by
the Project-specific Biological Resources
Screening and Assessment required under
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 [...]

2. All projects occurring within/adjacent to aquatic
habitats (including riparian habitats and wetlands)
shall be completed between Apritd June 15 and
October 34 15 to avoid impacts to sensitive aquatic
species. Any work outside these dates would
require project-specific approval from the County

Project
Implementat
ion

Project
Applicant
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and may shall be subject to regulatory agency
approval [...]

Note to County, please add remaining mitigation
measure from Draft EIR.

MM-BIO-
6A

No-Disturbance of California Freshwater Shrimp
Habitat

No vegetation shall be disturbed or removed from
habitat that may support California freshwater
shrimp. Sediment shall be prevented from entering
habitat supporting California freshwater shrimp.
Streambank shape and form shall not be disturbed
or altered within habitat supporting California
freshwater shrimp. If impacts to California
freshwater shrimp cannot be avoided, a CESA ITP
shall be obtained by the Project before Project
activities commence.

Prior to
Ground
Disturbance

Project
Applicant

MM-BIO-
6B

Swainson’s Hawk Avoidance

If Project activities in Sonoma, Agua Caliente, or
Glenn Ellen are scheduled during the nesting
season for Swainson’s hawks (March 1 to August
31), then prior to beginning work on the Project, a
qualified biologist shall survey for Swainson’s hawk
nesting activity. The survey area shall include a
0.5-mile distance surrounding the Project site,
unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW.
The qualified biologist shall conduct surveys
according to the 2000 Recommended Timing and
Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting
Surveys in California’s Central Valley (see:
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-
Protocols#377281284-birds) or, if proposing an
alternate survey methodology, shall submit the
proposed survey timing and methods to CDFW for
review and written approval at least 30 days prior
to initiation of surveys. Survey results shall be
submitted to CDFW for review and written
acceptance prior to starting project activities. If the
qualified biologist identifies nesting Swainson’s
hawks, then a no-disturbance buffer of 0.5-mile
radius shall be implemented and no project work
shall occur within the buffer area, or an alternative
buffer may be submitted to CDFW for written
acceptance taking into account existing visual or

Prior to Tree
Removal
and Ground
Disturbance

Project
Applicant
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noise barriers or other factors justifying a reduced
buffer, and the project shall implement the CDFW
approved buffer. Project activities shall be
prohibited within the approved buffer between
March 1 and August 31, unless otherwise
approved in writing by CDFW, which may include
consultation pursuant to CESA and the project
obtaining an ITP, or a qualified biologist
determining that the nest is no longer active.

MM-BIO-
6C

Northern Spotted Owl Surveys

No Project activities within 0.25 miles of northern
spotted owl (NSO) nesting habitat, such as in the
vicinity of Guerneville, shall occur from March 15 to
July 31, unless NSO surveys have been completed
by a qualified biologist following USFWS Protocol
for Surveying Proposed Management Activities
That May Impact Northern Spotted Owls, dated
(revised) January 9, 2012, and the survey report is
accepted in writing by CDFW. Surveys shall be
conducted in accordance with Section 9 of the
survey protocol, Surveys for Disturbance-Only
Projects. If breeding NSO are detected during
surveys, a quarter mile no-disturbance buffer zone
shall be implemented around the nest. Survey
results shall be provided to CDFW and to the
Spotted Owl Observations Database
(https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/
Spotted-Owl-Info). No Project activities shall occur
within the buffer zone until the end of breeding
season, or a qualified biologist determines that the
nest is no longer active, unless otherwise approved
in writing by CDFW. If take of NSO cannot be
avoided by Project activities, the Project shall
obtain a CESA ITP from CDFW prior to starting
Project activities, and authorization from USFWS
may be required.

Alternate buffer zones may be proposed by a
Qualified Biologist after conducting an auditory and
visual disturbance analysis following the USFWS
guidance, Estimating the Effects of Auditory and
Visual Disturbance to NSO and Marbled Murrelets
in Northwestern California, dated October 1, 2020.
Alternate buffers must be approved in writing by
CDFW.

Prior to Tree
Removal
and Ground
Disturbance

Project
Applicant
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MM-BIO-
6D

Tricolored Blackbird Surveys

If nesting tricolored blackbird or evidence of their
presence is found, CDFW shall be notified
immediately, and work shall not occur without
written approval from CDFW allowing the Project to
proceed. Project activities shall not occur within
500 feet of an active nest unless otherwise
approved in writing by CDFW. If take of tricolored
blackbird cannot be avoided by Project activities,
the Project shall obtain a CESA ITP from CDFW
prior to starting Project activities.

Prior to Tree
Removal
and Ground
Disturbance

Project
Applicant

MM-BIO-7

Burrowing Owl Surveys

Where grasslands or other suitable wintering
burrowing owl habitat occurs on the Project site or
within 500 meters (1,640 feet) of the Project site,
as determined by a qualified biologist, a qualified
biologist shall conduct a habitat assessment, and
surveys if warranted based on the habitat
assessment, pursuant to the Department of Fish
and Game Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation (2012) survey methodology prior to
Project activities beginning during the non-breeding
wintering season (September 1 to January 31),
unless otherwise approved in writing by CDFW.
Any deviations from the survey methodology must
be approved in writing by CDFW. If burrowing owl
is detected, CDFW shall be immediately notified
and a qualified biologist shall establish suitable
buffers pursuant to the above survey methodology
to ensure the owl is not disturbed by Project
activities, unless otherwise approved in writing by
CDFW. To prevent encroachment, the established
buffers shall be clearly marked by high visibility
material. Detected burrowing owls shall be
avoided, unless otherwise approved in writing by
CDFW, and any eviction plan shall be subject to
CDFW review. Please be advised that CDFW does
not consider eviction of burrowing owls (i.e.,
passive removal of an owl from its burrow or other
shelter) as a “take” avoidance, minimization, or
mitigation measure; therefore, off-site habitat
compensation shall be included in the eviction
plan. Habitat compensation acreages shall be
approved by CDFW, as the amount depends on

Prior to
Ground
Disturbance

Project
Applicant
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site-specific conditions and completed before
Project construction unless otherwise approved in
writing by CDFW. It shall also include placement of
a conservation easement and preparation,
implementation, and funding of a long-term
management plan prior to Project construction.

MM-BIO-
10

Pre-Construction Surveys for Nesting Birds for
Construction Occurring within Nesting Season

For projects that require construction, grading,
vegetation removal, or other project-related
improvements, construction activities shall occur
outside of the nesting season (September 16 to
January 31), and no mitigation activity is required.
If construction activities must occur during the
nesting season (February 1 to September 15), a
qualified biologist shall conduct surveys for nesting
birds covered-by-the-CGFEC-no-more-than within
744 days prior to project activities vegetation
removal and shall conduct additional surveys if
there is a lapse of 7 days or more in
construction activities. The surveys shall include
the entire disturbance area plus at least a 200
500-foot buffer around the project site. If active
nests are located, all construction work shall be
conducted outside a buffer zone from the nest to
be determined by the qualified biologist. The buffer
shall be a minimum of 508 250 feet for non-raptor
bird species and at least 450 500 feet for raptor
species, unless determined otherwise by the
qualified biologist. Buffer distances for bird
nests shall be site-specific and an appropriate
distance, as determined by a qualified
biologist. The buffer distances shall be
specified to protect the bird’s normal behavior
thereby preventing nesting failure or
abandonment. The buffer distance
recommendation shall be developed after field
investigations that evaluate the bird(s)
apparent distress in the presence of people or
equipment at various distances. Abnormal
nesting behaviors which may cause
reproductive harm include, but are not limited
to, defensive flights/vocalizations directed
towards project personnel, standing up from a
brooding position, and flying away from the

Prior to Tree
Removal
and Ground
Disturbance

Project
Applicant
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nest. The qualified biologist shall have
authority to order the cessation of all nearby
project activities if the nesting birds exhibit
abnormal behavior which may cause
reproductive failure (nest abandonment and
loss of eggs and/or young) until an appropriate
buffer is established. Larger buffers may be
required depending upon the status of the nest and
the construction activities occurring in the vicinity of
the nest. The buffer area(s) shall be closed to all
construction personnel and equipment until the
adults and young are no longer reliant on the nest
site. A qualified biologist shall confirm that
breeding/nesting is completed and young have
fledged the nest prior to removal of the buffer. The
biologist shall submit a report of these
preconstruction nesting bird surveys to the County
to document compliance within 30 days of its
completion.

MM-BIO-
14

Permitting and Restoration for Impacts to
Sensitive Natural Communities, Waters, and
Wetlands

Impacts to sensitive natural communities (including
riparian areas and waters of the state or waters of
the U.S. under the jurisdiction of the CDFW,
USFWS, RWQCB, or USACE (hereafter
“agency” or “agencies”)) shall require that the
Project: 1) submit an LSA Notification to CDFW
(for impacts to streams or lakes and associated
riparian habitat) and comply with the Final LSA
Agreement, and 2) obtain authorization from
RWQCB and the USACE (for impacts to Waters
of the U.S. or State including wetlands
pursuant to the Clean Water Act). Impacts shall
be mitigated as required by agency permits and
at a minimum 3:1 mitigation to impact ratio
through the funding of the acquisition and in-
perpetuity management of similar habitat, in-kind
credits purchased from a conservation or
mitigation bank, or on-site or off-site habitat
restoration based on area and linear distance
for permanent impacts, unless otherwise
approved in writing by the agencies. Temporary
impacts shall be restored on-site. The applicant
shall provide funding and management of off-site

Prior to Tree
Removal
and Ground
Disturbance

Project
Applicant
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mitigation lands through purchase of credits from
an existing, approved mitigation bank or land
purchased by the County and placed into a
conservation easement or other covenant
restricting development (e.g., deed restriction).
Internal mitigation lands (internal to the Rezoning
Sites), or in lieu funding sufficient to acquire lands,
shall provide habitat at a minimum 34:1 ratio for
impacted lands, comparable to habitat to be
impacted by individual Project activity. The
applicant shall submit documentation of mitigation
funds to the County. Please be advised that
CDFW may not accept in-lieu fees as an
appropriate method to mitigate impacts to
streams or lakes and associated riparian
habitat [...]

Habitat restoration shall occur in the same
calendar year as the impact on-site or as close
to the site as possible within the same stream
or watershed and may consist of restoration or
enhancement of riparian habitat. If mitigation is
not possible within the same stream or
watershed, mitigation ratios may increase at
the discretion of CDFW.

To mitigate for the removal of trees,
replacement trees shall be planted at the below
minimum replacement to removal ratios:

e 1:1 for removal of non-native trees;

1:1 for removal of native trees other than
oak (Quercus sp.) up to 3 inches DBH
(diameter at breast height);

e 3:1 for removal of native trees other than
oak 4 to 6 inches DBH;

¢ 6:1 for removal of native trees other than
oak greater than 6 inches DBH;

¢ 4:1 for removal of oak trees up to 6 inches
DBH;

¢ 5:1 for removal of oak trees greater than 6
inches to 15 inches DBH; and

¢ 10:1 for removal of oak trees greater than
15 inches in diameter
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Replacement tree plantings shall consist of 5-
gallon or greater saplings and locally-collected
seeds, stakes, or other suitable nursery stock
as appropriate, and shall be native species to
the area adapted to the lighting, soil, and
hydrological conditions at the replanting site. If
acorns are used for oak tree replanting, each
planting will include a minimum of three acorns
planted at an approximately two-inch depth to
minimize predation risk. Large acorns shall be
selected for plantings. Replacement oaks shall
come from nursery stock grown from locally-
sourced acorns, or from acorns gathered
locally, preferably from the same watershed in
which they are planted.

The Project shall monitor and maintain, as
necessary, all plants for five years to ensure
successful revegetation. Planted trees and
other vegetation shall each have a minimum of
85 percent survival at the end of five years. If
revegetation survival and/or cover
requirements do not meet established goals as
determined by CDFW, the Project is
responsible for replacement planting,
additional watering, weeding, invasive exotic
eradication, or any other practice, to achieve
these requirements. Replacement plants shall
be monitored with the same survival and
growth requirements for five years after
planting.

Note to County, please add remaining mitigation
measure from Draft EIR.




Letter O-1

January 25, 2023

PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org
Eric Gage — Planner Ill, Sonoma County PRMD (Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org)

RE: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Housing Element Update

On behalf of the Milo Baker Chapter (Sonoma County) of the California Native Plant Society, thank you
for the opportunity to share our comments on the upcoming Sonoma County Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) on the Housing Element Update. The Milo Baker Chapter is dedicated to protecting
native plants and their habitats in Sonoma County and we are very interested in advancing the County’s
protection measures for them. To that end, we are requesting that Sonoma County address several
issues in the DEIR for the Housing Element Update.

We understand that the purpose of the Draft EIR is to allow for rezoning for new housing. However, we
feel that not enough scrutiny has occurred for these rezoning areas in this initial evaluation. The delay of
specific analysis per site may allow for an overlook of special status species, for which a site has been
pre-approved by issuing the EIR. It is a fault with the CEQA process, but it should be addressed by
Sonoma County PRMD.

There are several areas that have been identified in the document as needing further analysis, but once
an area has identified for development, such as in the DEIR, then there is little chance that development
will not go through despite the site constraints. The following is not a detailed analysis of each site, but a
quick overview of the lack of biological evaluation that was conducted for this DEIR.

For example, Site GUE 4 is on Fife Creek in the riparian zone, which is not stated in the document. The
San Francisco Bay Joint Venture EcoAtlas
(https://www.ecoatlas.org/regions/adminregion/sfbiv?project=5630&site=5469) shows associated
habitats and sensitivities per area. With climate change Fife Creek will likely be an area of flooding and
appropriate setbacks should be applied to riparian areas to encompass climate change. The 35- to 50-
foot setbacks required by PRMD for small streams will likely be inadequate. This should be addressed in
the DEIR.

Site GRA-2 is situated in riparian habitat, adjacent to Atascadero Creek, as stated on

the DEIR. There are likely several special status plant species that occur in this area of rezoning.
Although not found this far downstream of Pitkin Marsh, there is a potential for range expansion of
Pitkin marsh lily (Lilium pardalinum ssp. pitkinense) as the climate changes. The lily once occurred in
three different area and now is considered to occur in only one area in Sonoma County under a 19-acre
conservation easement held by CDFW and is managed by Milo Baker. The largest threat to the survival

Comments Draft Housing Element Update Milo Baker CNPS




of Pitkin Marsh lily is loss and disturbance of habitat resulting from nearby residential development. The
development along Atascadero Creek could remove habitat that the lily could move into. Even if
development does not directly affect occupied habitat, it could cause changes in hydrology and enable
encroachment by invasive species. The development along Atascadero Creek could further cause
invasive plants to move into Pitkin Marsh. Developing rural residences, driveways, and agricultural
operations such as vineyards could also lead to increases in runoff, nutrient loading, erosion,
sedimentation, and changes in soil pH. This should be addressed in the DEIR.

Sites SAN 9 and 10 are in areas that supports California tiger salamander and likely support wetlands
and vernal pools that have not been delineated, despite being fallow fields. This should be addressed in
the DEIR.

Site AGU 2 is located in Sonoma Creek, as stated on page 223 of 601. Although housing currently exists
within the riparian zone of Sonoma Creek it is inappropriate to put more development along the creek
that will remove riparian habitat and potentially compromise the flood plain of Sonoma Creek. This
should be addressed in the DEIR.

In short, we feel that not enough scrutiny has occurred for the DEIR and additional evaluation is
required before promoting these areas for rezoning for additional housing. We look for to reading the
answers to these concerns in the final EIR.

Regards,
T Tatons
Trish Tatarian, Conservation Co-Chair

Milo Baker Chapter of the California Native Plant Society

Comments Draft Housing Element Update Milo Baker CNPS
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From: Lucy Hardcastle <lucybhardcastle@gmail.com> Letter O-2

Sent: Sunday, February 12, 2023 8:37 PM
To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Issues around rezoning Forestville with punishing numbers of units

EXTERNAL

Date: February 12, 2023

From: Lucy Hardcastle

President of the Forestville Planning Association (FPA) Board of
Directors

To: Eric Gage

History: The FPA was founded as a 501c3 in 2002 to help address
land use issues after Empire Storage paved over a meadow to put
up storage units. Since then, we've helped educate the community
on projects that would affect the quality of life in this small town.

Adding an additional 1,652 people to the town’s population of 3,788
without widening the highway and every other traffic corridor
translates into gridlock and pollution. Our question is, how would it
be possible to do this massive buildout without strangling everyone
who is here?

We recognize three things:

« You have numbers you need to allocate.
« This is a mandate from the State.
e You do not wish to destroy a town or culture in the process.

We’'d like you to recognize three things:

o Forestville welcomes more workforce housing.

o Forestville hopes and prays to get more affordable housing for
families.

« Forestville would like to see affordable housing for seniors
close to town.

With those hopes however we do have legitimate concerns on how
to accommodate very large numbers of new people without
jeopardizing the health and safety of our current residents.

0-2.1



Obstacles to this ambitious plan concern lack of sufficient
infrastructure such as roads and the ability to have swift egress
when evacuations are called. Highway 116 may sound like a
Highway due to its name, but it remains a two-lane country road,
busy with lumbering quarry trucks competing with parents dropping
their kids off at school in the middle of town. Adding large or very
large apartment complexes along these roads is a sure-fire way to
destroy our town’s capacity to adapt. Businesses needing to take
advantage of the tourist trade for survival would be devastated if
and when traffic and parking became a nightmare.

Having said that, here is what we feel could work...

FOR-1 Electro Vector Site

We consider this a good location for multiple housing units. It does
have a contamination issue which makes it hard to sell to an
independent developer however if the land could be paved over with
parking on the lower level and two stories of housing units over that
perhaps that blighted parcel could find some redemption. Note it will
present a traffic problem with the school next door. If it were senior
housing perhaps that wouldn’t be such an issue.

For- 2 Between Nolan Road and Gusti

This lot is allocated for 170 units, which would be a huge apartment
complex. This project would create health and safety concerns. The
roadway simply cannot handle these numbers.

For-3, 5 and 6

Affordable housing from Burbank Housing is close by. Their 6 units
per acre works well in that area. It's possible that this location
could host a Skatepark, a long-held dream of many community
members.

For- 4

Adding more than nominal housing units to the end of Van Kepple
has health and safety concerns about evacuations. The scale is
totally out of whack.

For-7

This lot is next door to the local gas station. It could hold a multiple
story unit without disrupting the nature of the neighborhood but
would cause traffic issues.
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Along with our local MAC representatives we are planning a Town
Hall April 20th to address our concerns over this rezoning allocation.
Pushing extreme numbers on a small town seems not only
unreasonable but punishing. You must find alternatives for your
numbers. Our future is at stake. At this Town Hall we hope to
address not just what we DON'T want but what we DO! We will be
inviting affordable housing advocates to come and teach us what
could work well for our community.

We are grateful for the opportunity to pull our community together;

learn how to attract the kinds of housing we feel will fit well into our
needs and sense of place. This has been a catalyst for our town and

for that we are grateful.

0-2.8



From: Gary Harris <sequoia@sonic.net> Letter O-3
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2023 2:38 PM

To: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Draft EIR Comments: Housing Element Update

EXTERNAL
Dear Mr. Gage,

My name is Gary Harris. | am writing this response on behalf of the Forestville Chamber
of Commerce. The Chamber address is P.O. Box 546, Forestville CA 95436. The
Chamber email address is forestvillechamber.org and | can be contacted at the email
address above.

The Forestville Chamber of Commerce is the oldest established entity that represents
both the businesses and the residents of Forestville. Here is some background. When | |O-3.1
moved to Forestville with my family in 1978, the Chamber members were the first
people that | met. They basically were the "town fathers" and they became my mentors.
They consisted of people like the bank president, the pharmacist, the high school
principal, the elementary school superintendent, members of the Forestville United
Methodist Church, etc. All smart and honest people. | soon joined the Chamber and
after many years became the president. Presently, | am a director and therefore have
been asked to write this response.

Looking at the potential of all 6 sites identified being rezoned and built out to full
capacity, it appears that the result would be a population increase of 1651 people. So
our question is how will you mitigate such an increase? A good example of real world
issues is site 2. First, it would require being annexed to the sewer district. That is not
difficult but, the connection to the sewer line has real issues. When the 8 inch line from
the Speer subdivision gets to downtown, at the Rotten Robbie gas station, the line is the
original line through downtown to the sewer plant. It is a very old 6 inch line that has
been "sleeved" and has a section by the bank and hardware store that frequently
requires the County to clear it. | have personally seen the sewer manhole cover at 2nd
Street and Front St. (Hwy. 116) rise up and sewage spill out because of a blockage in
the old sewer line. | can tell you, as a former board director at Forestville Water District,
that the downtown line will need to be replaced at a substantial cost. How do you
mitigate that situation?

0-3.2

We are also concerned about issues that don't seem to be understood or addressed. An
example of that is drainage of water during winter storms. Along Mirabel Rd. the
drainage goes north and overflows during big rains. During this last rain storm a
property was flooded on Mirabel Rd. close to Giusti Rd. from excessive runoff. 0-3.3
Development of Site 2 would definitely exacerbate that problem. How will you mitigate
that problem?

Traffic issues are a big concern to all of us. | own a building at 6701 Front St. and | can
tell you that the downtown crosswalks are inadequate and not safe. Increasing auto and [0-3.4
pedestrian traffic will exacerbate this problem. How will you mitigate that issue.




Forestville has a small mix of businesses primarily located in the 3 block downtown
area. The only open parcel that was available downtown for development in the last 40
years was the Crinella property which was purchased by a developer who planned to
build a combination of commercial and residential live/work units. This was the same
developer who built the Windsor Town Green. Unfortunately, the economy went "south"
and the developer lost the property in a foreclosure sale. That property is now owned by
a 501C3. That property was the best place for high density housing that ever was
available.

Site 1 (6555 Covey Rd.) formerly known as Electro Vector actually is a good selection
which the Chamber would support. Whether the Caloyeras family will agree to sell is
another matter. The existing ground contamination on this parcel is a factor to consider.

The issue of employment in the Forestville area is something that the Chamber knows
something about. Unfortunately, there are few job opportunities in our area and the
prospect of new jobs is limited because of lack of space for new businesses. That
means that these new housing units will likely be occupied by working people who will
be commuting to Santa Rosa and beyond. That means more traffic and the need for
improved roads, traffic lights, crosswalks, etc. How will you mitigate that?

Attached to this response is a copy of a letter written 6 years ago to Susan Klassen. It
was signed by the Chamber president and a Chamber

director along with our former fire chief. Some of the concerns expressed in that letter
are the same concerns that we are expressing today. In this whole process, we in the
Forestville area do not feel that we have been represented. So the bottom line is that we
know our area very well and should be consulted and considered with much more
respect.

Gary Harris
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From: Rebecca Mateja

To: PermitSonoma-Housing Letter 1
Subject: How and Why?
Date: Wednesday, December 28, 2022 12:56:36 PM

Currently we are being told to cut our water usage, and the government is telling us that we need
more housing. How and Why? Just asking...

| understand the need for more housing - | just don’t understand the how and why of it. If we build
these home for the next 8 years, what happens when we reach that point.

| guarantee that we will be trying to accommodate more people then. The reason that we are a
small town is because we don’t just build more housing as soon as it’s needed.

Because we do not have the water that these homes will be using. That’s the why....

We already supply Marin County and Rohnert Park with water from the Russian River through the
caissons. So we are giving away our water there.
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From: Greg Tatarian
To: PermitSonoma-Housing

Subject: Comments on Housing Element Update Letter 2
Date: Tuesday, January 03, 2023 12:06:12 PM

EXTERNAL

Hello,

I am providing the following comments to Section BIO-7 of the Housing Element Update
Draft Environmental Report (Rincon Consultants, Inc. 2022).

As a bat specialist consultant for 32 years with particular expertise with bats in human-made
structures (1, I find that Mitigation Measures 2 and 3 are insufficient to prevent direct
mortality of roosting bats, and could result in loss of large number of bats that could
potentially roost in buildings, trees or other features contained within the properties considered
in this document. Additionally, the current measures could result in costly delays to
construction schedules if roosting bats are found to be present during the recommended
seasonal period. Also, Measure 4 requiring pre-construction surveys could be misconstrued to
be effective for roosting bats. More concerns are specified below the currently proposed
language:

2. Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct a
survey of existing buildings to determine if bats are

present. The survey shall be conducted during the nonbreeding
season (November through March). The

biologist shall have access to all structures and interior

attics, as needed. If a colony of bats is found roosting in

any structure, further surveys shall be conducted

sufficient to determine the species present and the type

of roost (day, night, maternity, etc.).

COMMENT - BIO-7, Measure 2:

As written, Measure 2 presumes bats are active throughout the year, which is not true, so will
make surveys ineffective. Measure 2 also requires additional surveys only if a colony is
present, but this is insufficient. Also, Measure 2 does not account for the likely presence of
maternity colonies in buildings during maternity season, and does not address other habitat
types and features used by bats, such as trees, bridges, and culverts.

The first step in a project involving potential bat roosting activity is a habitat assessment by a
qualified bat biologist, followed by project-specific recommendations which could include
humane eviction (blockage of potential openings along with installation of one-way exits on
active openings), partial dismantling under direct supervision of a qualified bat biologist, two-
step tree removal also under supervision, or other action - all to be conducted only during
seasonal periods of bat activity.

Bat breeding and roosting ecology is more complex than that of other taxa, such as birds.

2.1
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Unlike birds, breeding in bats may occur in fall, winter or spring months depending on the
species. Bats have two seasonal periods each year when some or all bats are not active -
maternity season when young remain in the roost until dispersal in fall, and winter months
when many bats that remain in structures enter torpor (light form of hibernation). Winter
torpor or hibernation occurs because bats are affected by external temperatures, so when
temperatures drop below about 40-45F for many species, they become inactive. During the
months of November through March as shown in the DEIR, bats in this region are likely to be
in torpor and mostly inactive throughout the winter. As a result, surveys are unlikely to be
effective unless bats are roosting in open spaces accessible to biologist. Enclosed, inaccessible
roost features common in many structures would require night emergence surveys to
determine presence or absence, and since bats are only occasionally active during winter
months, false negative results would result from conducting surveys between November and
March. Also, visitation of more open roosts during winter months may disturb bats when they
are conserving energy and cause them to abandon the roost during winter months when they
may be much less active and capable of flying to alternative roost sites. Both of these actions
would result in unintended and unnecessary mortality.

Instead, surveys should be conducted only when bats are active, which in this region would be
from approximately April 1 through mid-October. If a maternity colony is suspected,
particularly for species such as pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), Townsend's big-eared bat
(Corynorhinus townsendii) or other California Species of Special Concern (SSC), additional
mitigation other than just preventing direct mortality may be required. This would require
more accurate surveys to identify bats by species and quantify population. Night emergence
surveys are generally the most accurate method and, conducted properly, the least negatively
impactful to the colony.

3. If bats are roosting in the building during the daytime but
are not part of an active maternity colony, then exclusion
measures must include one-way valves that allow bats to
get out but are designed so that the bats may not reenter

the structure. Maternal bat colonies shall not be

disturbed.
COMMENT - BIO-7, Measure 3:

As currently written, Measure 3 does not account for the likely presence of maternity colonies
in buildings during maternity season, and does not address other habitat types and features
used by bats, such as trees, bridges, and culverts.

Bats that roost in buildings in colonies during maternity season are almost always maternity
colonies, although a few individual bachelors may roost together in a building. As a result, it is
rare that an aggregation of bats in a building, tree, bridge, culvert, etc. during maternity season
is not a maternity colony. Therefore, humane eviction as detailed in Measure 3 (or other
suitable measures), would need to occur only during seasonal periods of bat activity, which
means; after winter torpor and just before maternity season (in this region, about March 1 to
April 15), and after young are self-sufficiently volant - flying to and from the natal roost and
no longer relying on milk from their mothers (September 1 - about October 15). These
seasonal periods are conservative to protect all bat species in the region, and account for
different typical dates in birth of pups, development, and volancy.

2.2 Cont.
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4. A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction
clearance surveys within 14 days of the start of
construction (including staging and mobilization). The
surveys shall cover the entire disturbance footprint plus a
minimum 200-foot buffer, and shall identify all special
status animal species that may occur on-site. All nonlisted
special status species shall be relocated from the

site either through direct capture or through passive
exclusion. The biologist shall submit a report of the preconstruction
survey to the County for their review and

approval prior to the start of construction.

COMMENT - BIO-7, Measure 4:

Pre-construction surveys for roosting bats should be considered only as confirmation that all
previous efforts to assess the potential habitat and conduct project-specific measures to
prevent direct mortality of roosting bats have been effective. If pre-construction surveys are
conducted during winter months for example, presence of roosting bats may go undetected and
direct mortality of bats could occur. If surveys are conducted during maternity season and bats
not previously found are present, construction delays would result. The complex life history
and roosting activity patterns of bats requires a careful habitat assessment by a qualified bat
biologist early in the project, with subsequent recommendations to be implemented during the
appropriate seasonal periods. These actions often occur many months in advance of
construction activities.

Finally, it is generally ineffective and inappropriate, not to mention in violation of wildlife
laws and regulations, to capture and relocate native wildlife species without project-specific
permits issued by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). There are
currently 13 special-status bat species in California (CDFW Special Animals List, October,
2022), and direct capture and relocation is not appropriate, effective or legal. Further, the
County is not the Trustee Agency for wildlife translocation decisions, particularly with
special-status species. Approval for such actions would be issued by CDFW.

Regards,

Greg Tatarian

[1] Greg Tatarian is an independent bat specialist wildlife consultant with 32 years of experience with bats in human-made
structures. He has held a Scientific Collection Permit from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for
approximately 27 years with Additional Authorizations for Research on Bats, including radio-tracking, banding, genetic
sampling, mist-netting, and hand-capturing of various species, including California Species of Special Concern (SSC), including
pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) and Townsend'’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendlii). Mr. Tatarian is an expert in
conducting habitat assessments, species surveys (bioacoustic, visual and capture) for both day and night roost habitat and has
extensive experience with anthropogenic roosts. Has performed inspections of over 4,100 structures, including bridges and
buildings, to satisfy CEQA requirements for demolition, development, retrofit and rehabilitation projects. He has personally
performed ca. 350 bat evictions from residential, commercial, and institutional structures, and designs, implements, and
supervises mitigation strategies including humane bat eviction from bridges, culverts, large buildings, and other settings. Mr.
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Tatarian has unique and extensive expertise with artificial replacement bat roosts, creating first known successful maternity
bat house in California A. pallidus in 1995, culminating in successful designs of on and in-structure bridge bat habitat.

Greg Tatarian Conservation Lecture Series Archive:
Conserving California's Bats Through Environmental Review and Permitting:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0FXTI.RabmClT&feature=youtu.be

CNDDB News: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/News/cnddb-contributor-
spotlight-trish-greg-tatarian

Greg and Trish Tatarian
Wildlife Research Associates
1119 Burbank Ave.

Santa Rosa, CA 95407

Office: 707-544-6273

Mobile: 707-293-0814

Fax: 544-6317

gregbat@wildliferesearchassoc.com
trish@wildliferesearchassoc.com

http://wildliferesearchassoc.com
CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION

This electronic mail message and any attachments are for the sole use of the
intended recipient (s) and may contain information that is privileged,
confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not
an intended recipient, employee or authorized agent, you are hereby notified
that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is
strictly prohibited.
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From: brian bollman

To: PermitSonoma-Housing

Subject: draft Environmental

Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2023 4:47:18 PM Letter 3
EXTERNAL

Response to draft Environmental Impact Report for the Housing Element Update

The purpose of the update may be to comply with state law, and it may do so. However, there are a few
observations that | think really should be included in the document:

1) Housing needs in this document focus on vacancy rates, but vacancy rates are only a snapshot of
availability, and not reflective of actual housing stocks.

2) Sonoma county is in its sixth year of population decline.

3) Until recently, the U.S. and California experienced an increase in the size of units for decades,
resulting in much larger square footage per person.

4) The number of persons per unit has decreased steadily in the United States for decades, and has been
decreasing in Sonoma County for some time as well.

5) Vacancy rates always drop during periods of prosperity because people who were previously sharing
accommodations with friends or family find that they can afford to have there own units. By contrast,
when the economy worsens, people often move in together to save money. (It is understandable that
people want their own units, but it is a much better use of resources and better for the environment for
people to share.)

6) A recent audit by the state found that the state's methodology for calculating housing needs grossly
exaggerates actual housing needs.

7) The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) bases its housing allocations on (exaggerated)
regional needs, not on local housing needs. This is not a functional or realistic practice, because outlying
areas like Sonoma County that are losing population can't appropriately provide housing for communities
in the core of the Bay Area that are growing. The last thing we need in the Bay Area is people commuting
100 miles to work. The RHNA process that ABAG uses effectively shifts the burden of housing incurred
by growth and bad planning in the core of the Bay Area onto outlying areas like Sonoma County that have
not shared in that growth.

Conclusion:

The draft environmental Impact Report doesn't address the potentially catastrophic environmental
consequences of the flawed RHNA process. And it really should.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Josette Brose-Eichar

To: PermitSonoma-Housing

Subject: DEIR Housing element Lette r 4
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2023 11:24:38 AM

EXTERNAL

I of course could not read this entire voluminous DEIR. But, I continue to be puzzled by your
assessment of what is really vacant property and how you came up with this data. Here is
what I find in the DEIR as it relates to vacant developed property (not vacant undeveloped
land).

"Of the 64,807

housing units in the Unincorporated County in 2019, 10,769 units (16.6 percent) were vacant
(DOF

2019). There were 1,904 permitted vacation rentals in the County as of June 23, 2020 (County
of

Sonoma 2020c¢)."

First question is: are the 1,904 permitted vacation rentals included in the 10,769 vacant
housing units? And if they are, why? These are not vacant. Vacation rentals are occupied by
short term renters.

Then I go back to the housing element itself. Where I state that how census data was not used
correctly to identify vacant housing units. Here is what I wrote concerning that back on 11-
18-2022:

To Permit Sonoma
11-18-2022

In reading your draft report it is stated:

In 2019 there were 11,500 vacant units in Unincorporated Sonoma County, a
significantly higher ratio of vacant units than in the County as a whole (including the
9 cities) or in the Bay Area region (see Figure 9). Of the Unincorporated County’s
vacant units, 63% (7,300) were held for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use.
This is a significantly higher rate than the County as a whole or the Bay Area. Only
7% of the Unincorporated County’s vacant units were held for rent, and only 4% for
sale.

Then in reading the graphs I see that 17% of housing units are listed as vacant. Of
this 17% 63% are listed as seasonal, recreational or occasional use. 24% are listed
as other vacant. For a total of 87% of all vacant units.

You pointed me to the census website that provides definitions for these terms,
seasonal etc. I find that you are not really following all the definitions laid out in the
census, where your figures are derived from.

As many consider the high vacancy rate one of the primary reasons for lack of
housing and specifically affordable housing, I think you must find a better and more
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accurate count of what this vacant housing really is.

As a vacation rental owner I have been subject to constant negative opinions and
ideas based on what people perceive, and some of this is because of the county’s
inability to really define in specific numbers what makes up vacant housing.

You have an accurate count of how many homes are vacation rentals, from the
number of valid permits in place. You have already concluded, but not publicized
that vacation rentals have little or no impact on housing prices or rents. But we have
no real data on what percentage of vacant units are vacation rentals. It seems the
census data is used in an inaccurate way, where we are given no idea the actual
make up of vacant housing units. I would suggest the county undertake a real
survey and not manipulate census data in this less than accurate way, as you go
forward in assessing the state of housing in the county.

Here are some of the census definitions:

For occasional use. If the vacant unit is not for-rent or for-sale-only but is held for weekends or
occasional use throughout the year, the unit is included in this category. Time-shared units are
classified in this category if the vacant unit is not for-rent or for-sale-only, but held for use for an
individual during the time of interview.

Units Occupied by Persons with Usual Residence Elsewhere. A housing unit which is occupied
temporarily by persons who usually live elsewhere is interviewed as a vacant unit provided that a
usual place of residence is held for the household which is not offered for rent or for sale. For
example, a beach cottage occupied at the time of the interview by a family which has a usual place
of residence in the city is included in the count of vacant units. Their house in the city would be
reported "occupied" and would be included in the count of occupied units since the occupants are
only temporarily absent. Units occupied by persons with usual residence elsewhere (URE) are
further classified as seasonal vacant or year round vacant units.

Other vacant. Included in this category are year-round units which were vacant for reasons other
than those mentioned above: For example, held for settlement of an estate, held for personal reasons,
or held for repairs.

Seasonal Vacant Units. Seasonal housing units are those intended for occupancy only during
certain seasons of the year and are found primarily in resort areas. Housing units held for occupancy
by migratory labor employed in farm work during the crop season are tabulated as seasonal

So by reading your graph, I am unsure of where second homes are in the equation. In an
e-mail you told me that vacation rentals are included in the 63% of seasonal, recreations or
occasional use. As you know the actual number of vacation rentals, why don't you just
break them out and show us what the real percentage of vacant units they are? And as it
would seem that second home owners should really be filling out the census to be as,
“Units Occupied by Persons with Usual Residence Elsewhere”, you would have much more
accurate data.

As for the 24% listed as other vacant, I find it hard to believe this percentage is really as
the census describes it.

Last, by relying on what people report on the census, may not be the most accurate way to
define what all these vacant units really are, leading the county to make erroneous
judgments on our housing picture and why we have so many “vacant” housing units.

4.2 Cont.
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Thank you and sincerely,
Josette Brose-Eichar

Boyes Hot Springs

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Jim Bell

To: PermitSonoma-Housing

Subject: County"s Housing Element Update

Date: Saturday, January 14, 2023 12:11:58 PM Letter 5
EXTERNAL

I do not understand how the Planning Commision can consider a Plan at this time that will
have far reaching impacts on transportation issues like traffic and road upkeep, "water supply",
power, sanitation, potential wildfires, schools, aesthetics, hazardous waste, law enforcement,
fire protection, homeless, and much more. Many of the issues above have not been abated to

James Bell

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Matt O"Donnell Letter 6
To: PermitSonoma-Housing

Subject: Re: Public Comment on Graton Housing Element
Date: Thursday, January 26, 2023 10:41:39 AM
EXTERNAL

Correction: I incorrectly put the wrong address in the letter. The correct address is 3280
Hicks Rd. Here is the updated public comment:

Dear Permit Sonoma,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed rezoning of 3280 Hicks
Rd. in unincorporated Sonoma County near Graton. The proposed development of
this property would have a detrimental impact on the rural nature of our community,
as well as the safety and well-being of its residents.

First and foremost, the development would destroy the rural nature of the area by
introducing more urban-style housing into a community that values its natural setting.
Additionally, the houses in the surrounding area rely on wells for their water supply,
and the construction of new homes would put a strain on this limited resource.

Furthermore, the street on which the property is located is narrow and does not have
sidewalks, making it dangerous for pedestrians, especially children walking to school.
The lack of street parking also poses a problem for residents and visitors alike. The
infrastructure of the surrounding area simply cannot handle this type of development
without a major investment from the county which has never been a priority in this
area. Hicks Road is in major disrepair with a patchwork of partially filled potholes.
There is no shoulder on the road and cars do not have the space to drive side by side
down the road.

The intersection of Hicks Road and Graton Road is already problematic with cars
coming around a blind turn at high rates of speed. In order for students to cross to
get to Oak Grove Elementary School or to a bus stop they must navigate a 3-way
intersection where cars cannot see people walking in the faded crosswalk. This gets
much worse in the afternoon with the lower sun which creates blinding conditions
where drivers cannot see pedestrians. | was almost hit in the crosswalk once and the
driver exclaimed that he could not see me due to the light. | did not allow my kids to
walk to school because of the danger of this intersection. Once you get across the
street there are no sidewalks on the other side to get to the school or to get to the bus
stop. Nor is there a shoulder so you are forced to walk in the street. Pedestrians
would have to walk on the street which is extremely dangerous. The county cannot
allow for a large increase in housing at this site if they are not willing to make massive
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infrastructure improvements to the whole area which they do not have the funding to
do. Making this choice would put new residents, especially children at high risk.

Since there is no street parking in the area and no walkable grocery stores the
inhabitants of high-density housing will be automobile dependant. This will lead to a
series of detrimental outcomes for the area. Firstly, there will need to be parking for
at least two cars per housing unit which will mean pavement and concrete over the
majority of the lot. This will remove most of the tree cover and will cause warming to
the area and will destroy wildlife habitat. Secondly, the lot is at the top of a hill and
there is already a large amount of runoff from the property in big rain storms. This
runoff floods the backyards of houses on Jannette Avenue. With more concrete and
housing there will be a massive amount of new runoff leading to flooding of houses
and pollution into the Atascadero Creek. In addition, the development would
contribute to light pollution and the natural rural feel of the area. The construction
noise would also be disruptive to the peacefulness of the area.

Hicks Rd already is impacted by county development with the moving of the Graton
Fire Station to Hicks Road. Residents already have to endure extra traffic due to the
Christmas Tree Farm associated with the fire station and have to endure the very
loud fire siren at high decibels. The county may also put sewer access for trucks to
bring wastewater from Occidental to the end of Hicks Road.

During the recent storms, this property and adjacent ones lost power and the power
was not restored for 6 days. When the area was evacuated during the fires the gas
was turned off for two weeks before it was restored. This is part of living in a rural
area but not something that works well for big housing projects.

With the narrowness of the road and nearby evacuation routes, adding this much
population to the area would be dangerous during an evacuation. It took people
hours to get out of West County during the last evacuation and this would increase
the time.

This property is already zoned for 8 additional housing as well as 8 ADU and can help
increase the housing stock in Sonoma County. with 16 new dwelling, much more than
currently sit on surrounding properties. The current zoning will keep some of the rural
feel of the area and limit the negative effects of a large housing development on the
property. There are plenty of better areas for this type of development like the area of
the empty Redwood Shopping Center in Sebastopol that is much more pedestrian
friendly and has the infrastructure already in place.

| urge Permit Sonoma to consider the negative impact that this development would
have on the community and deny the rezoning request. Thank you for your time and
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consideration.
Sincerely,

Matt O’'Donnell

On Wed, Jan 25, 2023 at 3:23 PM Matt O'Donnell <odmatt@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Permit Sonoma,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed rezoning of 3430 Hicks
Rd. in unincorporated Sonoma County near Graton. The proposed development of
this property would have a detrimental impact on the rural nature of our community,
as well as the safety and well-being of its residents.

First and foremost, the development would destroy the rural nature of the area by
introducing more urban-style housing into a community that values its natural
setting. Additionally, the houses in the surrounding area rely on wells for their water
supply, and the construction of new homes would put a strain on this limited
resource.

Furthermore, the street on which the property is located is narrow and does not
have sidewalks, making it dangerous for pedestrians, especially children walking to
school. The lack of street parking also poses a problem for residents and visitors
alike. The infrastructure of the surrounding area simply cannot handle this type of
development without a major investment from the county which has never been a
priority in this area. Hicks Road is in major disrepair with a patchwork of partially
filled potholes. There is no shoulder on the road and cars do not have the space to
drive side by side down the road.

The intersection of Hicks Road and Graton Road is already problematic with cars
coming around a blind turn at high rates of speed. In order for students to cross to
get to Oak Grove Elementary School or to a bus stop they must navigate a 3-way
intersection where cars cannot see people walking in the faded crosswalk. This
gets much worse in the afternoon with the lower sun which creates blinding
conditions where drivers cannot see pedestrians. | was almost hit in the crosswalk
once and the driver exclaimed that he could not see me due to the light. | did not
allow my kids to walk to school because of the danger of this intersection. Once
you get across the street there are no sidewalks on the other side to get to the
school or to get to the bus stop. Nor is there a shoulder so you are forced to walk in
the street. Pedestrians would have to walk on the street which is extremely
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dangerous. The county cannot allow for a large increase in housing at this site if
they are not willing to make massive infrastructure improvements to the whole area
which they do not have the funding to do. Making this choice would put new
residents, especially children at high risk.

Since there is no street parking in the area and no walkable grocery stores the
inhabitants of high-density housing will be automobile dependant. This will lead to a
series of detrimental outcomes for the area. Firstly, there will need to be parking for
at least two cars per housing unit which will mean pavement and concrete over the
majority of the lot. This will remove most of the tree cover and will cause warming
to the area and will destroy wildlife habitat. Secondly, the lot is at the top of a hill
and there is already a large amount of runoff from the property in big rain storms.
This runoff floods the backyards of houses on Jannette Avenue. With more
concrete and housing there will be a massive amount of new runoff leading to
flooding of houses and pollution into the Atascadero Creek. In addition, the
development would contribute to light pollution and the natural rural feel of the

area. The construction noise would also be disruptive to the peacefulness of the
area.

Hicks Rd already is impacted by county development with the moving of the Graton
Fire Station to Hicks Road. Residents already have to endure extra traffic due to
the Christmas Tree Farm associated with the fire station and have to endure the
very loud fire siren at high decibels. The county may also put sewer access for
trucks to bring wastewater from Occidental to the end of Hicks Road.

During the recent storms, this property and adjacent ones lost power and the power
was not restored for 6 days. When the area was evacuated during the fires the gas
was turned off for two weeks before it was restored. This is part of living in a rural
area but not something that works well for big housing projects.

With the narrowness of the road and nearby evacuation routes, adding this much
population to the area would be dangerous during an evacuation. It took people
hours to get out of West County during the last evacuation and this would increase
the time.

This property is already zoned for additional housing and can help increase the
housing stock in Sonoma County. The current zoning will keep the rural feel of the
area and limit the negative effects of a large housing development on the property.
There are plenty of better areas for this type of development like the area of the
empty Redwood Shopping Center in Sebastopol that is much more pedestrian
friendly and has the infrastructure already in place.
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| urge Permit Sonoma to consider the negative impact that this development would
have on the community and deny the rezoning request. Thank you for your time and
consideration.

Sincerely,

Matt O’'Donnell

Matt O'Donnell

3220 Hicks Rd.
Sebastopol, CA 95472
(707) 332-9220 (cell)
(707) 528-4654 (home)

Matt O'Donnell

3220 Hicks Rd.
Sebastopol, CA 95472
(707) 332-9220 (cell)
(707) 528-4654 (home)

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Rick Maifeld
To: PermitSonoma-Housing

Subject: Zoning proposal in Forestville
Date: Friday, January 27, 2023 7:39:51 PM Letter 7

EXTERNAL
Dear Eric Gage,

| am writing in regard to the proposed multi-unit, high density housing under review by
the Sonoma County Permit Board.

As a resident of Forestville, | am very concerned for several reasons.

Adding that many residents at once would seem to overwhelm a small community
such as Forestville. A 20% increase in population, essentially overnight, would put a
strain on law enforcement, the fire department, garbage collection, water, and a
massive strain on traffic flow.

The intersections of Hwy 116 and Mirabel, and Mirabel and River Road will become a
congested mess without massive changes in traffic flow.

Presumably, this large influx of new residents will also come with several hundred
new children, which will need to be transported to schools, further congesting roads in
the morning and afternoon.

From a purely selfish standpoint, | would be curious to know how propert values of
existing residents will be impacted if this zoning change is allowed to proceed.

| see very few positives for the current residents of Forestville should this project
proceed.

| would welcome any information you have to share, but | hope the negative impact
on current residents is a major factor as this project is considered.

Thank you,

Richard Maifeld
9440 Rio Vista Road
Forestville, CA 95436

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Stacie Gradney

To: PermitSonoma-Housing

Subject: Forestville re zoning for housing

Date: Friday, January 27, 2023 12:22:31 PM Letter 8
EXTERNAL

Forestville is a small town. I am not sure who’s idea it is to develop housing tracks in forestville.

I believe you are the people who closed our high school.

Our town has been through enough. How are the schools suppose to teach if there is already issues with
overcrowded classrooms and NO high school.

Why isn’t Sebastopol on your list??
Why not build farther East ?
Who’s idea is this?

Have you visited our town? West county area? Guerneville ?? The drive is beautiful. Our towns are beautiful.

Developing will ruin it all.
There is no crime here building is an invitation to crime and riff raff.
Thank you

Concerned forestville resident

Sent from my iPhone

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Colin Baptie

To: PermitSonoma-Housing

Subject: Housing Element Draft EIR

Date: Saturday, January 28, 2023 11:25:25 AM Letter 9
EXTERNAL

Dear Sir,

Re: Draft EIR on the Draft Housing Element Update

I am writing regarding the draft EIR mentioned above. On page 4.4-21 in Table 4.5-5, the
report fails to mention that, within five miles of the proposed Guerneville housing sites, there
is federally designated critical habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl. In fact, in August 2020, a
pair of nesting Northern Spotted Owls were discovered less than three miles from the
Guerneville BSA during a survey conducted as part of the Silver Estates Timber Harvest Plan
(THP#1-20-00084SON). This omission is concerning and leads one to question the accuracy
of information within the draft report.

I am also confused why, on page 2-7 Table 2-2, there are six housing sites listed for
Guerneville while the Guerneville Biological Study Area only includes four sites. Why was
the BSA not extended to include GUE-5 and GUE-6?

Yours faithfully,

Colin A. Baptie, Psy.D.
PO Box 503
Guerneville

CA 95446

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Elissa Rubin-Mahon

To: PermitSonoma-Housing

Subject: Proposed units in Forestville

Date: Saturday, January 28, 2023 10:58:48 AM Letter 10
EXTERNAL

Hello

| am opposed to the proposed amount of increase in housing in Forestville. 10.1

Forestville is unincorporated without adequate services to support the influx of new
residents.

Elissa Rubin-Mahon
209 Armentieres Rd
Forestville, CA 95436
mofungi@comcast.net

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Becky Boyle

To: Eric Gage; district5

Cc: Lynda Hopkins; Leo Chyi; David Rabbitt; Susan Gorin; district4; Jenny Chamberlain
Subject: Permit Sonoma / Planning - FOR-1 - Alternative: fewer rezoning sites.

Date: Monday, January 30, 2023 6:01:51 PM

Attachments: Screen Shot 2023-01-30 at 12.44.54 PM.png
Screen Shot 2023-01-30 at 5.12.40 PM.png
Screen Shot 2023-01-30 at 12.53.34 PM.png Letter 11

EXTERNAL

Dear Sonoma County,

I have been looking through the Housing Element Update Draft Environmental Impact Report and
have some grave concerns as it pertains to the future of Forestville, were these plans to go through
in full as is. Thank you for welcoming community feedback and taking the various community's
character into account. I'm sending in the same letter for each parcel in case they end up in
different files down the line pertaining to each property and end up going to different developers.
Thank you for your understanding.

In section: Environmental Impact Analysis Public Services and Recreation (aka: 4.15-11), I see
that it states, in the first paragraph, that it "would not increase the total population served by more
than 10 percent, with the exception of the Forestville sites. This is pertaining to Fire Districts.
There are a few issues here. Forestville is being put forth to take on an undo burden of the state's
quota in comparison to other unincorporated areas. While others are looking at 10% or less (per
your document) Forestville is looking at 25%. This is unsettling to say the least. Please see
section 2-26 for the info:

forestswille max build out is projected 1o increase by 25% while other . Environmental Impact Analysis
comimunities are no more than 10% Public Services and Recrealion

Sites. As shown therein, the Rezoning Sites could be accessed from the nearest fire stations within
the response time goal for the respective district, and would not increase the tatal population
served by more than 10 percent, with the exception of the Forestville sites. Because the sites are
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Growth of: FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3, FOR-4, FOR-5 and FOR-6: Draft impact report 2-26 on page
101 of the document.

Total population allowed under current designation: 167

Total population under proposed designation: 1,652




T

Sonoma County
Housing Element Update

Total
Allowable Total Allowable Change in Total Total Total
Dwelling Dwelling Units Allowahble Population Population Change in

Units Under Under Dwelling Units Under Under Buildout
Rezoning Current Proposed (Buildout Current Proposed Population
Site Designation Designation Potential) Designation® Designation® Potential
LAR-4 a ] 2 10 16 5
LAR-5 72 27 187 257 70
LAR-& 0 12 12 a 3l 3l
LAR-7 10 45 38 16 117 a1
LAR-8 0 11 11 0 29 29
FOR-1 46 70 24 120 182 62
FOR-2 7 283 276 18 736 718
FOR-3 3 33 30 8 85 78
FOR-4 2 71 64 5 185 179
FOR-5 [ 58 52 16 151 135
FOR-6 0 120 120 a 312 312

The current population of Forestville, as defined by the boundaries of the Grammar School is
6,771. The addition of 1652 residents would be a population increase of nearly 25%. Forestville
would have the greatest number of proposed new occupancies/population in the County with the
exception of the city of Santa Rosa which is much better equipped for such a drastic influx vs the
small community of Forestville who still have the same sized roads they did when I grew up there
back in 1971. There is not the infrastructure nor the services in place to accommodate this kind of
growth and it is not right to put such a burden on one community in contrast with what is being
put on others. The difference of 10 vs 25 percent is not insignificant, it isn't small and unlike the
EIR states -- it would be dominant vs "could be dominant". There is simply no way to believe it
would not be dominant given the unit #'s proposed vs what the landscape actually is. Unless the
proposed developments are single story ranch like homes, there is no "could" about it. See table
4.1-6 in section 4.1-51 for further comparisons.

LB LW LD LpEmnant LEE TRan Agrmcant RES-S

FOR-1 High Doerunant Sagrvifacant AES-1, AES-2 AES-3, AES-4, AES-5
rom-2 Moderste Dipereimarnt Sigrrifm AES-1, AES-2 AES-3, AES-4, AES-S
roR-3 High Thotsitiant tagrile mit AES-1, AES-2, AES-3, AES-4, AES-5
FOR-A Ilodarals Downinant figrifia g AES-1, AES-J AES-3 AFS-4 AFS.Y
POR-5 High Drmanant Sigriificant AES- 1, AES-2. AES-1, ARG, AFSS
FoR-& High Dominam Sigrifacant AES-1, AES-D, AES-3, AES-A, AESS

mma . — ek wFEF

Also of note regarding errors in the document is the statement on 4.1-18 (page 127) in the first
paragraph about FOR-2 is "On Mirabel Road, a school is directly across the street from FOR-2."
This is simply not the case. There is no school across Mirabel from FOR-2. The only schools in
Forestville are the now-defunct El Molino High School @ 7050 Covey Rd. and the Elementary
School, now known as Forestville School & Forestville Academy, down the hill off 116 @ 6321
Hwy 116, ironically by some of the other proposed locations.

The streets encircling FOR-2 (Guisti/Nolan/Mirabel) are not built to withstand this type of
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quantitive developing. They are the same streets I played with childhood friends on in the early
1970's. They are one lane each way, no space for going around, not good for emergency
evacuation situations, not built for dense populations. These are small country roads built to
sustain neighborhood housing, at most, single family homes suburban in nature. They are not
built nor would logic say they are prudent for a development the likes of rezoning specified as
FOR-2 units. There is no mention that these are small country roads, where pedestrians and
bicyclists often very little room for error. That description seems glaringly omitted for a project
of such large changes discussed. That point actually goes for the parcels throughout much of
Forestville as well as many others.

I've seen nothing in the document that speaks to what would be done with respect to urban
renewal effects for the people displaced to enact these potential build-outs, displacing locals, loss
of character, threat to local business and the introduction of community conflicts, pollution-related
health conditions, around town parking needs and sanitization challenges. This feels omitted, as
does any mention of an infrastructure plan to accommodate the potential influx such as roads that
are simply not built to accommodate such a large increase.

Where is the mention of how the county plans on widening roads, adding left turn lanes, round-a-
bouts and crosswalks for public safety on roads that are used by commuters, visitors, pedestrians
and gravel trucks all coming through town in an environment that is only 1.7 miles to get through
town (Speer's Market @ one end of Mirabel Road to the Elementary School on the other side of
town).

Where is the study for the safety of it's citizens just trying to get through the day without a
horrible accident when there's an extra thousand or so cars and pedestrians jaywalking, risking
their lives, with such a large increase of traffic on such a small stretch of travel. I am gravely
concerned about the implications. These are urban services as much as sewer and water are per:
page xviii yet there is no study about this as far as I'm able to tell.

There's the discussion of no feasible mitigation measures available for the elements that would
damage the scenic route along FOR-1, FOR-3, FOR-5. They would create detrimental significant
and unavoidable impacts whereas other areas would be far less significant along the 101 corridor.

FOR-1, FOR-5 and FOR-6 are all listed as being on "Existing Hazardous Material
Contamination". Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 on pages 4.9-1 thru 4.9-3. I have not been able to find a
study in this EIR as to what the health risks to pending future potential residents, students located
.1-.2 miles from the sites, and to the surrounding community during the excavation and build
would at risk to. If I'm not mistaken, some of these properties were once considered by the
Elementary School nearby and decidedly declined due to their toxic nature (and possibly the cost
of remediation).

I also am not seeing any study of the risk of these hazardous elements ending up in the watershed
in Forestville (all sites) for Lower Russian River and sub-watershed to Green Valley Creek and
ground water basins - especially in an area notorious for flooding when rains really kick in as they
did in 1940, 1955, 1964, 1986, 1995, 1997, 2006, 2019, 2023 - this isn't an unknown problem nor
is it going away drought or no drought.

It's noteworthy that in section 4.15.1a: Fire Protection for the EMT call response times are prior to
the now combined departments. Guerneville, Larkfield and Forestville have all consolidated into
Bennett Valley, Bodega Bay, Mountain Volunteer, and Windsor FPDs. I don't see any study
pertaining to the ratio of calls per capita and if what the combining of districts as well as the
increase of population would mean for that ratio.
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With respect to greenhouse gas emissions, page 556 of section 5.2.1 correctly calls out
"Additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would incrementally increase local
traffic and regional air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions." "These are considered
irreversible environmental effects." The last paragraph of that section goes on to say, "CEQA
requires decision makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project agains it's unavoidable
environmental risks in determining whether to approve a project. the analysis contained in the
EIR concludes that the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable aesthetic,
cultural resources, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards, transportation, utilities and wildfire
impacts. Although development facilitated by the project would be required to implement
mitigation measures, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable due to the irreversible
loss." With all these potential rezone projects in what are zoned as Rural Residential and Low
Density, does it not make more sense to seek locations for housing that is more directed to areas
and communities that are not so car dependent? In particular for the low income population, does
it not make more sense for them to have housing opportunities in communities that have better
price points in urban/suburban areas with things around them? In implementing the proposal as it
is, we are also pushing the people that need it the most into situations where they have to drive
further when gas prices are among the highest levels the last few years.

The EIR calls out that Forestville has stores and restaurants. It does not call out that it offers one
small-family type grocery store, one Mexican grocery store that has a sitting area/restaurant, one
pharmacy, one gas station, one expensive fancy restaurant coupled with a couple casual spots
being the local drive in, a coffee shop with sandwiches and a pizza joint. There's a bakery, there's
a wine tasting place, there's one hardware store and all these places are great but they're not built
to sustain the kind of growth that Forestville is now being considered for. Where are an additional
1,600 people going to park? How are they going to go to one of the 3 restaurants that might be
open to serve them (one is closed at 2pm). That growth, that population needs more support than
is currently able to be offered in this town. It's a half hour drive to: Costco, Target. It'sa 15
minute drive to Safeway, Walgreens, Coddingtown.

This community is built for people to pick up those last little things on their to-do list, it is not, nor
has it ever been the community that serves to support a day to day way of life where you can get
everything you need in the one mile that goes from one end of town to the other.

I understand that implementing this plan is not a choice you made and that it is being dictated to
you. I know this is not an easy process and I don't want to see things get worse than they already
are. Nobody wants the County to be sued by the State, nor does anyone want another builder
frenzy free for all to occur in Sonoma County as it has in other places where the governing body
did not meet the State's demands, we do respectfully request equality within the obligations and to
not have a tiny town like Forestville to be pushed beyond the brink of what it is realistically able
to handle. If all of these build outs were to occur, it would be too much for the area and the
community to absorb. It is only 1.7 miles from one end of 'town' to the other, it's akin to me
trying to stuff my post-pandemic size 12 body into my old size 6 jeans... the math just isn't there.

I implore you to opt for your Alternative choice where do not choose to rezone all 6 parcels for
Forestville, and I implore you to consider doing the same for the ones that have documented
historical toxic hazardous situations especially as they are so close to the Elementary School when
children are clearly proven to be more at risk to lung problems as they are still growing.

Please give due consideration to avoinding FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3 FOR-5, FOR-6 at the
minimum and move those project's potential population to a part of the unicorporated county that
is better for the people in need of more affordable housing as well as the small communities that
aren't prepared to accept the inflow from a practical, geographical, economical, services and
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logistical egress perspective.

Please set out to find parcels that can meet the counties needs that the State has put your feet to the
fire for and find territories that fall in the "Less than Significant", "Less than Significant with
Mitigation" or "No Impact" vs the very many "Significant and Unavoidable". Not an easy task
but detrimental otherwise.

Thank you for your time in reading this and giving consideration to the macro of the micro picture
of a massive endeavor. Much appreciated..

Respectfully,
Becky Boyle
Forestville, California

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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Draft EIR Comments: Housing Element Update

Letter 12

Attn: Eric Gage, Permit Sonoma January 24, 2023

The DEIR is an extensive amount of work to say the least.
A superficial glance would barely enlighten one of its full scope and content.
To make a full reading of it and have a good grasp of its content would likely be overpowering for most individuals.

It seems unfortunate that we are forced to push towards the limit of our Petri dish even further, due to our
inabilities, it seems, to relieve in some more reasonable way, our population pressures.
And while we simultaneously try to preserve and enhance our community character and quality of life.

A razor’'s edge?

As to the DEIR—I can easily admit that | did not read the entire document.

I did read as much of it as | could that does have a direct bearing on compromising the esthetic and economic value
of my rural residential property through the ultimate effect of the DEIR and its potential following plan
implementations.

| am a co-owner, with family members, of one of the adjacent parcels to your DEIR parcel SAN-10.
To the best of our knowledge, we have not received, until now, nor have we been made specifically aware of, any
potential idea, request, plan, or execution of any rezoning of APN# 134-192-016 known in the DEIR as “SAN-10".

My family has owned this land we reside on, our 3 acres zoned RR3, since the days when it had an Agricultural
zoning—we moved here in 1955.

I am almost 72 years old and have spent a large portion of my life on this property.

We have lived with the slow encroach of light industrial/commercial development along the Santa Rosa Avenue
corridor and its attendant noise, light, and visual pollution which has, in the last 20 years or so, accelerated on the
parcel directly NW of us—SAN-10, APN# 134-192-016.

We hoped that due to zoning and historical values and ideas that it would creep no further.

And that while we concurrently live with the increase of traffic and speed on what we sometimes refer to, along
with some Highway Patrol members, as Mountain View Speedway...

On page 1-4 of the DEIR, under point 1.6 is stated: “The County received letters from two agencies and one person
in response to the NOP during the public review period.”

In Table 1-1 on page 1-5 these comments are summarized on half a page.

| believe that this questions how well the public, certainly less the specifically affected

individuals/parcels, were advance noticed.
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We certainly don’t seem to have been given any notice, until now, even though we will be directly affected by
portions of the Housing Element Update represented by the DEIR.

It certainly seems that during whatever nomination of parcels went on leading up to this DEIR, those parcels
directly affected by the nominated parcels should have openly and clearly been made aware of what was
happening.

Public outreach, particularly to those potentially directly affected, by your consultants apparently was less than
comprehensive.

“1.6 Public Review and Participation Process

... The County received letters from two agencies and one person in response to the NOP during
the public review period. ...”

--page 1-4 of DEIR

“1.7 Scope and Content

... An NOP was prepared and circulated (Appendix NOP), and responses received on the NOP
were considered when setting the scope and content of the environmental information in this
Program EIR. ...”

--page 1-5 of DEIR

Three responses, with only one from the public, over a 30-day period, seem hardly enough to adequately address
“scope and content”.

The legal issues and public policy underlying this Project notwithstanding, | and my family object to the adoption of
this Project, with such apparent little involvement of the public, particularly those of us who stand to be directly
harmed, due perhaps to insufficient outreach, and further we object, if the plan is carried out, specifically to the
inclusion of APN 134-192-016 (SAN-10) due to its excessive impact upon our own enjoyment of our own property
and for the following reasons:

1. SAN-10is not the only parcel in the area that could have been considered for this iteration of the Housing
Element Update—reasons for which follow.
Others, or groups of others, including it seems the group SAN-11 to SAN-17 could make up most of the
difference leaving SAN-10 out would entail (Map Graphic 2).
They are already located in higher density residential areas for the most part.
More specifically, and to our point, APN 044-141-045 (3614 Brooks Avenue), located at the intersection of
E. Todd Road and the unfinished extension to the south of Brooks Avenue (or alternatively at Brooks
Avenue and Bucks Road) seems a much better candidate for inclusion.
It appears from a parcel report to have almost identical characteristics to SAN-10 with the positive reasons
for inclusion in the following points.
Another potential inclusion in the area is APN 044-141-005, 3548 Brooks Avenue.
See below Map Graphic 1 for large scale detail area for this and the following points.

12.1
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2. On page 2-4 of the DEIR is the following:
“2. Site must be located within an established Urban Service Area where public sewer and water service is
available.”
“Available” is the key word here.
The most common meaning here would imply that the connections for sewer and water are available at the
existing parcel.
Not that it is “available” on the other side of the Urban Service Area, for instance.
The map of the existing sewer connections in the area leading to the Laguna Treatment Plant is attached
below (Map Graphic 2). 123
The closest any main line is apparent leading in SAN-10’s direction is about 2000’ feet away, north on Santa
Rosa Avenue.
An 8” sewer main appears to go north from parcel 044-141-045, 3614 Brooks Avenue, and a 6” sewer main
on E. Todd Road passes along the south side of it, both no more than 30-40’ feet from the parcel.
Immediately available without major work to extend a sewer main, and two directions to send sewage.
And, if any work for sewer or water was needed, E. Todd Rd. is much more in need of repair work on its
surface than is Santa Rosa Avenue.
Neither parcel is located in the South Park Sanitation District, however, the 3614 Brooks Avenue parcel
borders on it, while SAN-10, as said, is as much as 2000’ feet from its border.

3. SAN-10 has a “fence line” border of approximately 1000’ (out of a total of ~3500 feet) that is part of the
Urban Growth Boundary, and is directly adjacent to 4 parcels (5 if the Water Agency’s Hunter Creek parcel
is included) that presently contain minimal density housing, are zoned RR3, and are constrained to the
limitations of that zoning and will have no benefits from the Urban Service Area.

And yet directly adjacent to them the DEIR and potential following implementations will upset the bucolic
nature of their rural residential zonings.

During the nascent years of the Sonoma County General Plan in the 1970s, it was a common idea that this
area around Mountain View Avenue would remain a “green belt” between the cities of Santa Rosa and
Rohnert Park—and the Santa Rosa Avenue commercial corridor.

As the attached map sections of the GIS shows (Map Graphics 1 & 3), the oddly excluded portion of the
Urban Service Area, APN 134-182-063, seems an attempt, in this RR area, along with the 045-131-016
County Water Agency parcel along Hunter Creek, to complete as much as possible that idea from Petaluma
Hill Road to Santa Rosa Avenue and encompassing the Mountain View Avenue environs. 12.4
The only elements not included in that “completion” are the eastern portion of APN 134-192-014 (owned
by the County Water Agency as part of Hunter Creek Trail), APN 134-192-015 (privately held?), and the
eastern section of APN 134-192-016 (SAN-10).

These actions and mappings would imply that, instead of a somewhat abrupt and haphazard inclusion of
SAN-10 under this Update iteration, it should be passed over for now so that serious consideration to this
last extension of the Community Separator in the area can be considered.

Or, at the very least, the RR3 designation of the roughly eastern half of the parcel should remain in place to
perhaps functionally keep a separator intact until it can be decided.

To drop a 20—22 unit per acre development into the eastern portion of SAN-10 would hardly seem to keep
with the earlier ideas, especially when other alternatives clearly exist.




From: Sonoma County General Plan 2020 OPEN SPACE AND RESOURCE CONSERVATION ELEMENT:

“Community Separators enhance the identities of individual cities and communities.”

“Lands within Community Separators generally meet the following designation criteria:
(1) Lands shall be located outside an Urban Service Area designated in the General Plan.
(2) Lands shall have a General Plan land use designation of Timber Production, Resources
and Rural Development, Land Intensive Agriculture, Land Extensive Agriculture, Diverse
Agriculture, Rural Residential, or Agricultural Residential.

(3) Lands should logically separate cities or unincorporated communities or extend or
complete an existing Community Separator to provide continuity.”

The Mountain View Avenue RR area is a community in itself that deserves a complete Separator.

It would seem that the parcels mentioned above absolutely fit with points 2 and 3 and are merely a short
Urban Boundary line move from being consistent with point 1.

Perhaps the Planning Commission, Zoning Board, and Local Agency Formation Commission could, or should
re-visit the Urban Boundary in our area, already existent with incongruities, and consider a lot-split of SAN-
10, and the Water Agency’s APN 134-192-014 along their RR boundaries re-drawing the Urban Boundary
along that line. With those two inclusions, and APN 134-192-015, which needs no lot split, the Community
Separator between the Santa Rosa Avenue commercial corridor and the Mountain View Avenue rural
residential area will have much more continuity, be much more complete, and will follow logically.

This idea is clearly presented in the following map (Map Graphic 3).

SAN-10, as said, already has zoning suggestive of an idea to keep a space between the existing RR3
development on Mountain View Avenue and the Santa Rosa Avenue commercial corridor.

It is one of the few in the area with such split zoning, and for apparently the same reason.

A comparison of the County GIS zoning mapping and satellite imaging shows a question that should be
resolved before any consideration of including SAN-10 in this Update iteration.

It seems clear that the permit Sonoma GIS mapping shows a distinct idea that the RR3 zoning that includes
a portion of SAN-10, extends more less south from the northeast corner of APN 134-192-010, more or less
south across Water Agency’s APN 134-192-014, to the point that is the northern coincidence of APN 045-
021-003 and APN 045-021-004 and continues more or less south along their joint border.

The attached graphic (Map Graphic 4) shows both the GIS section and the satellite image.

SAN-10’s commercial development and use appears to have encroached up to 100’ into the RR3 zoning of
its eastern portion.

Whether this seemingly apparent issue is due to the users of the parcel, or some issue of interpretation due
to the zoning board or other agency, it seems to bear resolving before any consideration of SAN-10's
inclusion in inventory of the housing element.

12.4
Cont.
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Further, | have a few comments—on both substance and error in addition to the objections to the specific inclusion
in the “inventory” already presented.

As to further comments: | have mostly only cursorily looked over the DEIR—except where specific to me.
Errors, both typographical and in substance certainly occur in such expansive works.
The question that is begged is what level of error causes serious lack of trust in the work.

In that relatively small area of the Report, which has direct impact on me and my family, | have noted apparent
errors, confusion, or omission:

a. The caption on Figure 4.1-36 is wrong. The view is East. The same as Figure 4.1-35.

b. In Table 2-2 Inventory Site Information, beginning on page 2-7, these entries seem to not match the
“Sonoma County Parcel lookup” website, assuming the APN shown is correct:
SAN-10, shown as 4020 SR Ave., is 4028 (APN 134-192-016)
SAN-13, shown as 3847 SR Ave., is 3855 (APN 134-181-046);
SAN-14, also shown as 3847 SR Ave., is 3845 (APN 134-181-047);
SAN-16, shown as 3445 Brooks Ave., is 3453 (APN 134-132-067).
| only checked SAN-10 to SAN-16 due to the duplicate 3847 entries— 4 out of 7 do not match.
The issue no doubt permeates the entire list and a shortcoming of it is that it makes it a bit difficult to
locate the parcels on a Google map using that address.

c. The following may be an error of omission:
In Table ES-1, pages ES-5 and 6, and Table 4.1-6, beginning on page 4.1-50, reference is made to Mitigation
Measure AES-5.
Beginning on page 4.1-54, c. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures contains no definition or reference
to AES-5, and | cannot find it anywhere else except the tables.

One is left to wonder how many other errors, confusions, or omissions occur in the whole document.

Respectfully,

Jim Severdia

105 Mountain View Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95407
nvmtnman@yahoo.com
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From: kim thatcher

To: PermitSonoma-Housing

Subject: 635 new dwellings in Forestville

Date: Monday, January 30, 2023 10:09:54 PM Lettel’ 1 3
EXTERNAL

To Eric Gage

Hi there my name is Kimberly Thatcher and I have been a resident of Forestville for the past
26 years.

I'm writing in response to the proposed 635 new apartments that would potentially be added to
this very small town of Forestville, California.

Firstly, I do not understand why more building is being allowed in this county.

Water issues are huge problem and growing more dire every year. That is 1,652 new residents
using irrigation and water usage for daily consumption which will greatly strain our ongoing
water issues!

I know that low income folks have as much right to be here as any other but building that
many dwellings for that many people is just simply unacceptable! We have to figure out
another way.

Secondly, how are the residents of Forestville going to be involved in this kind of decision
making process when the times chosen are during normal work days and hours?? I very much
want to be part of this discussion but cannot take the time off in the middle of the work day to
join this zoom meeting.

Please let me know how my voice can be heard in regards to this matter.
I would also like to know the results of the zoom meeting scheduled on February 2nd. How do
I find those results?

Thank you for your time and consideration of my thoughts around this issue.

Kimberly Thatcher
Forestville, California
Sent from my LG Phoenix 5, an AT&T 5G Evolution capable smartphone

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Eric Gage on behalf of PermitSonoma-Housing

To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: Housing Element Forestville FOR-2
Date: Tuesday, January 31, 2023 8:39:26 AM Letter 1 7

From: Sue Zaharoff <sue.zaharoff@comcast.net>

Sent: Saturday, January 28, 2023 6:53 PM

To: PlanningAgency <PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Housing Element Forestville FOR-2

Jan 29, 2023

Eric Koenigshofer,

| am writing to inform you of my opposition to the rezoning of Forestville FOB-2. The
rezoning of FOB-2 would be a catastrophe.

There is no infrastructure in Forestville to support a 'medium density 3 story high 283
dwelling with 736 people'!

The impact of rezoning would adversely affect traffic flow, gravel truck routes, sewer,
water, wildlife and overall quality of life in Forestville.

The EIR draft goes against everything that this community is built on. Our residential
streets would be clogged with cars. We would be at risk for

escaping fires with stopped traffic flow. The sewer capacity would have to be
increased. Water pulled from the Russian River would have further

damaging effects on our limited River supply. Traffic lights, sidewalks and street lights
would need to be installed. Our already limited Fire and

Sherriff services would be taxed beyond their limits. Our small local expensive
grocery store Speers can not provide for the influx of people that

rezoning would create. The building of multiple structures and the parking water

runoff would add to drainage problems.

| made the decision to move to Forestville 33 years ago because it is in a rural setting
zoned Agricultural/Residental.

17.1



| was required by zoning to build my house on 2 acres which | did. Any zoning
changes made to FOB-2 would end Forestville as we know it.

Sue Zaharoff
6875 Nolan Road
Forestville

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Arlene Warner

To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Draft EIR Comments: Housing Element Update
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2023 11:19:02 AM Letter 18

February 1, 2023

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.

Sant Rosa, CA 95403

Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, CA opposes the rezoning
of properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR),
specifically, GUE-2 16450 Laughlin Rd, GUE-3 16500 Cutten Ct., and GUE-4 16050
Laughlin Rd., located off Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, CA.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the
health and safety of current residents, as well as the additional prospective of 588
residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades.
The needed upgrades and road closures will have a negative impact on the daily lives
of current residents and will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The increased traffic on Laughlin Rd, the only access to the elementary school, which
always has numerous potholes will further deteriorate and will likely cause weekday
traffic jams during the school year. In addition, the left and right from Laughlin to
Armstrong during this time will also cause traffic jams/delays.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The
sewer line located next to GUE-2 and GUE-3 currently has a pump station that runs
on propane and has malfunctioned on many occasions, including during floods and
power outages. Also, the cost of upgrading the sewer system will most likely increase
the sewer taxes of all residents which have already been burdened with sewer tax
increases year over year.

The GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 properties are within areas documented as high
wildfire danger, flood plains, and earthquake prone. They are zoned as subject to
high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D, which is the
most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or surrounded by the flood
zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on evacuation status for long
periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity. Building in
flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety
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reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on
revenue from tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed
to allow for the infrastructure upgrades and additional land needed for high density
housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on the site would be dominant if
significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are inconsistent with the goals of the
County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element Policy.

I, as an individual, and we as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent
for the lack of clear up front notification and inclusion in the early processes and
oppose the proposed rezoning of properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE-2-16450 Laughlin Rd, GUE-3-
16500 Cutten Ct., and GUE-4-16050 Laughlin Rd, located off of Armstrong Woods
Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, CA.

Sincerely,

Arlene Warner
16375 Cutten Dr.
Guerneville, CA

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Neil Shevlin

To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Draft EIR Comments: Housing Element Update
Date: Wednesday, February 01, 2023 9:42:58 AM Letter 19

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the
rezoning of properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct,
and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic
Corridor in Guerneville, California. 19.1

There are many specific adverse effects noted in the DEIR report that will impact the
health and safety of current residents as well as the additional prospective 588
residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one-lane roads that will need utility
upgrades. The needed upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the 19.2
emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth.
The sewer line located next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that 19.3
runs on propane and has malfunctioned on many occasions, including during
floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wildfire
danger, flood plains, and earthquake-prone. They are all zoned as subject to
high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D, which
is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or completely 194
surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been
on evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood,
fire, and no electricity. Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the
County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends
on revenue from tourism. Old-growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be
destroyed to allow for the infrastructure upgrades and additional land needed 19.5
for high-density housing. As stated in the DEIR, "development on the site
would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed."

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3, and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County

General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element Policy. 19.6

[, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent
for the lack of notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the 19.7
proposed rezoning of properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500




Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong Woods Road, 19.7 Cont
Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California. ' '

Name: Neil Shevlin

Address: 16477 Cutten Dr, Guerneville, CA 95446

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



Letter 20

From: Becky Boyle <becky.boyle@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2023 10:25 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Permit Sonoma / Planning - FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3, FOR-4, FOR-5, FOR-6 - Alternative: fewer
rezoning sites.

EXTERNAL

Dear Sonoma County,

| have been looking through the Housing Element Update Draft Environmental Impact Report and have
some grave concerns as it pertains to the future of Forestville, were these plans to go through in full as
is. Thank you for welcoming community feedback and taking the various community's character into
account. I'm sending in the same letter for each parcel in case they end up in different files down the
line pertaining to each property and end up going to different developers. Thank you for your
understanding.

In section: Environmental Impact Analysis Public Services and Recreation (aka: 4.15-11), | see that it
states, in the first paragraph, that it "would not increase the total population served by more than 10
percent, with the exception of the Forestville sites". This is pertaining to Fire Districts. There are a few
issues here. Forestville is being put forth to take on an undo burden of the state's quota in comparison
to other unincorporated areas. While others are looking at 10% or less (per your document) Forestville is
looking at 25%. This is unsettling to say the least. Please see section 2-26 for the info:

<image001.png>

Growth of: FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3, FOR-4, FOR-5 and FOR-6: Draft impact report 2-26 on page 101 of the
document.

Total population allowed under current designation: 167
Total population under proposed designation: 1,652
<image002.png>

The current population of Forestville, as defined by the boundaries of the Grammar School is 6,771. The
addition of 1,652 residents would be a population increase of nearly 25%. Forestville would have the
greatest number of proposed new occupancies/population in the County with the exception of the city
of Santa Rosa which is much better equipped for such a drastic influx vs the small community of
Forestville which still has the same sized roads they did when | grew up there back in 1971. There is not
the infrastructure nor the services in place to accommodate this kind of growth and it is not right to put
such a burden on one community in contrast with what is being put on others. The difference of 10 vs
25 percent is not insignificant, it isn't small and unlike the EIR states -- it would be dominant vs "could be
dominant". There is simply no way to believe it would not be dominant given the unit #'s proposed vs
what the landscape actually is. Unless the proposed developments are single story ranch like homes,
there is no "could" about it. See table 4.1-6 in section 4.1-51 for further comparisons.

<image003.png>

Also of note regarding errors in the document is the statement on 4.1-18 (page 127) in the first
paragraph about FOR-2 is "On Mirabel Road, a school is directly across the street from FOR-2." This is

simply not the case. There is no school across Mirabel from FOR-2. The only schools in Forestville are the
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now-defunct El Molino High School @ 7050 Covey Rd. and the Elementary School, now known as
Forestville School & Forestville Academy, down the hill off 116 @ 6321 Hwy 116, ironically by some of
the other proposed locations.

The streets encircling FOR-2 (Guisti/Nolan/Mirabel) are not built to withstand this type of quantitive
developing. They are the same streets | played with childhood friends on in the early 1970's. They are
one lane each way, no space for going around, not good for emergency evacuation situations, not built
for dense populations. These are small country roads built to sustain neighborhood housing, at most,
single family homes suburban in nature. They are not built nor would logic say they are prudent for a
development the likes of rezoning specified as FOR-2 units. There is no mention that these are small
country roads, where pedestrians and bicyclists often very little room for error. That description seems
glaringly omitted for a project of such large changes discussed. That point actually goes for the parcels
throughout much of Forestville, as well as many others.

I've seen nothing in the document that speaks to what would be done with respect to urban renewal
effects for the people displaced to enact these potential build-outs, displacing locals, loss of character,
threat to local business and the introduction of community conflicts, pollution-related health conditions,
around town parking needs and sanitization challenges. This feels omitted, as does any mention of an
infrastructure plan to accommodate the potential influx such as roads that are simply not built to
accommodate such a large increase.

Where is the mention of how the county plans on widening roads, adding left turn lanes, round-a-bouts,
traffic lights, street lights and crosswalks for public safety on roads that are used by commuters, visitors,
pedestrians and gravel trucks all coming through town in an environment that is only 1.7 miles to get
through town (Speer's Market @ one end of Mirabel Road to the Elementary School on the other side of
town)? This is omitted.

Where is the study for the safety of it's citizens just trying to get through the day without a horrible
accident when there's an extra thousand or so cars on the road and pedestrians jaywalking, risking their
lives, with such a large increase of traffic on such a small stretch of travel? This is omitted. | am gravely
concerned about the implications. These are urban services as much as sewer and water are, per: page
xviii, yet there is no study about this as far as I'm able to tell.

There's the discussion of no feasible mitigation measures available for the elements that would damage
the scenic route along FOR-1, FOR-3, FOR-5. They would create detrimental significant and unavoidable
impacts whereas other areas would be far less significant along the 101 corridor.

FOR-1, FOR-5 and FOR-6 are all listed as being on "Existing Hazardous Material Contamination". This is
reflected on tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 on pages 4.9-1 thru 4.9-3. | have not been able to find a study in this
EIR as to what the health risks to pending future potential residents, students located .1-.2 miles from
the sites and to the surrounding community would be at risk to during the excavation and built outs.
Additionally, If I'm not mistaken, some of these properties were once considered by the Elementary
School nearby and decidedly declined due to their toxic nature (and possibly the cost of remediation).

| also am not seeing any study for the risks of these hazardous elements ending up in the watershed in
Forestville (all sites) for Lower Russian River and sub-watershed to Green Valley Creek and ground water
basins - especially in an area notorious for flooding when rains really kick in as they did in 1940, 1955,
1964, 1986, 1995, 1997, 2006, 2019, 2023 - this isn't an unknown problem nor is it going away drought
or no drought.
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It's noteworthy that in section 4.15.1a: Fire Protection for the EMT call response times are prior to the
now combined departments. Guerneville, Larkfield and Forestville have all consolidated into Bennett
Valley, Bodega Bay, Mountain Volunteer, and Windsor FPDs. | don't see any study pertaining to the ratio
of calls per capita and what the combining of the districts as well as the increase of population would
mean for that ratio on a town by town basis.

With respect to greenhouse gas emissions, page 556 of section 5.2.1 correctly calls out "Additional
vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would incrementally increase local traffic and regional
air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions." It also states, "These are considered irreversible
environmental effects.” The last paragraph of that section goes on to say, "CEQA requires decision
makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project agains it's unavoidable environmental risks in
determining whether to approve a project. The analysis contained in the EIR concludes that the
proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable aesthetic, cultural resources, greenhouse
gas emissions, hazards, transportation, utilities and wildfire impacts. Although development facilitated
by the project would be required to implement mitigation measures, impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable due to the irreversible loss." With all these potential rezone projects in what are zoned
as Rural Residential and Low Density, does it not make more sense to seek locations for housing that is
more directed to areas and communities that are not so car dependent? In particular for the low income
population, does it not make more sense for them to have housing opportunities in communities that
have better price points in urban/suburban areas with things around them? In implementing the
proposal as it is, we are also pushing the very people that need it the most into situations where they
have to drive further when gas prices are among the highest levels the last few years.

The EIR calls out that Forestville has stores and restaurants. It does not call out that it offers one small-
family type grocery store, one Mexican grocery store that has a sitting area/restaurant, one pharmacy,
one gas station, one expensive fancy restaurant coupled with a couple casual spots being the local drive
in, a coffee shop with sandwiches and a pizza joint. There's a bakery, there's a wine tasting place, there's
one hardware store and all these places are great but they're not built to sustain the kind of growth that
Forestville is now being considered for. Where are an additional 1,600 people going to park? How are
they going to go to one of the 3 restaurants that might be open to serve them (one is closed at 2pm).
That growth, that population needs more support than is currently able to be offered in this town. It's a
half hour drive to: Costco, Target. It's a 15 minute drive to Safeway, Walgreens, Coddingtown (this is in
'good' traffic).

This community is built for people to pick up those last little things on their to-do list, it is not, nor has it
ever been the community that serves to support a day to day way of life where you can get everything
you need in the one mile that goes from one end of town to the other.

| understand that implementing this plan is not a choice you made and that it is being dictated to you. |
know this is not an easy process and | don't want to see things get worse than they already are. Nobody
wants the County to be sued by the State, nor does anyone want another builder frenzy free for all to
occur in Sonoma County as it has in other places where the governing body did not meet the State's
demands, we do respectfully request equality within the obligations and to not have a tiny town like
Forestville to be pushed beyond the brink of what it is realistically able to handle. If all of these build
outs were to occur, it would be too much for the area and the community to absorb. It is only 1.7 miles
from one end of 'town' to the other, it's akin to me trying to stuff my post-pandemic size 12 body into
my old size 6 jeans... the math just isn't there.
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| implore you to opt for your Alternative choice where do not choose to rezone all 6 parcels for
Forestville, and | implore you to consider doing the same for the ones that have documented historical
toxic hazardous situations especially as they are so close to the Elementary School when children are
clearly proven to be more at risk to lung problems as they are still growing.

Please give due consideration to avoinding FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3 FOR-5, FOR-6 at the minimum and
move those project's potential population to a part of the unicorporated county that is better for the
people in need of more affordable housing as well as the small communities that aren't prepared to
accept the inflow from a practical, geographical, economical, services and logistical egress perspective.
Please set out to find parcels that can meet the counties needs that the State has put your feet to the
fire for and find territories that fall in the "Less than Significant", "Less than Significant with Mitigation"
or "No Impact" vs the very many "Significant and Unavoidable". Not an easy task but detrimental
otherwise.

Thank you for your time in reading this and giving consideration to the macro of the micro picture of a
massive endeavor. Much appreciated.

Respectfully,
Becky Boyle
Forestville, California
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From: kdpmick <kdpmick@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2023 11:14 PM Letter 23
To: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: bassman.pulley@gmail.com

Subject: Property FOR-2, Mirabel Rd.

EXTERNAL

Good morning

| am the owner of FOR-2, as mentioned in the housing elements report. After reading the document |
have questions not answered by the document.

Most important to address is, were the report approved and rezoning set in place, what changes would
be imposed on my land? Would | be forced into those guidelines for future property changes? Currently
it is zoned RR, so it is agricultural with housing. If rezoned, the imposed density rules could make any
future changes to the land and use of the land changed. This is devastating.

Would the knowledge that | have no intentions of selling this land make a difference in the viewing
towards my land? We as a family, are in the process of regenerating the orchard, to the original orchard
purchased in 1911 from the evolution of the El Molino Rancho Land Grant, which transferred to
Hermann Wohler, and sold to a Mr. Peterson. It was then my grandfather purchased the land from Mr.
Peterson. It was then that our family agricultural history began and remains in Sonoma County. Again |
reiterate, there are no intentions of selling this land.

| will be sending a more in depth response to the report prior to the February 13th meeting. At this
present time, learning answers to the questions is appreciated. | look forward to your response.

Sincerely
Karyn Pulley

23.1

23.2



February 1, 2023

Linda Hopkins Letter 24

Sonoma County 5% District Supervisor
lynda.hopkins@sonoma-county.org

Eric Gage
Sonoma County Planner Il
Eric. Gage@sonoma-county.org

PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org

To Everyone It Concerns:

As a longtime resident of Cutten Drive and the community adjacent to Laughlin Road in Guerneville, CA,
| STRONGLY OPPOSE THE REZONING OF THE PROPERTIES LISTED IN THE HOUSING ELEMENT AND
SONOMA COUNTY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR), specifically those located off of
the Armstrong Woods Road Scenic Corridor: GUE 2-16450 Laughlin Road; GUE 3-16500 Cutten Ct; and

GUE 4-16050 Laughlin Road.

Due to the nature of our small, residential neighborhood in this rural, unincorporated town of West
Sonoma County, such rezoning poses SPECIFIC ADVERSE EFFECTS THAT WOULD IMPACT THE
HEALTH AND SAFETY OF THE ALREADY CURRENT AND PROPOSED FUTURE RESIDENTS—the area is
comprised of narrow, winding one-way, dead-end roads unsuitable for additional traffic; the sewer
system is inadequate to accommodate additional dwellings; Fife Creek regularly floods Armstrong
Woods Road and its adjacent businesses and homes; evacuating this neighborhood during flood or fire
would be catastrophic with an additional 200 homes; and Armstrong Woods Road leads to a state park
that cannot handle additional traffic.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are ONLY ACCESSIBLE VIA ONE LANE ROADS, which would require widening and
utility upgrades. The needed upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for
residents.

The POTABLE WATER AND SEWER SYSTEM ARE NOT ADEQUATE for the proposed growth. The sewer
line located next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has
malfunctioned on many occasions including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3, and 4 PROPERTIES ARE WITHIN AREAS DOCUMENTED AS HIGH WILDFIRE DANGER,
FLOOD PLAINS, AND EARTHQUAKE PRONE. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D which is the most severe. They are either in the flood
zone or completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on

evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
BUILDING IN FLOOD AND HIGH-FIRE ZONES IS CONTRARY TO THE COUNTY GENERAL PLAN.

SCENIC RESOURCES WILL BE ADVERSELY IMPACTED IN AN ECONOMIC AREA THAT DEPENDS ON
REVENUE FROM TOURISM. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for
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the infrastructure upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR,
"development on the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

THE REZONING OF GUE 2, 3 AND 4 ARE INCONSISTENT WITH THE GOALS OF THE COUNTY
GENERAL PLAN, BAY AREA 2050, AND HOUSING ELEMENT POLICY.

| AS AN INDIVIDUAL, AND WE, AS A CONCERNED COMMUNITY, SINCERELY EXPRESS DEEP
CONCERN AND DISCONTENT FOR THE POTENTIAL DANGERS THAT THE REZONING WOULD POSE
FOR OUR NEIGHBORHOODS AND FAMILIES, as well as for the lack of notification and inclusion in the
early processes and opposes the proposed rezoning of properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten
Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in
Guerneville, California.

Sincerely,
Chris Bross | 24-year resident @ 16351 Cutten Drive, Guerneville, CA, 95446

Bell_2
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Date: | ' Letter 25

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.,

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughiin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-

16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of
Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prona. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.
Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Element Policy.

[, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450
Laughlin Road, GUE 3~ 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin: Road located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guemewlle California.

Name: (g Ron 2220
nddress: 1628/ € 0TTENS DE Goerneille’ cn GeYYE

Date: 2/,/7/5

Signature:
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February 1, 2023

Linda Hopkins Letter 26
Sonoma County 5% District Supervisor

lynda.hopkins@sonoma-county.org

Eric Gage
Sonoma County Planner Il
Eric. Gage@sonoma-county.org

PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org

To Everyone It Concerns:

As a longtime resident of Cutten Drive and the community adjacent to Laughlin Road in Guerneville, CA,
| STRONGLY OPPOSE THE REZONING OF THE PROPERTIES LISTED IN THE HOUSING ELEMENT AND
SONOMA COUNTY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR), specifically those located off of
the Armstrong Woods Road Scenic Corridor: GUE 2-16450 Laughlin Road; GUE 3-16500 Cutten Ct; and

GUE 4-16050 Laughlin Road.

Due to the nature of our small, residential neighborhood in this rural, unincorporated town of West
Sonoma County, such rezoning poses SPECIFIC ADVERSE EFFECTS THAT WOULD IMPACT THE
HEALTH AND SAFETY OF THE ALREADY CURRENT AND PROPOSED FUTURE RESIDENTS—the area is
comprised of narrow, winding one-way, dead-end roads unsuitable for additional traffic; the sewer
system is inadequate to accommodate additional dwellings; Fife Creek regularly floods Armstrong
Woods Road and its adjacent businesses and homes; evacuating this neighborhood during flood or fire
would be catastrophic with an additional 200 homes; and Armstrong Woods Road leads to a state park
that cannot handle additional traffic.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are ONLY ACCESSIBLE VIA ONE LANE ROADS, which would require widening and
utility upgrades. The needed upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for
residents.

The POTABLE WATER AND SEWER SYSTEM ARE NOT ADEQUATE for the proposed growth. The sewer
line located next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has
malfunctioned on many occasions including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3, and 4 PROPERTIES ARE WITHIN AREAS DOCUMENTED AS HIGH WILDFIRE DANGER,
FLOOD PLAINS, AND EARTHQUAKE PRONE. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to
liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D which is the most severe. They are either in the flood
zone or completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on

evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
BUILDING IN FLOOD AND HIGH-FIRE ZONES IS CONTRARY TO THE COUNTY GENERAL PLAN.

SCENIC RESOURCES WILL BE ADVERSELY IMPACTED IN AN ECONOMIC AREA THAT DEPENDS ON
REVENUE FROM TOURISM. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for
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the infrastructure upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR,
“development on the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

THE REZONING OF GUE 2, 3 AND 4 ARE INCONSISTENT WITH THE GOALS OF THE COUNTY
GENERAL PLAN, BAY AREA 2050, AND HOUSING ELEMENT POLICY.

| AS AN INDIVIDUAL, AND WE, AS A CONCERNED COMMUNITY, SINCERELY EXPRESS DEEP
CONCERN AND DISCONTENT FOR THE POTENTIAL DANGERS THAT THE REZONING WOULD POSE
FOR OUR NEIGHBORHOODS AND FAMILIES, as well as for the lack of notification and inclusion in the
early processes and opposes the proposed rezoning of properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten
Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in
Guerneville, California.

Sincerely,
Deneene Bell | 24-year resident @ 16351 Cutten Drive, Guerneville, CA, 95446
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Date:

Mr. Eric Gage Letter 27

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.,
Santa Rosa, California 85403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guernevilie, California opposes the rezoning of

properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-
16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of 271

Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 ére accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed 27.2
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line-located 273
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on )
many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as

seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or 27 4
completely surrounded by the fiood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on :
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure 275
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area 27.6
2050, and Housing Element Policy.

|, as an individual, and we, as a concemned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450 27.7

Laughiin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4~ 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name:‘_D(:"mé}f_ Mo bl
Address: ]Lfﬁl’/(ﬂ ﬂ‘"o /U.d.(,‘) Ld

Date: cg“ / ‘_‘%:2___
Signatureidw %




From: Leila Allen <leilasallen@gmail.com> Letter 28

Sent: Wednesday, February 1, 2023 9:52 PM
To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: "Upzoning" objection

Dear BOS,

I live on Giusti Rd. in Forestville. I understand and support the need for more housing, but it must be
done in a way that does not put current residents at even greater risk from wildfire. There are only two
roads in and out of Forestville: River Rd. and 116. If you increase our little community by 1,484 homes,
that would bring an additional 3,000+ cars. If you include the prosed increase to Guerneville and Graton,
those numbers become staggering. There is no way we could evacuate effectively.

If you allow this to proceed, you will be directly endangering our lives. You will be creating an even
greater potential for gridlock in an emergency, setting the stage for an outcome like the Paradise fire. This
is not objection because I do not want housing in my backyard. It is simply unsafe to allow an increase of
this magnitude without assuring a safe passage out of town for all citizens.

I understand that there is a push from the State. Perhaps building more houses, and encouraging more
people to live here is not the right step for California as a whole? It is unlikely that water will become
more available throughout the State. It is unlikely that fires will stop.

Thank you,
Leila Allen
(Forestville)
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Eric Gage at Permit Sonoma . Feb.1, 2023 Letter 29
2550 Ventura Ave. RECE&\}"&:“:;%A

Santa Rosa, CA 95403
FEB 14 2023

RE: Draft EIR Comments, Housing Element Update PERMIT AND RESOURGE
wANAGEMENT DERAR TV

The Neighbors of FOR-2 would like to present a response to the draft EIR: Housing Element Update. Our group

consists of those living on Nolan Road, Giusti Road, Poplar Road, Ohair lane and Nicky Lane (FOR-2

Neighborhood).

The Neighbors of FOR-2 request that FOR-2 be removed from the rezoning plan for the reasons stated in the
EIR found in Alternative 3. Alternative 3 - The 6 Rezoning Sites removed from this Alternative include FOR-2.
“These Rezoning Sites have greater than average environmental constraints compared to the other Rezoning
Sites. In particular, these sites would require off-site infrastructure, water and sewer improvements to serve 29 1
future development. Under this alternative, the remaining 53 Rezoning Sites would be rezoned, per this plan,
for future medium density development.”

We believe that the cost of mitigating the environmental issues, traffic, public service and recreation, sewer and
wildfire make the project too expensive to develop at the density recommended in the Plan. There is too great
of a risk that the property will never developed or developed at a lower density leaving the County subject to
the California Net Loss Laws and the property owner will be left with a site that cannot be sold.

General Overview of the Town Of Forestville According to the Sonoma County General Plan

The Land Use Element includes policies that affect the visual character of new development in the County.
Obijective LU-15.4 Maintain the “rural village” character of Forestville through design development standards
that support small-scale development with substantial open space and native landscaping. Policy LU-15b:
‘Require design review for major subdivisions within the Forestville Urban Service Boundary. Design review
approval shall assure that: (1) Project scale and design is consistent with existing rural village character, (2)
Project design gives priority to natural landscape over development, and preserves and enhances significant
natural features, (3) The project retains open space amenities associated with a rural lifestyle, (4) The project
provides for a variety of housing types and costs, (5) Where appropriate to the natural terrain, houses are
clustered to maximize open space. To the extent allowed by law, require a long-term scenic easement for the
undeveloped portion of the property, and (6) The project includes pedestrian access connecting new homes in
a nearby commercial area.

20.2

The project slated for FOR-2 is inconsistent with the existing General Plan.

—Neighborhood {FOR-2 Neighborhood) — e

There are three streets that surround FOR-2: Mirabel Rd, Nolan Rd and Giusti Rd. There are approximately 85
homes and 180 residents living in this neighborhood. If FOR-2 is approved it would increase the housing density
of the parcel from 7 homes to 283 units and increase resident numbers by 700. These would have to be multi-
story buildings blocking scenic vistas and overlooking backyards. Impacts would also include noise levels and
nighttime light and glare. The FOR-2 Neighborhood is a walking neighborhood and not just for its residents,
people come from other areas just to walk here. There are no sidewalks and very narrow shoulders as well.
Due to the entrance and exit locations for the FOR-2 project, traffic increases on Nolan Road and Giusti Road
would increase significantly making walking in the area less safe and desirable.
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The EIR also states that there is a school across Mirabel Road from FOR-2 however this is not true. The
Forestville Youth Park lies directly across Mirabel Road from FOR-2. If FOR-2 is developed traffic mitigation
measures should be included to provide a safe and controlled crossing from the site to the Youth Park

Traffic

According to Sonoma County Statistics there are 6909 total trips per day on Mirabel Road in both directions.
The speed limit, in the area of this project is 45 mph. There is a significant amount of truck traffic on Mirabel
Road due to the rock quarries nearby. Any resident of the FOR-2 Neighborhood knows how dangerous it can be
to enter and exit Mirabel Road via either Giusti Road or Nolan Road. Turning on to either Nolan Road or Giusti
Road from northbound Mirabel Road can be frightening. There are no turn lanes and with traffic moving at 45
miles an hour and limited sight lines it feels like you will be rear ended before you complete your turn and exit
Mirabel Road. Turning onto Giusti Road from Mirabel northbound also has limited site distance for vehicles
approaching from behind. Entering Mirabel Road northbound from Giusti Road or Nolan Road also poses
dangers due to limited site distances. The entrance from Mirabel Road to FOR-2 lies between Giusti Road to
the north and Nolan Road to the south. This location has very limited site distance to the south on Mirabel
Road and would not be a feasible exit point for the parcel. This would necessitate traffic to use Nolan and Guisti
roads for access to Mirabel Road. At a conservative calculation of 5 trips a day per residence, the total traffic
volume coming and going from the FOR-2 parcel would be approximately 4105 trips per day.

Public Services and Recreation

The community funded (no tax dollars) Forestville Youth Park would see a considerable increase in use that
would lead to a physical deterioration of the facility. Pedestrians crossing Mirabel Rd to get to the park would
be a significant safety concern.

Sewer System

The 8” sewer line that would service FOR-2 currently ends apiproximately 600’ south of the south east corner of
the FOR-2 site. This 8” line runs from that location to the corner of Mirabel Road and Hwy 116. It then
transitions to a 6” line running under HWY 116 for approximately 950’ to First Street where it connects to the
main line to the sewer plant. The EIR does not define if the 6” line is capable of handling the increased output
from the FOR-2 project. If it is insufficient it would be imperative that any developer understand that to meet
the density on this project that line would have to be reengineered and replaced under the direction of Cal
Trans. Good planning for this project, should it be approved for development, should require that the developer
provide appropriate connections so that the FOR-2 Neighborhood, approximately 85 homes, could at some
point connect to the sewer system.

Wildfire

29.3
Cont.
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FOR-2 is located 33 yards from a moderately high fire zone. The EIR States “The egress from this parcel would
not allow adequate emergency access during evacuations. Access to FOR-2 does not meet County road
standards of 20 feet in width or greater. Prior to approval of development on- and off-site improvements to
County and/or private roadways could be required. “
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- We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer 208
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation

needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation

needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation

needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the tindersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer

traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
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Letter 30

From: Meagan Nolan <eeyore8021@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 1, 2023 4:44 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Property at 6934 Mirabel

EXTERNAL

To whom it may concern,

It is my understanding that the rezoning of the subject property is up for debate. As the co-inheritor of
this property, | want to let it be known that there is no intention of selling our generations-old owned
parcel.

My brother, Nicholas Pulley, as well as my mother as the owner of the property have also messaged
with the same. We are in no way intending on selling any of this property.

If you have questions, you can reach me via this email or via cell phone at 805-431-4396.

Regards,
Meagan Nolan (nee Pulley)
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Date: 02/01/2022

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave,,

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Letter 31

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specificaily, GUE 2-

16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of
Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category 8DC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoads and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Element Policy.

I, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450

Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughiin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name: Neil Shevlin

Address: 16477 Cutten Dr, Guerneville, CA 95446
Date: 01/02/2022

Signature: (\)/\ W
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Letter 32
Date: 02/01/2022

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.,

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-

16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of
Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
garthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. QOld growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Element Policy.

1, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450

Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name: Oscar Ayala
Address: 16477 Cutten Dr, Guerneville, CA 95446
Date: 02/01/2022

Signature:
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Letter 33

From: Rio Olesky <riolesky@sonic.net>

Sent: Wednesday, February 1, 2023 12:55 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Planned development in Forestville

EXTERNAL

| am writing to protest the planned development in Forestville. This is the wrong plan in the wrong
place. Here are my reasons:

> The streets encircling FOR-2 (Guisti/Nolan/Mirabel) are not built to withstand this type of quantitive
developing. They are the same streets | played with childhood friends on in the early 1970's. They are
one lane each way, no space for going around, not good for emergency evacuation situations, not built
for dense populations. These are small country roads built to sustain neighborhood housing, at most,
single family homes suburban in nature. They are not built nor would logic say they are prudent for a
development the likes of rezoning specified as FOR-2 units. There is no mention that these are small
country roads, where pedestrians and bicyclists often very little room for error. That description seems
glaringly omitted for a project of such large changes discussed. That point actually goes for the parcels
throughout much of Forestville as well as many others.

>

> |'ve seen nothing in the document that speaks to what would be done with respect to urban renewal
effects for the people displaced to enact these potential build-outs, displacing locals, loss of character,
threat to local business and the introduction of community conflicts, pollution-related health conditions,
around town parking needs and sanitization challenges. This feels omitted, as does any mention of an
infrastructure plan to accommodate the potential influx such as roads that are simply not built to
accommodate such a large increase.

>

> Where is the mention of how the county plans on widening roads, adding left turn lanes, round-a-
bouts and crosswalks for public safety on roads that are used by commuters, visitors, pedestrians and
gravel trucks all coming through town in an environment that is only 1.7 miles to get through town
(Speer's Market @ one end of Mirabel Road to the Elementary School on the other side of town).

>

> Where is the study for the safety of it's citizens just trying to get through the day without a horrible
accident when there's an extra thousand or so cars and pedestrians jaywalking, risking their lives, with
such a large increase of traffic on such a small stretch of travel. | am gravely concerned about the
implications. These are urban services as much as sewer and water are per: page xviii yet there is no
study about this as far as I'm able to tell.

>

> There's the discussion of no feasible mitigation measures available for the elements that would
damage the scenic route along FOR-1, FOR-3, FOR-5. They would create detrimental significant and
unavoidable impacts whereas other areas would be far less significant along the 101 corridor.

>

> FOR-1, FOR-5 and FOR-6 are all listed as being on "Existing Hazardous Material Contamination". Tables
4.9-1 and 4.9-2 on pages 4.9-1 thru 4.9-3. | have not been able to find a study in this EIR as to what the
health risks to pending future potential residents, students located .1-.2 miles from the sites, and to the
surrounding community during the excavation and build would at risk to. If I'm not mistaken, some of
these properties were once considered by the Elementary School nearby and decidedly declined due to
their toxic nature (and possibly the cost of remediation).
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>

> | also am not seeing any study of the risk of these hazardous elements ending up in the watershed in
Forestville (all sites) for Lower Russian River and sub-watershed to Green Valley Creek and ground water
basins - especially in an area notorious for flooding when rains really kick in as they did in 1940, 1955,
1964, 1986, 1995, 1997, 2006, 2019, 2023 - this isn't an unknown problem nor is it going away drought
or no drought.

We clearly need more affordable housing in Sonoma County. But to put the brunt of that on the small
community of Forestville, by definition and by law a small, rural town is unfair.

Rio Olesky
6357 Van Keppel Rd.
Forestville, CA 95436

33.6
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. Letter 34
February 1, 2023

County of Sonoma Planning Commission
RE: Draft EIR Comments Housing Element Update

My husband and | have been residents of Forestville for 43 years and raised 2 children here
who attended the local schools.

We are not opposed adding housing to Forestville, however, we are strongly opposed to some
of the proposed locations.

The 6898 Nolan Road property is definitely one of those that is not appropriate for high density
housing. It is a 14 acre propetty that is surrounded by single family houses and their
backyards. Our concerns include traffic density in the neighborhood as well ag availabitity of
water. There is no sewer system in place in the neighborhood.

The 6555 Covey Rd property seems a proper location as it is near downtown. Also the 6220
Hwy 116 property seems acceptable.

But by no means should there by the increase in total units that is being proposed. Forestville
does not have the infrastructure for a 50% increase in population.

Just rezoning one vineyard property in the Forestville area would solve the housing issue as
well.

Please listen to the citizens of Forestville and not increase the population drastically as is
preliminarily being proposed.

Sincerely,

Sally Percich

Robert Percich

7486 Poplar Drive
Forestville, CA 95438
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From: Sean Maley <smaley@guaranteemortgage.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 1, 2023 2:46 PM

To: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>; PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-
Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: FW: opposition letter Letter 35

Hi Eric,

| am Sean Maley and live at 16390 Laughlin Road in Guerneville. Thank you for taking the time to talk to
me today. | just want to put in writing why | oppose the affordable housing projects slated for Laughlin | 35.1
Road and Cutten Drive. Here are my comments and concerns:

How will the county deal with the flooding on Armstrong Woods Road if we all have to evacuate? Also,

Armstrong Wood Road is heavily traveled in the summer with tourists to the forest. 35.2
Fire risk is only getting worse. Evacuating this neighborhood now is even tough to due, let alone with

another 200 plus homes built would be catastrophic. 35.3
Laughlin Road and Cutten Drive are very narrow in some spots, for only 1 car to pass. How will they

solve this? | 354

Traffic around this neighborhood is a nightmare when it is crush season. | can’t imagine another 200

plus cars around here. | 35.5
Laughlin Road dead ends which makes the egress/ ingress problem of evacuation even more difficult. | 35.6
How does the county plan on addressing the present condition of the sewer system which has problems
dealing with the current level of homeowners now? | 35.7
Respectfully Submitted,

Sean Maley

415 845 9700
word.



Letter 36

From: Janice Stenger <janicestenger@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 2, 2023 2:39 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: We can't build our way out of this.

EXTERNAL

When | was a kid, there were about 20000 people in Santa Rosa proper, murders were almost unknow,
housing was affordable, growth was slow and easy to digest.

So myfirst questions are:

In a 1/2 mile road, we are expected to take in about 500 people. Isn't it true that if any state or federal
money is involved these cannot be held for local people only, or returning people that were born here
and couldn't continue here because the lack of available housing in their price range? So in reality we
could be building new housing for people from every state in the country and ever county in the state..
is that true?

Also isn't true that developers can get a "pass" and build higher cost housing.? that a trailer park could
be sited there?
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From: Kelly <klly jyc@yahoo.com> Letter 37

Sent: Thursday, February 2, 2023 11:36 AM

To: PlanningAgency <PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Omar Percich <percichomar@gmail.com>

Subject: For todays housing meeting

EXTERNAL
Please forward to appropriate individuals. | am working or not able to be on the call today.

Good afternoon, my name is Kelly Joyce and | am a resident of Forestville. My family moved from
Windsor three years ago to Conor court which is located off Highway 116 and across the street from the
proposed development on packinghouse Road. | have sent several emails over the years to both
Caltrans and county officials pertaining to the extreme safety concerns | have for this location as my
daughter is not able to even cross the street to go 20 feet to school in the morning safely. When we
drive her to school in the morning, it typically takes five minutes just to turn left to go straight across the
street.

Addionally, Highway 116, right in front of the proposed Packing House Road development, floods,
multiple times a year completely cutting off access in both directions. Does California need more
housing? Yes. However; It is highly concerning that the carts being put before the horse by proposing a
37% increase in Forestville’s population with obviously minimal thought/planning put into the feasibility
given current infrastructure. How does the county move forward with rezoning proposals without even
having a plan for the required infrastructure changes? Our town is not setup to accommodate
thousands more people and at the same time be able to safely evacuate in the event of a natural
disaster. People that actually live here understand how far off this proposal is to the current reality of
our country existing infrastructure.

Thank you,

Kelly Joyce
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From: Louis Hughes <louis@portalais.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2023 1:16 PM

To: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Multiple Housing Units Planned for Forestville

Letter 38

Hello Mr. Gage,

| understand that you have an information Zoom meeting coming up in about a half hour regarding the
planned or proposed building of multiple unit housing for Forestville.

My family began in Forestville in the late nineteenth century and with my grandchildren here, we
represent 6 generations in the community.

| have to voice my opposition to this proposal to add so many residents to a small community with very
limited resources and infrastructure to support.

This plan needs to be thought out more thoroughly.

It simply feels like a state mandate is being implemented and shoved upon communities where it does
not fit and | could be wrong about this.

Thank you for your careful consideration to this matter.

Louis Hughes

5950 Hughes Road, Forestville

Louis Hughes

447 Aviation Blvd. Suite 3
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
707-575-0255

ORTALAIS

DESIGNER'S CHOICE IN ARCHITECTURAL PRODUCTS
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Letter 39

From: Lucy Hardcastle <lucybhardcastle@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 2, 2023 1:42 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Housing element rezoning

EXTERNAL

Forestville

One of the biggest quality of life issues for the hamlet of Forestville is quickly becoming traffic and
parking in the downtown area. With the current plans for upgrading sidewalks and crosswalks currently
at TPW, more parking spots will be eliminated.

Adding 635 or so housing units close to the hub of town will easily result in gridlock and overcome the
towns ability to handle the flow of traffic. With quarry trucks in the mix that means more diesel
particulates contaminating the air Three local restaurants depend on outdoor seating to make ends
meet.

Affordable housing is welcomed when well planned. It’s actually preferable to McMansions for this
funky town. Let’s plan this well vs shoving numbers at a town that doesn’t have the infrastructure to
handle even a portion of the units slated.

Lucy Hardcastle , president of the Forestville Planning Association.
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Letter 40

From: MARY MOUNT <mmmaryl3@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, February 2, 2023 12:14 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Regarding additional Guerneville Low Income housing

EXTERNAL

As usual, the county wants to dump their "shit" in the lower river basin of Forestville and Guerneville.
This time in the form of low income housing in an_already blighted area.

Laughlin and Cutten are narrow roads with no ability to widen either one. Laughlin, especially, being on
the cusp of Fife Creek and a Highway.

Laughlin is a dead end road, as is Armstrong Woods Road, leading into a National Park.

Armstrong Woods Road floods.

Evacuation would be a disaster, not to mention the incurring insurance rates from recent nearby flood
and fire.

Our sewer system is outdated and would need a complete overhaul.

What are we thinking, here ?

That's right, we are thinking, dump it onto the lower river.

Won't work, take it back to Santa Rosa and Windsor and Healdsburg. Plenty of open space there.

M.E. Mount
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From: Nick Pulley <bassman.pulley@gmail.com> Letter 41
Sent: Thursday, February 2, 2023 11:41 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: FOR-2 rezoning response

Eric,

We are Nick Pulley and Kristen Krup and we live on the Van Keppel Apple Orchard in
the middle of the Nolan/Mirabel/Giusti block of town (FOR-2 in the zoning plan). We
moved here 5 years ago and have been on a mission to revitalize this property.

A little history...Nick’s great grandfather, Cornelius Van Keppel, started planting
Gravenstein, Golden Delicious, Red Rome and Bartlett Pear trees in 1911. His
daughters, Joyce and Barbara and their husbands, Hoyt Bockes and Herman Wiebe,
lived on the orchard until their passing. The property is still owned by Nick’s family, but
the orchard was left unmaintained aside from yearly disking until we moved in spring
2018. We have been pruning trees, planting new trees and other annually producing
plants, building vegetable beds, and clearing blackberries, poison oak and other
overgrowth since we moved in. Since we are both fully employed as educators and
performers we do as much work as we can on the property during weekends/summer
vacation so while progress has been slower than we would like, we are very proud of
what we’ve been able to accomplish so far.

We recently became aware of the rezoning plan this past week. While this information
was startling in terms of the scale that the county wishes to use the land (283 new
houses?!), to us it's nothing new that people want to use the land for housing. City
planners and housing project managers have been contacting our family for decades.
Thankfully there has been no mention of eminent domain in any of their recent
communication.

Let us be clear in no uncertain terms: WE ARE NOT SELLING THE ORCHARD. We
plan on continuing to restore and expand the agricultural and environmental function of
the land, with hopes of selling food to local stores and individuals in the near future, and
eventually retiring here. This property has been in the family for 5 generations and will
continue to be so. We also hope that this rezoning doesn't impede on our ability to
use the land for agriculture.

If you have any questions you can email any of us listed below.
Nick Pulley - Bassman.pulley@gmail.com

Kristen Krup - Klynnkrup@gmail.com
Karyn Pulley (off site, owner) - kdpmick@aol.com
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Letter 42

From: Tim Patriarca <tim.patriarca@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 2, 2023 8:29 AM

To: PlanningAgency <PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: James Wang <james.howard.wang@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: Public Comment on Sonoma County Housing Element Update, GRA-4

EXTERNAL
To Permit Sonoma,

We are writing to express our strong opposition to the proposed rezoning of 3280 Hicks Road (GRA-4) in
unincorporated Sonoma County near Graton.

We agree with the idea of increasing Sonoma County’s housing stock, but we believe that growth needs
to be done in a way that takes into consideration the safety of existing and potential new residents, the
sustainability and capacity of areas being developed, and the rural aspects specific to this particular
proposed area.

Regarding safety, the proposed site is bordered by Hicks Road, Jeannette Avenue, and a small lane used
as a driveway for two houses. None of these streets have sidewalks or shoulders, nor do they have any
lighting. Both streets are in disrepair and have steep drainage canals along the side, requiring a fair
degree of caution and awareness so as not to trip or fall off the road. These streets are not safe for
unsupervised children, nor are they safe for pedestrians of any age when it is dark. With the narrowness
of the streets, cars traveling within the speed limit (25 mph) still pose a major risk, and this rezoning
would introduce a sharp increase in both the number of pedestrians and drivers.

Regarding sustainability and capacity, the proposed rezoning poses many detrimental threats. The
majority of the area’s residents share the groundwater provided by our wells. This development would
put further strain on a resource that is already in danger. Secondly, due to the narrowness of the streets
and the drainage canals, there is no street parking whatsoever. There are also no grocery stores or
pharmacies within walking distance, which means all residents in the area are dependent on cars for
transportation. The area is simply not equipped to absorb a large increase in auto-dependent residents,
and it will be especially difficult for any potential residents without access to a car.

Regarding the rural aspects of the area, the properties surrounding this parcel are open and natural.
Three of the four sides of the site share a border with large parcels of open space, two of which include
historical apple orchards, and there are many more similar parcels along Hicks Rd and Mueller Rd. These
rural properties provide an environment that promotes wildlife and a healthy ecosystem. We regularly
see foxes, deer and other wild animals, which is a major draw for those of us who live here. The
proposed site has heritage oaks and Gravenstein apple trees within its open space; not only would these
historic trees be torn down, the disruption will have hazardous effects on the wildlife and natural
ecosystem. The residents here are attracted to the area because of the open space and rural nature, and
a dense housing development is the antithesis of that spirit. How is the proposed development
appropriate for this site?

Finally, it is our understanding that the current property is already zoned to add more houses to the
property than it currently has. We are certain that the city of Sonoma can provide much needed housing
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for its residents in appropriate sites, where new residents are set up for success. But this plan does not
take into consideration the safety of the residents or the lack of everyday needs in this area for a much
larger population. For all the reasons described above, we urge you to preserve the zoning of 3280 Hicks
Road (GRA-4) as it currently is.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Tim Patriarca and James Wang

On Thu, Feb 2, 2023 at 8:28 AM Tim Patriarca <tim.patriarca@gmail.com> wrote:
To Permit Sonoma,

We are writing to express our strong opposition to the proposed rezoning of 3280 Hicks Road (GRA-4) in
unincorporated Sonoma County near Graton.

We agree with the idea of increasing Sonoma County’s housing stock, but we believe that growth needs
to be done in a way that takes into consideration the safety of existing and potential new residents, the
sustainability and capacity of areas being developed, and the rural aspects specific to this particular
proposed area.

Regarding safety, the proposed site is bordered by Hicks Road, Jeannette Avenue, and a small lane used
as a driveway for two houses. None of these streets have sidewalks or shoulders, nor do they have any
lighting. Both streets are in disrepair and have steep drainage canals along the side, requiring a fair
degree of caution and awareness so as not to trip or fall off the road. These streets are not safe for
unsupervised children, nor are they safe for pedestrians of any age when it is dark. With the narrowness
of the streets, cars traveling within the speed limit (25 mph) still pose a major risk, and this rezoning
would introduce a sharp increase in both the number of pedestrians and drivers.

Regarding sustainability and capacity, the proposed rezoning poses many detrimental threats. The
majority of the area’s residents share the groundwater provided by our wells. This development would
put further strain on a resource that is already in danger. Secondly, due to the narrowness of the streets
and the drainage canals, there is no street parking whatsoever. There are also no grocery stores or
pharmacies within walking distance, which means all residents in the area are dependent on cars for
transportation. The area is simply not equipped to absorb a large increase in auto-dependent residents,
and it will be especially difficult for any potential residents without access to a car.

Regarding the rural aspects of the area, the properties surrounding this parcel are open and natural.
Three of the four sides of the site share a border with large parcels of open space, two of which include
historical apple orchards, and there are many more similar parcels along Hicks Rd and Mueller Rd. These
rural properties provide an environment that promotes wildlife and a healthy ecosystem. We regularly
see foxes, deer and other wild animals, which is a major draw for those of us who live here. The
proposed site has heritage oaks and Gravenstein apple trees within its open space; not only would these
historic trees be torn down, the disruption will have hazardous effects on the wildlife and natural
ecosystem. The residents here are attracted to the area because of the open space and rural nature, and
a dense housing development is the antithesis of that spirit. How is the proposed development
appropriate for this site?
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Finally, it is our understanding that the current property is already zoned to add more houses to the
property than it currently has. We are certain that the city of Sonoma can provide much needed housing
for its residents in appropriate sites, where new residents are set up for success. But this plan does not
take into consideration the safety of the residents or the lack of everyday needs in this area for a much 42.5 Cont.
larger population. For all the reasons described above, we urge you to preserve the zoning of 3280 Hicks

Road (GRA-4) as it currently is.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,Tim Patriarca and James Wang




Date: Letter 43

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.,

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughfin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-

16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of
Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
* many occasions, including durmg floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 propertles are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
“completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in ﬂood and high fire zones is contrary to the County Generai Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to aliow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Element Policy.

I, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450

Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

neme: A pcLE WesTuns - )
Address: !(o[w Lﬁu_c_rﬂ.uw RD Gumu(;u!(_,:_glcjxc O\b”ﬂ"tﬁg
Date: Fz. |, 2023

Signature: C\ Ll O /(m_
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Letter 44

From: andreaoreckfa <andreaoreckfa@aol.com>

Sent: Friday, February 3, 2023 10:04 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Housing Element planned for Sonoma County is a colossal mistake!

EXTERNAL

An intent to develop sign was just placed on a hillside overlooking the small inland hamlet of Bodega. It
announced a 45 unit housing complex to be built there. Where's the water coming from? There is no
sewage treatment plant for that many people there in this sensitive water shed area.

In Sebastopol 2 beautiful old homes and apple orchards bave been demolished to make ready for a 164
unit housing complex on Bodega Hwy. Traffic on this road already becomes backed up for miles on this
road.

This is insane.

We cannot let the State pressure us into destroying the beauty of our unincorporated areas to meet a
growth plan that is only promoting vast over polulation.

Yes, we need more affordable housing. But not at the expense of reducing the quality of life for the
current residents of our county.

It is time to organize and push back!!

Thank you,
Andrea Oreck

103 Morris St
Sebastopol, Ca 95472
707 695-6288
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Letter 45

Letter from Becky:
Dear Sonoma County,

| have been looking through the Housing Element Update Draft Environmental Impact Report and have
some grave concerns as it pertains to the future of Forestville, were these plans to go through in full as
is. Thank you for welcoming community feedback and taking the various community's character into
account. I'm sending in the same letter for each parcel in case they end up in different files down the
line pertaining to each property and end up going to different developers. Thank you for your
understanding.

In section: Environmental Impact Analysis Public Services and Recreation (aka: 4.15-11), | see that it
states, in the first paragraph, that it "would not increase the total population served by more than 10
percent, with the exception of the Forestville sites. This is pertaining to Fire Districts. There are a few
issues here. Forestville is being put forth to take on an undo burden of the state's quota in comparison
to other unincorporated areas. While others are looking at 10% or less (per your document) Forestville is
looking at 25%. This is unsettling to say the least. Please see section 2-26 for the info:

Growth of: FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3, FOR-4, FOR-5 and FOR-6: Draft impact report 2-26 on page 101 of the
document.

Total population allowed under current designation: 167

Total population under proposed designation: 1,652

The current population of Forestville, as defined by the boundaries of the Grammar School is 6,771. The
addition of 1652 residents would be a population increase of nearly 25%. Forestville would have the
greatest number of proposed new occupancies/population in the County with the exception of the city
of Santa Rosa which is much better equipped for such a drastic influx vs the small community of
Forestville who still have the same sized roads they did when | grew up there back in 1971. There is not
the infrastructure nor the services in place to accommodate this kind of growth and it is not right to put
such a burden on one community in contrast with what is being put on others. The difference of 10 vs
25 percent is not insignificant, it isn't small and unlike the EIR states -- it would be dominant vs "could be
dominant". There is simply no way to believe it would not be dominant given the unit #'s proposed vs
what the landscape actually is. Unless the proposed developments are single story ranch like homes,
there is no "could" about it. See table 4.1-6 in section 4.1-51 for further comparisons.

Also of note regarding errors in the document is the statement on 4.1-18 (page 127) in the first
paragraph about FOR-2 is "On Mirabel Road, a school is directly across the street from FOR-2." This is
simply not the case. There is no school across Mirabel from FOR-2. The only schools in Forestville are the
now-defunct El Molino High School @ 7050 Covey Rd. and the Elementary School, now known as
Forestville School & Forestville Academy, down the hill off 116 @ 6321 Hwy 116, ironically by some of
the other proposed locations.

The streets encircling FOR-2 (Guisti/Nolan/Mirabel) are not built to withstand this type of quantitive
developing. They are the same streets | played with childhood friends on in the early 1970's. They are
one lane each way, no space for going around, not good for emergency evacuation situations, not built
for dense populations. These are small country roads built to sustain neighborhood housing, at most,
single family homes suburban in nature. They are not built nor would logic say they are prudent for a
development the likes of rezoning specified as FOR-2 units. There is no mention that these are small
country roads, where pedestrians and bicyclists often very little room for error. That description seems
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glaringly omitted for a project of such large changes discussed. That point actually goes for the parcels
throughout much of Forestville as well as many others. 45.3 cont.

I've seen nothing in the document that speaks to what would be done with respect to urban renewal

effects for the people displaced to enact these potential build-outs, displacing locals, loss of character,

threat to local business and the introduction of community conflicts, pollution-related health conditions, | 45.4
around town parking needs and sanitization challenges. This feels omitted, as does any mention of an
infrastructure plan to accommodate the potential influx such as roads that are simply not built to

accommodate such a large increase.

Where is the mention of how the county plans on widening roads, adding left turn lanes, round-a-bouts
and crosswalks for public safety on roads that are used by commuters, visitors, pedestrians and gravel
trucks all coming through town in an environment that is only 1.7 miles to get through town (Speer's
Market @ one end of Mirabel Road to the Elementary School on the other side of town).

. v e . . . . 45.5
Where is the study for the safety of it's citizens just trying to get through the day without a horrible
accident when there's an extra thousand or so cars and pedestrians jaywalking, risking their lives, with
such a large increase of traffic on such a small stretch of travel. | am gravely concerned about the
implications. These are urban services as much as sewer and water are per: page xviii yet there is no
study about this as far as I'm able to tell.

There's the discussion of no feasible mitigation measures available for the elements that would damage
the scenic route along FOR-1, FOR-3, FOR-5. They would create detrimental significant and unavoidable 45.6
impacts whereas other areas would be far less significant along the 101 corridor.

FOR-1, FOR-5 and FOR-6 are all listed as being on "Existing Hazardous Material Contamination". Tables
4.9-1 and 4.9-2 on pages 4.9-1 thru 4.9-3. | have not been able to find a study in this EIR as to what the
health risks to pending future potential residents, students located .1-.2 miles from the sites, and to the
surrounding community during the excavation and build would at risk to. If I'm not mistaken, some of
these properties were once considered by the Elementary School nearby and decidedly declined due to
their toxic nature (and possibly the cost of remediation).

45.7
| also am not seeing any study of the risk of these hazardous elements ending up in the watershed in
Forestville (all sites) for Lower Russian River and sub-watershed to Green Valley Creek and ground water
basins - especially in an area notorious for flooding when rains really kick in as they did in 1940, 1955,
1964, 1986, 1995, 1997, 2006, 2019, 2023 - this isn't an unknown problem nor is it going away drought
or no drought.

It's noteworthy that in section 4.15.1a: Fire Protection for the EMT call response times are prior to the
now combined departments. Guerneville, Larkfield and Forestville have all consolidated into Bennett
Valley, Bodega Bay, Mountain Volunteer, and Windsor FPDs. | don't see any study pertaining to the ratio 45.8
of calls per capita and if what the combining of districts as well as the increase of population would
mean for that ratio.

With respect to greenhouse gas emissions, page 556 of section 5.2.1 correctly calls out "Additional
vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would incrementally increase local traffic and regional 45.9
air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions." "These are considered irreversible environmental effects."
The last paragraph of that section goes on to say, "CEQA requires decision makers to balance the




benefits of a proposed project agains it's unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to
approve a project. the analysis contained in the EIR concludes that the proposed project would result in
significant and unavoidable aesthetic, cultural resources, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards,
transportation, utilities and wildfire impacts. Although development facilitated by the project would be
required to implement mitigation measures, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable due to
the irreversible loss." With all these potential rezone projects in what are zoned as Rural Residential and
Low Density, does it not make more sense to seek locations for housing that is more directed to areas
and communities that are not so car dependent? In particular for the low income population, does it not
make more sense for them to have housing opportunities in communities that have better price points
in urban/suburban areas with things around them? In implementing the proposal as it is, we are also
pushing the people that need it the most into situations where they have to drive further when gas
prices are among the highest levels the last few years.

The EIR calls out that Forestville has stores and restaurants. It does not call out that it offers one small-
family type grocery store, one Mexican grocery store that has a sitting area/restaurant, one pharmacy,
one gas station, one expensive fancy restaurant coupled with a couple casual spots being the local drive
in, a coffee shop with sandwiches and a pizza joint. There's a bakery, there's a wine tasting place, there's
one hardware store and all these places are great but they're not built to sustain the kind of growth that
Forestville is now being considered for. Where are an additional 1,600 people going to park? How are
they going to go to one of the 3 restaurants that might be open to serve them (one is closed at 2pm).
That growth, that population needs more support than is currently able to be offered in this town. It's a
half hour drive to: Costco, Target. It's a 15 minute drive to Safeway, Walgreens, Coddingtown.

This community is built for people to pick up those last little things on their to-do list, it is not, nor has it
ever been the community that serves to support a day to day way of life where you can get everything
you need in the one mile that goes from one end of town to the other.

| understand that implementing this plan is not a choice you made and that it is being dictated to you. |
know this is not an easy process and | don't want to see things get worse than they already are. Nobody
wants the County to be sued by the State, nor does anyone want another builder frenzy free for all to
occur in Sonoma County as it has in other places where the governing body did not meet the State's
demands, we do respectfully request equality within the obligations and to not have a tiny town like
Forestville to be pushed beyond the brink of what it is realistically able to handle. If all of these build
outs were to occur, it would be too much for the area and the community to absorb. It is only 1.7 miles
from one end of 'town' to the other, it's akin to me trying to stuff my post-pandemic size 12 body into
my old size 6 jeans... the math just isn't there.

I implore you to opt for your Alternative choice where do not choose to rezone all 6 parcels for
Forestville, and | implore you to consider doing the same for the ones that have documented historical
toxic hazardous situations especially as they are so close to the Elementary School when children are
clearly proven to be more at risk to lung problems as they are still growing.

Please give due consideration to avoinding FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3 FOR-5, FOR-6 at the minimum and
move those project's potential population to a part of the unicorporated county that is better for the
people in need of more affordable housing as well as the small communities that aren't prepared to
accept the inflow from a practical, geographical, economical, services and logistical egress perspective.

Please set out to find parcels that can meet the counties needs that the State has put your feet to the
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fire for and find territories that fall in the "Less than Significant", "Less than Significant with Mitigation" 4513
or "No Impact" vs the very many "Significant and Unavoidable". Not an easy task but detrimental cont
otherwise. '

Thank you for your time in reading this and giving consideration to the macro of the micro picture of a
massive endeavor. Much appreciated..

Respectfully,

Becky Boyle

Forestville, California

Synde Acks, Psy. D.

License Psy27309

435 Petaluma Blvd, Suite 136,

Sebastopol, CA 95472

(707)387-0245

Pronouns: She, Her

WARNING: As part of the Federal HIPAA regulations, | must warn you that email is not a secure means of
electronic communication.

This is true for individually identifiable health information and all other content. If you send private in
formation,

you are consenting to associated email risks. Email is not intended or recommended for crisis commu
nications. If you are in crisis, please call 911 or go to your nearest emergency room immediately.
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which
it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. If the reader of this
message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please
notify the sender immediately by replying to this message and then permanently delete/destroy this
communication, including any copies, printouts and any attachments in a manner appropriate for
privileged information.



Letter 46
From: DURS KOENIG <durs@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, February 3, 2023 8:00 AM
To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Housing Element Update DEIR

EXTERNAL

Ladies & Gentlemen,

| am writing to you from Forestville. The rezoning to allow a potential 50% increase to
Forestville's

population by 1,652 (Total Population [Change] Under Proposed Designation p. 2-26 or
100) is ill-advised.

While supportive of affordable housing, straining our roads and services by a significant
amount

will diminish Forestville's character.

My concerns specifically are traffic and police services. We don't want more traffic.
Forestville

vibrates from the rumble of traffic during commute hours. Police services are provided
by the Sonoma

County Sherriff department. There are very few patrols in the West County. Increasing
population

in Guerneville, Forestville and Graton will certainly require more resources from the
Sherriff.

Sincerely,
Durs Koenig
Forestville, CA
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Letter 47
-
Date: y)z) ?/0"1,?,
Mr. Eric Gage
Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.,
Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (D_EIR), specifically, GUE 2-
16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of

. i 47 1
Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.
| There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety qf
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.
GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed 47.2

upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on 47.3
many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on 47 .4
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

miﬂ! ﬂﬁ{ Pl gt o

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from

tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on 47.5
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Element Policy. 47.6

I, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450 4r.7

Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name: @gpﬂ_\) Do
Address: 1435 [ MARYS LANE | (uetNeV |G (45946
Date: Z}’;!?/QL?)

Signature:

-
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February 3, 2023 at 11:02:10 AM PST 57 1 Received

From: To:17075653778 02/03/2023 11:01 #002 P.OO0O1/001
Date: _ , | |
Mr. Eric Gage R . Letter 48
Permit Sonoma, Project Planner _
2550 Ventura Ave.,

Santa Rosa, California 95403
_ Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guernevilie, California opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-
- 16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of
‘Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

| There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
_current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

" GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
- -upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

i The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth.  The sewer line located
- next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
" many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

. The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and -
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or

- completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
‘Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
. tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to aliow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional fand needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

~ The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Element Policy.

I, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450

Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name: M&P5 Pﬁ\{
Address: 109 4R L(X\kj»‘hﬂ Rd Guef\ylev;/’é C/i qﬁf%

_‘Date: L/ 32 /01 3

~ Signature: W .
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Date:ed « 3+ LD Letter 49

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.,

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-

16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of
Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The' sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which i is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
completely surrounded by the ﬂoqd zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 gfe mconststent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050 and Housing Element Policy.

i, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notlﬁcatlon and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450

Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4~ 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guemeville, California.

Name: @m& Rbbex%t S hePs
Address: Wo%.B ey W . 64’015“&%
Date: %-Ua 3, 2023

S:gnalure m
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From: Stacie Gradney <stacieleelee@gmail.com>
Letter 50

Sent: Friday, February 3, 2023 12:49 PM
To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Fwd: Forestville West County Zoning for low income housing

Regarding the Forestville zoning idea | think housing in Forestville is not a reality. Forestville is a very
small community. Having a developer develop low income housing or any type of large dwellings should

so contaminated its deadly hence the reason it has been sitting there untouched. How are you going to
build at that location????

The school is right below it. How is that tiny school going to have room for over 500 families with
children??? And the high school that was closed???? Forestville does not have El Molino anymore. That
location is now Laguna which is a continuation school. Can Analy handle more students???? Analy can
barely handle what they have adapted taking Forestville High School Students as well as ALL of the west
county out to Ft. Ross.

| would rather see you develop a place where the kids can go. There is no place in Forestville the kids
can go. There is nothing to do in Forestville. All the families you are inviting into Forestville will have
nothing to do. This is where trouble starts.

What about a skate park??? Develop a skate park on one of those zones. What about leaving it as it is??
Let nature take its course.

This will drive a lot more people out of California. Low income housing surrounded by million dollar
homes?? Value of their homes will go down.

Everything sounds good and looks ok on paper but it’s the reality of this which will be regrated years
down the road. The traffic is another one.

Just keep things the way they are. Look at a skate park in your zoning area. Think of the impact on our
current residents.

Developers are looking at the $5$S8.

Lets be real and re consider our small west coast counties. There are other places to build.

Regards,

Stacie,
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Letter 51
From: Dr Synde Acks <drsyndeacks@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 03, 2023 10:53 AM
To: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>; David Rabbitt <David.Rabbitt@sonoma-
county.org>; shirlee.zane@sonom-county.org; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-county.org>; Andrea
Krout <Andrea.Krout@sonoma-county.org>; tracy.cunha@sonoma-county.org; district4
<district4@sonoma-county.org>; Jenny Chamberlain <jchamber@sonoma-county.org>; district5
<district5@sonoma-county.org>; Leo Chyi <Leo.Chyi@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Gage
<Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>; Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Forestville Concerns

EXTERNAL
Sonoma County Representatives,

| very much appreciate the attached letter written to you by Becky, copied below. Please read
that first before considering my additional comments. She did a beautiful job of writing out in legalese
some of the dilemma. I'd like to speak to you and frank terms about the problems that would manifest
from going forward with building the low income housing in Forestville and/or Guerneville. Simply put,
moving approximately 1500 people in low-income housing capacity into Forestville, and 500 into
Guerneville, will overwhelm the town and set up people in low income housing for unnecessary
hardship.

First and foremost, between May and September without any changes to the current population
in Forestville, the regional parks of Steelhead Beach and Sunset Beach are inundated beyond capacity.
For five months of the year, this looks like people walking up and down River Road with their children,
toddlers, flotation devices, and river outing items in a concentrated way that is similar to leaving a
concert at a stadium; there are a constant flow of people who walk along River Road. Despite the new
regulations not to have alcohol there, observation as well as the ongoing liter on the trails demonstrates
drinking alcohol (not to mention ingesting cannabis) continues to happens at the river. When you have
an inundated area with intoxicated people, accidents happen. Accidents occurring in overoccupied areas
without the necessary officers to intervene become death sentences waiting to happen. Again, that’s
what it looks like right now before any housing has shifted. When driving past those beaches right now
during the summer times, we generally can’t drive faster than 15 or 20 miles an hour on the 45 Hour
speed limit road. Aside from the threat imminent in the overuse of the regional parks to people, the
wildlife also is threatened. The toxicity levels of the Russian River have been beyond recommended
levels for years ever since they formally made those beaches regional parks.

As for our current peace officer situation, it’s important to recognize we only have two officers
covering between Jenner and the Forestville area. If there should be an accident to an individual, or
God, for bid a more significant crisis, the time it takes to get into or out of the area will equate to
precious time being lost getting help, particularly if officers (fire department and/or sheriffs) may be all
the way in Jenner at the moment of the crisis. Currently, Forestville fire department is considered a
volunteer fire department and it has been merged with several others, which is more described by
Becky. So if there is a crisis of that nature on River Road, there’s no promise about how long it will take
for help to arrive.

Now, when you consider our already serious situation, imagine how much more challenging it
will be with the addition of 2000 people in west county. That is frightening to say the least.

Imagine we forward in time and you approve the housing being proposed. Forestville and
Guerneville flood. Becky listed the floods that were the highest however, we have many, many more
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floods than that. The areas that you guys are proposing, the low-income housing he located is either in
the flood area or located where they would be trapped in or out of Forestville by the flooded streets.

The canning area down by First Street would be barricaded by the flooded streets by Forestville

elementary school/Academy, near 6130 Guerneville Road. The low-income housing residents moving in
may or may not understand that if they drive through those waters, their cars could be destroyed, and
they could drown. There were multiple drownings which happened three weeks ago. Nearly ever year
by my house on Sunridge, at least one car ends up stuck because someone tried to drive through the
flooded streets. The incidents of street flooding can occur much lower than the flood stages at the river.
Three weeks ago when those incidents occurred, the water at Hacienda bridge was only between 29 and
33.67 feet at Hacienda Bridge.

Aside from my own personal experience, it is worth noting that my day job psychologist
providing Medi-Cal services, | am exposed to individuals who live in low-income housing who tell me
explicitly about their struggles. Finances, transportation, and basic survival needs are always pertinent.
The stress, fear, sadness, frustration, and overwhelm they experience are heartbreaking. The thousands
of dollars | have spent in the last three years paying for hotel rooms when we were evacuated either
because of the fires or the floods would be impossible for to my low-income clients to shell out because
they generally have less than $100 in the bank at any given time. When my clients have more than that,
it’s generally just before rent is due or the money in their account is set aside for necessities, like
utilities, or groceries. Moving impoverished people into areas which have predictable environmental
crisis would be unnecessarily setting these people up. It’s just poor planning. My client in Guerneville
just lost all of her groceries when they lost gas and electricity for five days three weeks ago; then, they
received $50 to replace the items lost as if that were sufficient. The problem they experienced was a
week before the city was shut down for the major impact of the flooding.

That’s the kind of flooding that we get every year. The years we experience what has been
dubbed the “hundred year” flood are simply years more people get impacted and obviously more
intensely impacted. The flooding of the roads occur at least once if not more than that each year. If
individuals in low-income housing can’t afford a hotel on the days they can’t drive home, they’re more
likely to drive through the flooded areas to get home just because that would give them a place to be.
In the areas like down by First Street, when homes become flooded in islands, the low-income residents
who stay will need to find parking above the flood plain, somewhere away from the home while they’re
flooded in because that will all be underwater. Where will they go? Forestville was not built to be
anything other than a simple town on a road with one lane each direction. The amount of parking that
will need to be accommodated is far more than what the area can accommodate.

While I’'m describing these points of crises, | haven’t described all the fear, sadness, panic, and
helplessness people experience during these times. We wait watching the water rise, wondering if the
power will go, wondering what will happen next. Those of us in the flood plain, like myself, empty our
basements and yards to salvage what we can knowing what will happen will happen. As a home owner,
| choose to stay here because I'm in a family home, one | can’t have elsewhere. People with low-income
housing have to go where there are openings. They have significantly fewer options.

My experience personal experience trying to figure out what to do being responsible driving my
9 year old daughter to and from school in those circumstances, deciding when the roads will be safe,
trying to determine if it is worth the risk to have my daughter in school that day is not unique. Less than
three weeks ago, | had a multiple clients talking about how cold they were, how scared, how powerless
they felt, watching the water levels would rise, where they were afraid to lose more than just the
hundreds of dollars worth of food that rotted during the power outage. The people on disability often
earning no more than $700 a month, who are not allowed to save more than $2000 if they are able, are
unnecessarily challenged by this type of crisis.

51.4 Cont.
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Absorbing those kind of costs is not something responsible planners should be asking for those
citizens; they are already dancing with impoverishment. It's overwhelming to me that this would be on
the docket, knowing the quality of life being considered for many people | know and care about.

The housing opposite Forestville Park would not be in flood territory. However, they would be in
the same position of having to figure out if they could stay somewhere else or beef let it in when the
waters rise on 116. Again, these are individuals that become unable to pay rent, if they can’t work. If
they’ve got nowhere to go because they’re flooded out, then they’re homeless during that time.

It confuses me that Guerneville or Forestville are considered options because of these
circumstances. Aside from the excessive amount, it costs to drive back-and-forth due to gas costs, the
climate change issues for people who are impoverished, would set them up.

While, I am not in the business of real estate or anything like that, | do wonder if there are less
concerning areas in Petaluma, Rohnert Park that could be alternatives which would allow people some
options preventing them from facing the threats associated with flooding, fires, and being trapped on a
one lane each direction road during times of crises without sufficient access to public services, like
enough firefighters or peace officers, should the circumstances be required?

We continue to struggle out here without any changes regarding tourists littering and treating
the area without respect. I’'m hoping you’re hearing in my letter the obstacles indicating the proposed
low-income housing solutions would be a very poor solution for the people who would move in, for the
town, as it is, for the river, and the state of our local protected species. It is scary because | know
homelessness is a real problem. Unfortunately, moving people into an area where we know they will
have problems. Feels like a horrific political choice and I’'m not sure why.

Thank you for considering what I've had to say. Both as somebody who cares for my town and
my home, as | am blessed to live in a house that my great uncle Henry built, and as a local professional,
who works with many people who are living below the poverty line, | hope there is a solution to keep
our area, beautiful and sustained, while we figure out how to manage the natural disasters,
homelessness, and the crazy economy of this area. | wish you the best, but | beg of you not to make the
problem worse with a solution that would cost a ton of money only to buy problems.

Synde Acks-Stewart
8801 Marianna Drive
Forestville, CA 95436
(707)887-7556
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Letter from Becky:
Dear Sonoma County,

| have been looking through the Housing Element Update Draft Environmental Impact
Report and have some grave concerns as it pertains to the future of Forestville, were
these plans to go through in full as is. Thank you for welcoming community feedback
and taking the various community's character into account. I'm sending in the same
letter for each parcel in case they end up in different files down the line pertaining to
each property and end up going to different developers. Thank you for your
understanding.

In section: Environmental Impact Analysis Public Services and Recreation (aka: 4.15-
11), | see that it states, in the first paragraph, that it "would not increase the total
population served by more than 10 percent, with the exception of the Forestville sites.
This is pertaining to Fire Districts. There are a few issues here. Forestville is being put
forth to take on an undo burden of the state's quota in comparison to other
unincorporated areas. While others are looking at 10% or less (per your document)
Forestville is looking at 25%. This is unsettling to say the least. Please see section 2-26
for the info:

Growth of: FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3, FOR-4, FOR-5 and FOR-6: Draft impact report 2-26
on page 101 of the document.

Total population allowed under current designation: 167

Total population under proposed designation: 1,652

The current population of Forestville, as defined by the boundaries of the Grammar
School is 6,771. The addition of 1652 residents would be a population increase of
nearly 25%. Forestville would have the greatest number of proposed new
occupancies/population in the County with the exception of the city of Santa Rosa which
is much better equipped for such a drastic influx vs the small community of Forestville
who still have the same sized roads they did when | grew up there back in 1971. There
is not the infrastructure nor the services in place to accommodate this kind of growth
and it is not right to put such a burden on one community in contrast with what is being
put on others. The difference of 10 vs 25 percent is not insignificant, it isn't small and
unlike the EIR states -- it would be dominant vs "could be dominant". There is simply no
way to believe it would not be dominant given the unit #'s proposed vs what the
landscape actually is. Unless the proposed developments are single story ranch like
homes, there is no "could" about it. See table 4.1-6 in section 4.1-51 for further
comparisons.



Also of note regarding errors in the document is the statement on 4.1-18 (page 127) in
the first paragraph about FOR-2 is "On Mirabel Road, a school is directly across the
street from FOR-2." This is simply not the case. There is no school across Mirabel from
FOR-2. The only schools in Forestville are the now-defunct El Molino High School @
7050 Covey Rd. and the Elementary School, now known as Forestville School &
Forestville Academy, down the hill off 116 @ 6321 Hwy 116, ironically by some of the
other proposed locations.

The streets encircling FOR-2 (Guisti/Nolan/Mirabel) are not built to withstand this type of
quantitive developing. They are the same streets | played with childhood friends on in
the early 1970's. They are one lane each way, no space for going around, not good for
emergency evacuation situations, not built for dense populations. These are small
country roads built to sustain neighborhood housing, at most, single family homes
suburban in nature. They are not built nor would logic say they are prudent for a
development the likes of rezoning specified as FOR-2 units. There is no mention that
these are small country roads, where pedestrians and bicyclists often very little room for
error. That description seems glaringly omitted for a project of such large changes
discussed. That point actually goes for the parcels throughout much of Forestville as
well as many others.

I've seen nothing in the document that speaks to what would be done with respect to
urban renewal effects for the people displaced to enact these potential build-outs,
displacing locals, loss of character, threat to local business and the introduction of
community conflicts, pollution-related health conditions, around town parking needs and
sanitization challenges. This feels omitted, as does any mention of an infrastructure
plan to accommodate the potential influx such as roads that are simply not built to
accommodate such a large increase.

Where is the mention of how the county plans on widening roads, adding left turn lanes,
round-a-bouts and crosswalks for public safety on roads that are used by commuters,
visitors, pedestrians and gravel trucks all coming through town in an environment that is
only 1.7 miles to get through town (Speer's Market @ one end of Mirabel Road to the
Elementary School on the other side of town).

Where is the study for the safety of it's citizens just trying to get through the day without
a horrible accident when there's an extra thousand or so cars and pedestrians
jaywalking, risking their lives, with such a large increase of traffic on such a small
stretch of travel. | am gravely concerned about the implications. These are urban
services as much as sewer and water are per: page xviii yet there is no study about this
as far as I'm able to tell.

There's the discussion of no feasible mitigation measures available for the elements that
would damage the scenic route along FOR-1, FOR-3, FOR-5. They would create



detrimental significant and unavoidable impacts whereas other areas would be far less
significant along the 101 corridor.

FOR-1, FOR-5 and FOR-6 are all listed as being on "Existing Hazardous Material
Contamination". Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-2 on pages 4.9-1 thru 4.9-3. | have not been able
to find a study in this EIR as to what the health risks to pending future potential
residents, students located .1-.2 miles from the sites, and to the surrounding community
during the excavation and build would at risk to. If I'm not mistaken, some of these
properties were once considered by the Elementary School nearby and decidedly
declined due to their toxic nature (and possibly the cost of remediation).

| also am not seeing any study of the risk of these hazardous elements ending up in the
watershed in Forestville (all sites) for Lower Russian River and sub-watershed to Green
Valley Creek and ground water basins - especially in an area notorious for flooding
when rains really kick in as they did in 1940, 1955, 1964, 1986, 1995, 1997, 2006, 2019,
2023 - this isn't an unknown problem nor is it going away drought or no drought.

It's noteworthy that in section 4.15.1a: Fire Protection for the EMT call response times
are prior to the now combined departments. Guerneville, Larkfield and Forestville have
all consolidated into Bennett Valley, Bodega Bay, Mountain Volunteer, and Windsor
FPDs. | don't see any study pertaining to the ratio of calls per capita and if what the
combining of districts as well as the increase of population would mean for that ratio.

With respect to greenhouse gas emissions, page 556 of section 5.2.1 correctly calls out
"Additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would incrementally
increase local traffic and regional air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions." "These
are considered irreversible environmental effects." The last paragraph of that section
goes on to say, "CEQA requires decision makers to balance the benefits of a proposed
project agains it's unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve a
project. the analysis contained in the EIR concludes that the proposed project would
result in significant and unavoidable aesthetic, cultural resources, greenhouse gas
emissions, hazards, transportation, utilities and wildfire impacts. Although development
facilitated by the project would be required to implement mitigation measures, impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable due to the irreversible loss." With all these
potential rezone projects in what are zoned as Rural Residential and Low Density, does
it not make more sense to seek locations for housing that is more directed to areas and
communities that are not so car dependent? In particular for the low income population,
does it not make more sense for them to have housing opportunities in communities
that have better price points in urban/suburban areas with things around them? In
implementing the proposal as it is, we are also pushing the people that need it the most
into situations where they have to drive further when gas prices are among the highest
levels the last few years.

The EIR calls out that Forestville has stores and restaurants. It does not call out that it
offers one small-family type grocery store, one Mexican grocery store that has a sitting
area/restaurant, one pharmacy, one gas station, one expensive fancy restaurant



coupled with a couple casual spots being the local drive in, a coffee shop with
sandwiches and a pizza joint. There's a bakery, there's a wine tasting place, there's one
hardware store and all these places are great but they're not built to sustain the kind of
growth that Forestville is now being considered for. Where are an additional 1,600
people going to park? How are they going to go to one of the 3 restaurants that might
be open to serve them (one is closed at 2pm). That growth, that population needs more
support than is currently able to be offered in this town. It's a half hour drive to: Costco,
Target. It's a 15 minute drive to Safeway, Walgreens, Coddingtown.

This community is built for people to pick up those last little things on their to-do list, it is
not, nor has it ever been the community that serves to support a day to day way of life
where you can get everything you need in the one mile that goes from one end of town
to the other.

| understand that implementing this plan is not a choice you made and that it is being
dictated to you. | know this is not an easy process and | don't want to see things get
worse than they already are. Nobody wants the County to be sued by the State, nor
does anyone want another builder frenzy free for all to occur in Sonoma County as it
has in other places where the governing body did not meet the State's demands, we do
respectfully request equality within the obligations and to not have a tiny town like
Forestville to be pushed beyond the brink of what it is realistically able to handle. If all of
these build outs were to occur, it would be too much for the area and the community to
absorb. Itis only 1.7 miles from one end of 'town' to the other, it's akin to me trying to
stuff my post-pandemic size 12 body into my old size 6 jeans... the math just isn't there.

| implore you to opt for your Alternative choice where do not choose to rezone all 6
parcels for Forestville, and | implore you to consider doing the same for the ones that
have documented historical toxic hazardous situations especially as they are so close to
the Elementary School when children are clearly proven to be more at risk to lung
problems as they are still growing.

Please give due consideration to avoinding FOR-1, FOR-2, FOR-3 FOR-5, FOR-6 at
the minimum and move those project's potential population to a part of the
unicorporated county that is better for the people in need of more affordable housing as
well as the small communities that aren't prepared to accept the inflow from a practical,
geographical, economical, services and logistical egress perspective.

Please set out to find parcels that can meet the counties needs that the State has put
your feet to the fire for and find territories that fall in the "Less than Significant", "Less
than Significant with Mitigation" or "No Impact" vs the very many "Significant and
Unavoidable". Not an easy task but detrimental otherwise.

Thank you for your time in reading this and giving consideration to the macro of the
micro picture of a massive endeavor. Much appreciated..



Respectfully,
Becky Boyle
Forestville, California

Synde Acks, Psy. D.

License Psy27309

435 Petaluma Blvd, Suite 136,
Sebastopol, CA 95472
(707)387-0245

Pronouns: She, Her



Letter 52

From: Linda Hunter <lynnhunter@comcast.net>

Sent: Saturday, February 4, 2023 11:14 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: DIER affecting Laughlin Road area and Armstrong Woods Road area in Guerneville.

EXTERNAL

The proposed number of housing units is far to great for this small area and would require new roads, | 52 1
infrastructure, dear lines, water sources all on flood pond land and wildlife hazard areas. Please offer
other areas for considering expansion. This plan would also severely affect property values for existing
homes in this declared scenic route area!

Submitted by lynnhunter@comcast.net
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Letter 53

From: lynn woolley <lynnbw@att.net>

Sent: Saturday, February 4, 2023 3:20 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Attn: Mr. Eric Gage, Project Planner

EXTERNAL

Re: Rezoning of DEIR, GUE 2-16450 Laughlin Rd.; GUE 3-16500 Cutten Ct.;
and GUE 4-16050 Laughlin Rd. located off of Armstrong Woods Rd., Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, CA
Attached letter signed and dated today, February 4th, 2023

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



—
Date: % 42 O 02 S
Mr. Eric W Z

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner

2550 Ventura Ave.,
Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,
ifornia opposes the rezoning of
pact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 53.1

ughlin Road in Guerneville, Cal
16050 Laughlin Road, located off of

The community surrounding La
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Im
16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 1 6500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4-
Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.
There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of 53
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning. : 2

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed

upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents. 53.3
The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located

next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on 534
many occasions, including during floods and power outages. .

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or 53.5

completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents h
€ X one. a ] ave been
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no ele?:rl;iclty

e

53.6

53.7

53.8



Letter 54

From: lynn woolley <lynnbw@att.net>

Sent: Saturday, February 4, 2023 4:03 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Re: Sonoma County Housing Element Updates. Rezoning of DEIR, GUE 2-16450 Laughlin Rd.;
GUE 3-16500 Cutten Ct.; and GUE 4-16050 Laughlin Rd. located...

EXTERNAL

attn: Mr. Eric Gage, Project Planner

Dear Mr. Gage,

Please email me updates on matters pertaining to the above referenced Sonoma County Housing
Elements. 541

Thank you.

Lynn Woolley
Lynnbw@att.net




Letter 55

From: Michael

Sent: Saturday, February 4, 2023 1:16 PM

To: Permitsonoma-housing@sonoma-county.org <Permitsonoma-housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Sonoma county housing element, Eric Gage

My name is Michael Gomez; my house is located on 188 Academy lane in Boyes Hot Springs. |
am writing to you in order to express my opposition to the proposed zoning changes for my
property ( agul ) and my neighbor (agu2 ) both of these properties have existing development
constraints. The newest burden imposed on my property occurred last year (2022 ) when
Sonoma sewer and water installed a sewer easement across my property, this easement is 15ft
wide and is located north to south across the full with of the property . | have been informed by
Sonoma sewer and water that no trees or landscaping are to be on this easement or in the
vicinity of the easement This in effect renders part of my land a landscape barren sewer
roadway! Now Permit Sonoma plans to zone for 20 units per acre, there by ending my single-
family home use, this | view as a first step toward the taking of my property. There are
additional constraints on both Agul andAgu2, that being both properties are bordered by
Sonoma creek to the west and Lily creek to the east. The presence of these creeks requires a
50ft riparian set back from each creek further, reducing the use of the property. Because of
these facts | believe the proposed new base zoning of R2 is not a good fit in this area. The Boyes
Springs area is already receiving a great deal of new housing, these two properties should not
be part of an enormous increase in use. The proposed zoning change is not a good fit for the
land, not a good fit for the surrounding neighborhood and not for the environment. | am
concered this zoning change targets my property for development and will bring unwanted
pressure on me to give up this house! Thank you for this opportunity to state my concerns.
Respectfully, Michael Gomez
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Letter 56

From: Olga Gishizky <olgalev387 @gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, February 4, 2023 12:46 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: DER- stop unsustainable " housing" growth in Agricultural Unincorporated "West COUNTY
"Sonoma due to "capacity limit" of water resources in drought- fire / climate change times !

EXTERNAL

We on River Drive are inundated as is-- more congestion with population density will be unbearable
1)Regarding unsustainable groundwater well water siphoning by the new development housing is an
untenable future.

2)Creating urban density sprawl housing in unincorporated west county where already transportation
traffic accidents are causing fatalities is not "environmentally" friendly.

3)The environmental impact statement study regarding "air quality" and "noise pollution " from cars &
radios (already a summer issue) will be exacerbated with crowd density and violence being the fallout.
4)THE business "services" needed for newbie, multi-use housing 'occupants '& hotel /airbnb "visitors"
are not a community aesthetic of our 'quality of life' of our agricultural zone residents that live in
FORESTVILLE for "quiet enjoyment".

5) As is during the summer, Our River Drive becomes a literal parking war zone - treaspassing,driveway
blocking, ,vandalism,loitering,littering and physical threats to riverfront property owners. *ADDING
more "access users" via mega projects will make a volatile situation worse.

6) Suggest: County devise an outlet for "recreation impulses"/ need---

A) reopen Cooks Campground as Coventure with County like Johnsons Beach

B)assist Burkes Canoe to divert the on the River "water inner tube floaters" that prevent& block
residents from swimming upstream causing congestion and harass wildlife and riverfront private
property occupants

C) HAVE RANGERS PATROL BY BOAT FROM FORESTVILLE- Guerneville and monitor the drunk brawls and
keep current residents safe from bad, "nuisance behavior "

7) Urban sprawl is not a healthy outcome

When a location is pushed beyond capacity.

Vty,Olga Gishizky

10536 River DRIVE

FORESTVILLE, CA

95436
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Date: Letter 57

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.,

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-

16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of
Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
- earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Element Policy.

1, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450

Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name: ?ﬂ fy} L/Q /?é'ﬁ'. 5 /}’l/é~
piess. /4733 Tanet L.

Date: Z-4-2>

Signature: @M/ m 4%/
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Date:

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-

16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of
Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, Caiifornia.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
completely surrounded by the fiood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Element Policy.

|, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450
Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name: \T‘w t ( F\@@/QLNK

Address: |4 I 47 j&aﬂ @/f LCme/
Date: 9\" L’L ~ROAS
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Robin Bens

6302 Forestville Street
Forestville, CA 9436
(707) 321-2948

February 4, 2023

Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403 Re: "Draft EIR Comments: Housing

Element Update”

Unincorported Areas Housing
State Clearinghouse ID:
2022060323: Forestville,CA

Letter 58

Dear Mr. Gage

In response to a letter dated December 28, 2022, | am sending my
comments. | have concerns for our little town of Forestville if these
housing projects are allowed to continue.

Forestville has maintained its small town quaintness for as long as | have
been a resident, which has now been almost 55 years. Its my forever
home and | would hate to see it change its unigue charm and hometown
flavor.

Here is a list of some reasons that | feel these project shouid be halted:

Environmental impact on the communities - wetlands, creeks (Jones
creek), water run-off and natural habitat life.

Public Safety for residents and visitors coming and going into our little
town.

Transportation issues - County bus services limitations already set in
place will become burdened with increased resident populations

Traffic numbers on Hwy 116, Covey Road, Mirabel Road, River Road and
side streets leading onto and off of these main roads will be greatly
affected in adverse ways.

-1-
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Gas station is limited to just one in town.

Public Schools: Since the closing ElI Molino student body numbers have
already increased at Analy. And the single elementary/middie school will
become overcrowed as well.

Parking issues already in Forestville is very tight and frustrating at best.
Increasing the number of residents will only impact what littie we have
already.

Our water and sewer systems will become overtaxed and burdened by
additional housing in our communities.

Lack of any real grocery store within town proper is a conern. The one
store already in place will become over burdened by excess consumers.

Safety from a lack of upgraded side walks and cross walks will be a major
issue as more people will use our little town. At times, Forestville has an
issue of cars not stopping for people crossing our streets and what
streets we do have have pot holes and uneven pavement at cross walks.

Limits on UpZoning for RV parking and “ADUs"” will need to be addressed.
These, Mr. Gage, are, I'm sure, just the beginning of the list of concerns |
have can think of why Forestville should not be considered an
unincorporated neighborhood for constructing 440+/- units of affordable
housing.

Sincerely

Robin Bens
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Mr. Eric Gage Letter 59
Permit Sonoma, Project Planner '

2550 Ventura Ave.,

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage, .

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of

properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-
16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of

Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California. 99.1

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed 592
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents. '

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on 59 3
many occasions, including during floods and power outages. ' :

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as

seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or 50 4
completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on .
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to aliow for the infrastructure 99.5
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Element Policy. 59.6

1, as an individual, and we, as a concefned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450 59.7

Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name: 5%&&,&/ &///(7 .
Address: /%7'55- \ﬁM(ﬂ& /\ CQ,,I/}/Q_.// ?W)VM’JJ( /(c,
Date: %/ 6// 22 '

Signature: \552%/% ‘




Date: 051/03/20«2?9'

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.,

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Letter 60

Dear Mr. Gage, »

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of

properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-
16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3~ 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of

Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
curreni residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of frees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Element Policy.

1, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450
Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name:  Patrica  Kemes
Address: b UYS Cutteun Dirive_
Date: @,bma,% 5’ ’ RLOR P .,

Signature: 4@9 |
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From: Patti Sinclair <agourmet2 @gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, February 5, 2023 10:42 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Fwd: Fw: Draft EIR Comments: Housing Element Update

Letter 61

February 5, 2023

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.

Sant Rosa, CA 95403

Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, CA opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR),
specifically, GUE-2 16450 Laughlin Rd, GUE-3 16500 Cutten Ct., and GUE-4 16050
Laughlin Rd., located off Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, CA.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health
and safety of current residents, as well as the additional prospective of 588 residents
allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE-2 and GUE-3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The
needed upgrades and road closures will have a negative impact on the daily lives of
current residents and will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The increased traffic on Laughlin Rd, the only access to the elementary school, which
always has numerous potholes will further deteriorate and will likely cause weekday
traffic jams during the school year. In addition, the left and right from Laughlin to
Armstrong during this time will also cause traffic jams/delays.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The
sewer line located next to GUE-2 and GUE-3 currently has a pump station that runs on
propane and has malfunctioned on many occasions, including during floods and power
outages. Also, the cost of upgrading the sewer system will most likely increase the
sewer taxes of all residents which have already been burdened with sewer tax
increases year over year.
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The GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 properties are within areas documented as high wildfire
danger, flood plains, and earthquake prone. They are zoned as subject to high
susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as seismic category SDC D, which is the most
severe category. They are either in the flood zone or surrounded by the flood zone. On
an almost annual basis, residents have been on evacuation status for long periods of
time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity. Building in flood and
high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on
revenue from tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to
allow for the infrastructure upgrades and additional land needed for high density
housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on the site would be dominant if
significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE-2, GUE-3, and GUE-4 are inconsistent with the goals of the
County General Plan, Bay Area 2050, and Housing Element Policy.

I, as an individual, and we as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for
the lack of clear up front notification and inclusion in the early processes and oppose
the proposed rezoning of properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE-2-16450 Laughlin Rd, GUE-3-16500 Cutten
Ct., and GUE-4-16050 Laughlin Rd, located off of Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic
Corridor in Guerneville, CA.

Sincerely,
Patricia Sinclair

16510 Cutten Dr.
Guerneville, CA
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Letter 62

From: r.grandmaison@comcast.net <r.grandmaison@comcast.net>

Sent: Sunday, February 5, 2023 1:30 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Personal Opposition to the Housing Project Proposed for 14156 Sunset Avenue, Guerneville, CA

EXTERNAL

Permit Officials,

As a local resident, and one particularly adjacent to the proposed project, | stand opposed to approval
for this 30 unit housing project for many reasons.

| have lived at 14160 Sunset Avenue for over 30 years. | have seen many great changes in the
community, and while | welcome new residents and development (I am an educator and an architect,
C22127) and see the urgent need for affordable housing, placing this project with its proposed density
on the top of the Highland Terrace subdivision is a very bad idea. The roadways in our neighborhood,
and Sunset in particular, is very narrow, without any sidewalks, driveway curb cuts, accessibility cuts, or
gutters. Streets are so narrow that often cars must negotiate a backup routine for one driver to allow for
an upward driving vehicle to pass. Often emergency vehicles, like the local fire trucks and ambulances,
are blocked due to parked cars and must blare horns to alert local residents to move their vehicles
before they can move forward on their route. This could be a life-endangering situation if the result of
this project means more cars on an already heavily used and impacted roadways. In the summertime, as
visiting guests swell the local population, it’s even difficult to find parking in the area on the lower
neighborhood streets due to events in town and the vacation rental situation. Delivery trucks often
refuse to make deliveries on Sunset and nearby streets due to the narrowness of the roads and the
slope of the roadways.

As mentioned, there are no sidewalks or gutters anywhere in the neighborhood until the downtown
area is reached. Residents will have to walk on uneven pavement, repaired of many years, by
Sweetwater Springs Water District. Street lighting is so bad in some areas that, given the tree canopy,
one must walk some areas in near pitch blackness.

Please do not allow this project to move forward in development. Surely there are better suited areas
for this kind of density that will also give the residents more opportunity for engagement in the local
town and make available to them resources that will otherwise require increased pedestrian and
vehicular access on already potentially dangerous roads.

Sincerely,

Robert Grandmaison
14160 Sunset Avenue
Guerneville, CA 95446
(707) 290-3084
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Date: Letter 63

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.,

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning-of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-

16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of
Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site wouid be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Eiement Palicy.

I, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR}), specificaily, GUE 2- 16450
lLaughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughtin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name: 6 BN AVY\ pv\‘*‘

Address: 47 % 2 MQV\, 3 qu\&
Date: QMW‘M\J'?‘/ , C/‘f‘ qu/L/é’

Signatljre: : *"Q/ 5/ AD
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Letter 64

From: Janice Stenger <janicestenger@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, February 6, 2023 4:13 PM

To: Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Housing Element

EXTERNAL

| cannot get this to go to Erik...it keeps bouncing back. Could you possibly forward it???

When | was a kid, there were about 20000 people in Santa Rosa proper, murders were almost unknown,
housing was super affordable, growth was slow and easy to digest, traffic.?.farmers would sometimes
drive tractors down 4th street. So some of my questions are:

In a 1/2 mile road, we are expected to take in about 500 people and as a result the people already here
will bear the brunt? Will the quality of our life be the same?. Will redwoods be slaughtered? Can my kids
ride their horse down the road? Can my renters 8 year old ride her bike? Will deer and all the little
animals still use the paths they've used for centuries and sleep in my apple orchard.? Isn't it true that if
any state or federal money is involved, these cannot be held for local people ONLY, or returning people
that were born here and couldn't continue here because lack of available housing (in their price range?)
So in reality, we could be building new housing for people from every state in the country and every
county in the state? Is that true? People are fooled again to think it is okay because all of them will get a
new condo or a tiny house or a trailer.

When they built Fife Commons (in the flood plain) we knew lots of young Guerneville adults that
probably qualified for an apartment, but it wasn't a case of choosing from only Guerneville or perhaps
Guerneville and Monte Rio low income citizens; it was come one, come all and get on the very long list.
One extraordinary wonderful local disabled kid who has led a heroic life, tried but no; there was no
carve out for the people who have lived here forever and are known to us. So will these hundreds of
dwellings you envision be for our town's families?

Guerneville was always the cheapest place to live and the Sonoma County Social Services pointed
people over here for decades because of that. No year-round jobs here. We contemplate the exact
reason the housing prices jumped and | only guess it's the second homes that stand empty, the lack of
bare land inventory, the California population going from 13 million to 40 something million. Is it
California's job to provide homes for everyone that wants to live here? And where in the Constitution is
this promised?

There's much conversations lately about poor people who live in a food desert...but isn't that what the
West County here has become with only one food market from Hacienda to the coast? Also isn't it true
that developers can get a "pass" and build higher cost housing? Or even put in a trailer park?.

This EIR violates many of the objectives of the General Plan, is it now defunct?

Also assumes it knows better than the Cal Fire, Lafco, Water Agency and a multitude of apparatchiks
that have busily fenced us all in for years. Wouldn't you say that if Sacramento makes the rules with out
our input, that we are in the same place as the 13 colonies that fought with the British because of
taxation without true representation?

Janice Stenger

64.1

64.2

64.3

64.4

64.5



Santa Rosa

his to him?



Date:
Letter 65

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.,

Santa Rosa, Califomia 05403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of

properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-
16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of

Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California. ,

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

'GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The ‘potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
many occas;ons including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as hlgh wild fire danger, flood plalns and
_ earthquake prone. They are all zoned as sub;ect to high susceptibility to’ quuefactlon and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to ﬂood fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in ﬂood and high fire zones is contrary to the County Genera! F’Ian for clear safety reasons.

~ Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DE!R “development on
the’ sﬁe would be dommant if slgnlf;cant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent wuth the goals of the County General Pfan Bay Area
2050 and Housing Element Policy. ‘ _

I, as anindividual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notlﬂca'ﬂon and lnclusmn in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450
Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 {.aughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road Scenic Corridor in Guernewlle California.

Name: J&hv{ Q

Address: \I’E :H P .) am"éf{-‘ L'a e
Date: 2~ Le- 7/'1)

Signature: %DQ” Q/"éﬁ )
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Letter 66

From: Ken Billheimer <kenbillheimer@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, February 6, 2023 10:24 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Proposed Housing on Sunset Avenue, Guerneville

EXTERNAL

RE: Proposed Housing on Sunset Avenue, Guerneville 6 February 2023

| live at 14182 Woodland Drive, Guerneville. This is the house which is just below the turn on Sunset
Drive for the proposed development of 30 units of housing for 78 people.

| understand the need for affordable, high-density, low-income housing. | am socially conscious and not a
“not in my back yard person.” However, | vehemently oppose development of housing up the hill from
Woodland Drive. It is an impractical location in an area with a one lane road in both directions of
approach. In attempts to negotiate the turn directly above my house, it requires a sharp right turn and
then often backing up in order the make the turn. It's not a safe turn under any circumstance. It would not
be unlikely for a car to lose control and come down the hill into my house in an attempt to negotiate that
turn.

An approach to that same turn by going North at the top of the hill onto Woodland would bring traffic in
front on my house. It is not safe from this direction either. The road is too narrow. The bottom of my stairs
go directly into the street and it's a blind spot. If a person does not stop and look into the street (as
children and grandchildren often don't), it is an accident waiting to happen which could result in injury or
even death. People speed on that street regularly. Someone is going to get hit by a car. There is no
possible way to widen Woodland at that point without being in my living room.

During the last fires, we evacuated two times. This evacuation was mandatory, and we complied. In the
event of evacuation from this neighborhood, there are two possibilities: Woodland to Armstrong Woods
Road and Morningside Drive down to Highway 116. Morningside Drive to Highway 116 is a dangerous
and narrow one lane road. It is NOT possible for two cars to pass. One must back up. To evacuate using
this road is completely impractical. Conservatively, | would think 78 new people would add 50 cars to the
neighborhood.

It makes more sense to build affordable housing in an area of Sonoma County where there are jobs not
tied to a seasonal tourist economy. It just doesn’t make sense to build housing where there are no jobs. |
don’t mind my tax dollars being spent on affordable housing; however, it should be built in an area where
there are jobs and infrastructure to support it. If it is in Guerneville, it needs to be built in an area that
people can access public transit or even practically be able to walk to the store. It is impractical to think
someone with health issues could walk down and back up Woodland from the proposed location to go
shopping. The road is steep and a challenge even for someone who is physically fit.

| request that all the parties considering this location for building new housing give some consideration to
the practicality of the location.

Respectfully,
Kenneth Billheimer

Kenneth Billheimer, Au.D
Audiologist, Consultant
Somewhat Retired
Inquiries Welcomed
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From: Maggie Mayo <maggiemayo@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, February 6, 2023 8:19 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Draft EIR Comments: Housing Element Update

Letter 67

Dear Mr. Gage,

We are at 20553 Birch Rd, which is next to the SON-1 through SON-4 properties that are subject to the
Housing Element. We only recently learned of the Housing Element by way of the December 28, 2022
notice of availability of the Draft EIR. | had hoped to attend Thursday's hearing but unfortunately was
not able to.

| have a few questions/comments about the proposal. If easier to discuss over the phone, my number is
415-722-5274.

e We have a well that we share with our neighbor, and | believe others in the area are on well
water too. Has there been any analysis on the impact of this proposed construction and future
use of the land on existing wells in the area?

e Based on my review of the documents, it sounds like the proposal works as follows: parcels
labeled SON-1 through SON-4 in the draft EIR are currently RR and the proposal is to change the
zoning to R2, which the proposal contends under Government Code section 65913.5 would
allow up to 10 dwelling units to be built on each parcel, and then the proposal contends that
number would be doubled to twice what is provided for under Government Code section
65913.5 to 20 dwelling units per parcel under Sonoma's "Rental Housing Opportunity Area
Program." Is that correct? If so, how do SON-1 through SON-4 qualify under Government Code
section 65913.5? Is it in a "transit-rich area" or an "urban infill site"? And how does the Sonoma
"Rental Housing Opportunity Area Program" to double the allotment provided for under that
Government Code when the express language of the statute provides for zoning a parcel for "up
to" 10 units of residential density?

e Are there requirements to maintain a certain amount of green/open space? If so, what are
those requirements?

e Will there be limitations on building height?

Thank you for your time.
Best,

Maggie Mayo
415-722-5274
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From: Patricia Kremer <patricia.kremer33@gmail.com> Letter 68

Sent: Monday, February 6, 2023 8:49 AM

To: linda.hopkins@sonoma-county.org

Cc: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Draft EIR Comments: Housing Elements Update

Dear Linda,
RE: Proposed rezoning for affordable dense housing: GUE 2, GUE 3, and GUE 4.

The community surrounding Laughlin Road and Cutten Drive strongly opposes this rezoning.
Especially the loop around Cutten Drive (GUE 3). This is a one-lane road and would severely
negatively impact our community: traffic, water, sewer, our beautiful redwoods, and
emergency egress for residents.

Every resident of Cutten Drive has purchased property to be in a R1 zoning area. Surely there
must be a better place to build affordable dense housing, with better access, such as on River
Road?

Please keep me posted on any developments.
Patricia Kremer

16445 Cutten Drive

Guerneville

Thank you,

Patricia Kremer

Hospitality & Special Event Professional
"Delightful Experiences Await..."
Phone: (707) 477-2546

https://www.linkedin.com/in/patricia-kremer-5a12a21b/
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From: Stacie Gradney <stacieleelee @gmail.com> Letter 69
Sent: Monday, February 6, 2023 2:58 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject:

PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org

Here are some screenshots from discussion in Next Door App.
Comments are growing.

69.1

This about zoning forestville for developers to build housing for a town that is NOT fit for over
populating.

| think you need to start getting the community involved. Every person in forestville needs to know what
you are trying to do. You already took our high school.




I -ocsie

Not sure | quite understand the chart. | think
there needs to be discussion and consideration
before blindly signing a NIMBY petition. People
have to live somewhere. The question

for me is, where might they live that i...See more

2d @ 4 Like Reply Share

I ¢ what sort of structures

will be built to keep the 'country cottage
community" of the area intact.

1d Like Reply Share

I Fircrest

I uilding homes stimulates human
population growth... That's how it works,
not the other way around.

1h Like Reply Share

Forestville is way too small an area to allow that
many more people.
2d @ 5 Like Reply Share

- Guernewood Park

To better explain the reasons for the
enlargement of population is because there are
almost 3,000 people who need more help than
yourself, and who are within this county alone.
The population density of Santa Rosa, county...

= A e



- . Forestville

homelessness is probably a
tragedy we will never end. Right now, I've
heard affordable housing is termed
2400.00 monthly rent. | hope to

be proven wrong because that's... See more

1d @& 1 Like Reply Share

Over crowding an already small community is
not going to help. Like | said a duplex here and
there forestville can handle but an

apartment complex for 500 families?...See more

1d Y9 2 Like Reply Share

The Planning Commission is looking for
comments that are site-specific to be
addressed in the final Environmental Impact
Report later this spring. Here is a link to the
DRAFT EIR/ https://permitsonoma.org/
longrangeplans/proposedlong-rangeplans/
housingelement. Please send your only-locals-
know comments siting specific pages and items
to : Planner@sonoma-county.org and SIGN UP
for email UPDATES at: https://
service.govdelivery.com/accounts/ CASONOMA/
subscriber/new?topic_iId=CASONOMA_393

1d Like Reply Share




- NW of Downtown
_When

are we going to learn? We can't just add
and add people and buildings to already
small communities? Where will

they go? | don't know, but there... See more

1d Like Reply Share

MR Forestville
I his is why Permit Sonoma is

asking for your feedback. This process is

data-driven from the state down. It NEEDS
neighbors to tell P.S. what it needs
to know and does not have suffi... See more

1d @ 1 Like Reply Share

-- NW of Downtown

| came to Sebastopol in
1974, you can just imagine what's
happened to it since then! | don't want to
go online and read pages and pages and try
to do it all by computer. I'm old.

23h Like Reply Share

_- Joy Ridge

Prove up a sustainable water source and also
improve the infrastructure BEFORE construction
vehicles are crowding the narrow county roads
and highways.

1d @2 3 Like Reply Share




- Forestville

This is why Permit Sonoma is asking for your
feedback. This process is data-driven from the
state down. It NEEDS neighbors to tell P.S. what
it needs to know and does not have

sufficient staff to review every site a... See more

d S 2 Like Reply Share

-~ Fircrest

Building homes stimulates human population
growth... That's how it works, not the other way
around.

1h Like Reply Share

- Fircrest

With more people, you will have more pollution,
traffic, crime, homelessness, noise, fire danger,
climate degradation, destruction of the natural
environment, more heat etc. Why

would anyone want that? Because it'... See more

Th @1 Like Reply Share

-~ Fircrest

Capitalism requires the destruction of nature
and externalizes the costs to citizens.

1h Like Reply Share




- - Fircrest

Capitalism requires the destruction of nature
and externalizes the costs to citizens.

Like Reply Share

_ Author . Green Valley Rd

| feel like this will be slipped under the rug like a
lot of things that happen around here. This
idea/plan is not suitable for any of our

west county communities. Like our h... See more

Like Reply Share

- Fircrest
Hbecause they want the money.

ey don't care about us or our wonderful
small towns. (edited)

Th @@ 1 Like Reply Share

While you are writing the Planning Commission
about what you DON'T want, please write them
about what you DO want so they have guidance
as they evaluate planning for our future. They
need input but it can't be all complaints. They
need to hear from people about community-
based SOLUTIONS as well (edited)

Sent from my iPhone
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Vicki A. Hill, MPA Letter 70

Environmental Planning

3028 Warm Springs Road
Glen Ellen, CA 95442

(707) 935-9496

Email: vicki_hill@comcast.net

February 6, 2023

DELIVERED VIA EMAIL
Please distribute copies of this letter to all concerned County staff & Decision Makers.

RE: Comments on Sonoma County Housing Element Draft EIR, specifically regarding Glen
Ellen parcels, # 054-290-057 and # 054-290-084 (GLE-1 and GLE-2)

Dear PRMD Staff:

This letter contains comments regarding the Draft EIR for the Sonoma County Housing Element,
including both general comments and specific concerns regarding the two properties in Glen
Ellen proposed for rezoning in the draft Housing Element. The parcels are at the corner of
Carquinez and Arnold Drive (Assessor Parcel # 054-290-057 and # 054-290-084, identified as GLE-1
and GLE-2 in the DEIR) and total a little less than one acre. These parcels were part of the “Rezoning
Sites for Housing Project” and were included in the Draft EIR for that effort. My comments on that
previous EIR are attached and are hereby included in my comments on the Housing Element DEIR
since it appears that the Housing Element DEIR drew heavily from the Rezoning Sites for Housing DEIR.
During that process, many people submitted comments with valid concerns regarding the
inappropriateness of substantially upzoning these parcels (from 5 units to 22 units plus ADUs and
density bonuses), which are outside of the urban growth boundary in the tiny village of Glen Ellen at an
unsignalized intersection. It does not appear that previous comments were considered.

Please consider the requests expressed in this letter and in other community comments:

1) Remove the two Glen Ellen parcels from the rezoning list due to significant impacts
identified in the EIR and other issues stated in this letter; and/or

2) Consider an alternative zone district that reduces the number of allowed units on the
site and does not require a minimum number of units, as required by the WH zone.

As a professional land use planner and CEQA specialist, | have determined that there are

numerous inaccuracies and inadequate or missing analyses in the Housing Element DEIR. My
comments address: 1) absence of analysis of the appropriateness of applying the Workforce
Housing Zone district; 2) infeasible and missing mitigation measures; 3) inadequate land use

70.1



policy analysis; 4) inadequate cumulative impact analysis; and 6) lack of consideration of 70.1 Cont.
feasible alternatives that would reduce impacts of the proposed project.

General DEIR Comments:

1. Purpose and Need: There is no justification for including the Glen Ellen parcels, which are
already developed. Also, up to 1000 homes have been approved a few blocks down Arnold Drive  [70.2
at the Sonoma Developmental Center (SDC). Glen Ellen has already absorbed many times more than
its fair share of future housing whether or not the SDC development is counted towards the current
RHNA.

2. Plan Inconsistencies: While the proposed rezoning of the Glen Ellen parcels may appear
nonthreatening to those who are unfamiliar with the historic village, the rezone site
represents a large part of the downtown core (which is only two blocks long) and will
dramatically change it by tripling the existing number of housing units allowed. 70.3
Furthermore, the Workforce Housing (WH) zone district REQUIRES a minimum number of
units (16) so the property owner will have no choice but to overdevelop the property. The
proposal is clearly inconsistent with the intent of the Glen Ellen policies established in the
General Plan and Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines.

3. Land Use Impacts: The proposal for the two Glen Ellen parcels involves inappropriate and
precedent-setting rezoning to a high-density zone district, which is out of scale and would |70.4
result in significant adverse impacts on the small village of Glen Ellen.

4. Due to the Workforce Housing zone minimum development requirements (16 units
minimum), the Glen Ellen parcels would have to be cleared of all vegetation, including large
trees, which would render the site an eyesore and incompatible with the community
character. There is no feasible way to develop a project of this density without significantly
impacting community aesthetic character or conflicting with the Glen Ellen Development
and Design Guidelines. The mass, scale, and building coverage required to meet the density
requirements would not be flexible enough to be modified in such a way as to incorporate
the siting and design features outlined in these mitigation measures. For this reason alone,
an alternative lower density residential zone district should be considered.

70.5

e Cumulative Impacts: The DEIR cumulative impact analysis is flawed in that it does not consider the
two massive projects in close proximity to rezoning sites in Glen Ellen and Sonoma Valley — the
adopted SDC Specific Plan and the Hanna Center housing, hotel, and commercial development a few
miles down Arnold Drive. Also, there is the Elnoka housing project in the north Sonoma Valley. The
tiny village of Glen Ellen has now been required to accommodate up to 1000 housing units and as
many jobs, as part of the SDC Specific Plan (a few blocks from the Glen Ellen parcels proposed for 70.6
rezoning). With the large scale SDC development, it is clear that this semi-rural area (without
adequate infrastructure, transit, and jobs) has taken on more than its fair share of housing and
should not be required to accommodate even more housing that will contribute to the significant
traffic impacts identified for the SDC Specific Plan. The cumulative impacts are widespread
throughout Sonoma Valley. Arnold Drive simply cannot handle the level of traffic that will result




from cumulative development. The planned road connection from SDC to Hwy 12 is no longer part
of the Specific Plan, except for emergency access.

There is no evidence that these large-scale developments were considered in the cumulative impact
analysis for transportation, land use policy consistency, GHG, visual resources, public services
(water, wastewater), or wildfire evacuation and emergency response. These projects are not
included in the General Plan buildout or in the MTC regional plan as they are outside urban areas
and not originally slated for development.

Traffic Level of Service (LOS): Although CEQA no longer requires LOS analysis, the DEIR must
consider consistency with adopted plans and policies. The existing General Plan contains LOS
policies and standards, which will be violated with implementation of the Housing Element (and
cumulative impacts).

ADUs: The DEIR does not consider the fact that many of the sites will qualify for the addition of
ADUs.

Specific Comments on Draft EIR

Page ES-2- “The project would implement existing General Plan Policies and Programs that require
the County to identify urban sites near jobs and transit which may appropriately accommodate
additional housing. The project would also identify appropriate sites on which to place the WH
Combining District, which would allow the development of jobs and/or housing on the same site or
within walking distance from one another. The WH Combining District is an overlay added to sites
with non-residential base zoning to allow for housing to be built on sites containing or adjacent to
jobs.” This statement points out how incompatible the proposed WH zoning is for the two parcels in
Glen Ellen, which are NOT in an urban area, are not near jobs, and are not near transit. Nor is there
land to develop additional jobs on the same site or within walking distance. Glen Ellen is a rural
historic village, not an urban center, and it is not near any incorporated urban area.

Page ES-2: The proposed rezoning of the Glen Ellen parcels is in conflict with Project Objective #6,
which calls for new housing in urban areas near jobs, transit, and services.

Page ES-4, Alternative 3: The two Glen Ellen parcels should be added to the list of sites removed
from consideration in this alternative, based on all of the comments regarding environmental
constraints and the EIR’s own findings of significant impacts.

Page 2-6, “All 59 Rezoning Sites are within General Plan-designated Urban Service Areas, and near
incorporated areas, within voter-approved Urban Growth Boundaries.” This is incorrect —the GLE-1
and GLE-2 parcels are not near incorporated areas nor are they near or within an Urban Growth
Boundary. This incorrect assumption leads to a flawed analysis.

Table 2-3, Proposed Land Use and Zoning Districts: Why aren’t the two Glen Ellen parcels
considered for R-2 zoning rather than the WH overlay? Clearly the WH overlay is not appropriate, as
pointed out in my earlier comments. WH zoning is for urban areas, with nearby jobs and transit,
neither of which exist at these sites. There is no explanation of why R-2 was not considered.
Further, the WH zone requires a minimum development, which would more than triple the number

3
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of existing units on the site, with limited roadway and access functions. Please consider a less
intensive zone district for these two parcels in the Final EIR.

Table 2-4: The number of existing allowable units at the Glen Ellen parcels is incorrect in the table.
There are 4 or 5 existing units, which is a reasonable number for the site and its location.

Page 4-1: “Under the policy detailed in the Housing Element and allowed by SB 10, parcels that meet
these criteria would be allowed to build a maximum of X du if they are between 10,000 square feet
and 20,000 square feet in size, and a maximum of X du if they are above 20,000 square feet in size.”
What are the X values?

Page 4-2, Cumulative: “CEQA analysis of cumulative impacts for a housing element is general in
nature and considers cumulative development that could occur within the County to the extent it is
reasonably foreseeable.” Both the SDC Specific Plan and Hanna Center development are reasonably
foreseeable projects and must be included in the cumulative impact analysis. Since neither of these
major developments are mentioned in the DEIR, it appears neither were considered. The Hanna
development has been in the works since 2004 and the County is well aware of it. The SDC Specific
Plan process started in 2019-2020 and is now approved.

Aesthetics, Table 4.1-6: The table lists mitigation measures that don’t exist. There are only two
aesthetic mitigation measures.

Aesthetics, Impacts: Significant visual impacts are identified for the Glen Ellen parcels but no
realistic mitigation measures are identified. Measure AES-1 calls for screening, but that is infeasible
given the number of units that will be allowed and their proximity to public streets (Arnold Drive).
Measures limiting building massing, staggered heights, building materials, and other design features
should be included in the DEIR to partially reduce these significant impacts.

Aesthetics, page 4.1-54: “... development facilitated by the project cannot be made to comply with
subjective design guidelines...” Please clarify what this means and why future development is
exempt from design guidelines. Also, who determines which guidelines are objective vs. subjective?
This seems to dismiss all relevant County policies and provisions.

It is not clear if the WH zone district will still require architectural review, which is critical in a place
like Glen Ellen where specific design guidelines and standards are in place.

Table 4.11-3, page 4.11-37: “This Program EIR analyzes potential transportation impacts of GLE-1
and GLE-2 in Section 4.16, Transportation. Traffic congestion is not analyzed because it may not be
considered a significant impact under CEQA.” This assumption and dismissal without analysis is
erroneous. While it is true that the transportation analysis is no longer required to address LOS,
there is still a requirement, under CEQA, to assess the proposed project’s compliance with adopted
land use policies. The EIR fails to assess the project’s consistency with General Plan policy LU-20gg,
which calls for consideration of traffic congestion.

Table 4.11-3, Policy Consistency, page 4.11-37: There is no analysis of consistency with the Glen
Ellen Development and Design Guidelines, which is required by CEQA. The table includes the
following flawed statement: “The project does not propose development on these sites at this time
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but rezoning to allow for medium-density residential development, and future projects would be
allowed by-right and would not be subject to review under the Glen Ellen Development and Design
Guidelines as discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, as only objective design standards would apply.”
As a program EIR, under CEQA, development at these sites must be analyzed and compared to
existing policies. One cannot defer analysis to some point in the future, especially since future
development will be exempt from CEQA. The General Plan policies regarding Glen Ellen and the
Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines cannot be merely dismissed. The proposed rezoning
will be in direct conflict with the guidelines and General Plan policies and this should be identified as
a significant impact in the EIR. Who determines whether policies are objective or subjective? The
full implications of applying the WH zone district must be evaluated in light of the many policies in
this document. The proposed densification of the Glen Ellen parcels is clearly in conflict with
existing policies and should be identified as a significant unavoidable impact.

Impact BIO-5, Heritage Trees: The impact statement for BIO-5 does not state what the impact is,
just references county policies. Increasing the housing density on the two Glen Ellen parcels will
require removal of several heritage trees. This is a significant unavoidable impact because it would
be inconsistent with the County heritage tree ordinance. There is no way to avoid heritage tree
removal under the densification of the parcels. There simply is not space. The DEIR defers analysis
of heritage tree removal to individual projects, but individual projects will be exempt from CEQA.

Cultural resources, page 4.5-11 — “Although there are no known historical resources on the Potential
Sites, 35 of the sites contain buildings and/or structures that are over 45 years of age and may not
have been evaluated previously for historical resources eligibility (Table 4.5-1 above).” | believe the
historic structure on GLE-1 has been documented. It may be the oldest commercial structure in
downtown Glen Ellen. This resource and its historic setting would be significantly impacted by
redevelopment of GLE-1 and -2 allowed by the WH zone district. The EIR must address this historic
resource in more detail. With the rezoning, there is no possible way to protect this resource.

Land use section (and elsewhere) - There is no real analysis of the appropriateness of applying the
Workforce Housing (WH) zone district to Glen Ellen’s two-block long village. | am in full support of
housing, especially affordable housing, but housing must be placed in an appropriate location that
meets the needs of residents and does not further contribute to sprawl and associated

impacts. There are county policies regarding city-centered growth, to discourage sprawl, reduce
vehicle trips, and ensure that new residents have adequate access to services and jobs. The WH
zone was intended for urban areas where jobs are available. Glen Ellen is not within an urban
growth boundary, transit is all but non-existent, and there’s no job center. This significant impact
must be disclosed in the EIR, as applying the WH zone is inconsistent with the zone district’s stated
intent and inconsistent with other land use policies. Applying this zone in the village of Glen Ellen
completely ignores the many policies in place to ensure good planning and protect land use
integrity.

Land use section — The Draft EIR fails to address the following policies. The WH ordinance requires
that:
“(d) The proposed rezoning is consistent with the overall goals, objectives, policies, and
programs of the General Plan and any applicable Area or Specific Plans as amended from time to
time.”
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This zone district is not consistent with the General Plan provisions for Glen Ellen. Sonoma County
General Plan Policy 20i requires that new uses in the Glen Ellen area meet the following criteria:

1. The size, scale, and intensity of the use is consistent and compatible with the character of the
local community,

2. Capacities of public services are adequate to accommodate the use and maintain an acceptable
level of service,

3. Design and siting are compatible with the scenic qualities and local area development guidelines
of the local area.

There are clear inconsistencies with bullets 1 and 3 above, as the zone district is not compatible with

the local community, nor is it compatible with the scenic qualities or local development guidelines.

Land use section, page 4.11-43 - “Cumulative development, listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3,
Environmental Setting, would be required to meet current applicable design standards and would
undergo environmental review, including consideration of whether the projects would physically
divide an established community.” This is completely inadequate. The whole purpose of conducting
a cumulative impact analysis is to determine whether other projects would create substantial
impacts and whether the proposed rezoning would substantially contribute to those cumulative
impacts. The EIR cannot postpone this analysis to some future time.

Land Use: The density (22 homes plus ADUs plus density bonuses) would result in buildings with
such a large mass and lot coverage that it would be completely out of scale and dramatically change
the small village. There is no feasible mitigation for this impact. A previous proposal for the Glen
Ellen parcels (for 15 units) was rejected by the Design Review Board because of the mass and scale
issue. It’s not possible to fit 22 homes onto the property without creating significant impacts.
Furthermore, the WH zone district requires a minimum development density, which would be 16
units on the Glen Ellen site (composed of the 2 parcels). Therefore, the property owner couldn’t
redevelop with fewer units than that. There is no place in downtown Glen Ellen where housing
density is the same as density allowed by the WH zone. For a larger urban area, the change would
not be that significant. However, for the small Glen Ellen village, it represents a substantial increase
in density. This is further exacerbated by the fact that the property across the street has already
been redeveloped with 8 residential units and two more ADUs - a substantial change to the village.

The DEIR states that design review approval will still be required for all multi-family or mixed-use
housing development of more than three units. Design review is limited to building and site design,
architecture, colors, lighting, signs, landscaping and other design-related issues, not consideration
of density and intensity of development and associated impacts. Once the rezoning is approved,
properties may move forward with ministerial permits for increased housing. As part of the EIR, the
County needs to address how future redevelopment allowed by the WH zone complies with General
Plan policies/guidelines to protect Glen Ellen’s semi-rural character.

It appears that the Glen Ellen properties were included in the rezoning merely because the property
owner had already applied for the WH zone. There is no evidence of an independent analysis of the
appropriateness of this zone district for this site.
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e Project Alternatives - Despite previous requests (in comments on the Rezoning for Housing DEIR) to
look at alternative zone districts for the Glen Ellen parcels that would still increase the amount of
housing but be more consistent with the existing surrounding land uses, the EIR does not consider 70.31
other zone districts. This could be corrected in the Final EIR, as a means to reduce impacts related
to traffic, aesthetics, land use inconsistencies, historic resources, and fire risk.

o  Growth Inducement — Applying the Workforce Housing Combining Zone in an area outside of an
Urban Growth Boundary will set a significant growth-inducing precedent for future projects in 70.32
downtown Glen Ellen. This impact has not been evaluated in the Draft EIR.

With the devastating loss of established neighborhoods during the 2017 fires, it is more
important than ever to not overtax our rural infrastructure and resources. It is not
understandable why the County would pursue rezoning this developed site in light of valid
concerns expressed by the community. Please do not do any further damage to this rural area by 70.33
upzoning these parcels. Tripling or quadrupling the number of housing units on this site will only add to
the significant impacts caused by implementation of the SDC Specific Plan.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or would like to discuss my comments.

Regards,

A /
JALCKA
Vicki A. Hill, MPA

Environmental Land Use Planner



ATTACHMENT 1
PREVIOUS COMMENT LETTER ON REZONING SITES FOR HOUSING DEIR

Vicki A. Hill, MPA
Environmental Planning

3028 Warm Springs Road
Glen Ellen, CA 95442
(707) 935-9496
Email: vicki_hill@comcast.net
June 17, 2021

DELIVERED VIA EMAIL
Please distribute copies of this letter to all concerned County staff members.

RE: Comments on Sonoma County “Rezoning Sites for Housing Project” Draft EIR, regarding
Glen Ellen parcels, # 054-290-057 and # 054-290-084 (GLE-1 and GLE-2)

Dear PRMD Staff:

This letter contains comments regarding the Draft EIR for the Sonoma County proposed
Rezoning Sites for Housing Project, specifically regarding the two properties in Glen Ellen at the
corner of Carquinez and Arnold Drive (parcels GLE-1 and GLE-2 on the County rezone map). As
a professional land use planner and CEQA specialist, | have reviewed the above referenced
Draft EIR and have determined that there are numerous inaccuracies and inadequate or missing
analyses. My comments address: 1) absence of analysis of the appropriateness of applying the
Workforce Housing Zone district; 2) infeasible mitigation measures; 3) inadequate land use
policy analysis; 4) inadequate cumulative impact analysis; 5) insufficient analysis of significant
environmental and land use policy impacts; and 6) lack of consideration of alternatives.

In my professional opinion, the proposal for these two parcels in Glen Ellen involves
inappropriate and precedent-setting rezoning to a potential high-density zone district, which
is out of scale and has the potential to result in significant adverse impacts on the small
village of Glen Ellen.

Based on previous comments and comments presented below, | hereby request that the
County remove the two Glen Ellen parcels from rezoning consideration, given potential
environmental effects, other housing being developed, and the large amount of housing that
will be included in the SDC Specific Plan less than a mile away.
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Specific Comments on Draft EIR

e Page ES-1 - “Potential Sites are within Urban Growth Boundaries, near incorporated areas located in
Geyserville, Guerneville, Larkfield, Forestville, Graton, Santa Rosa, Glen Ellen, Agua Caliente,
Penngrove, Petaluma, and Sonoma.” This statement is incorrect and misleading. Glen Ellen is not
within an urban growth boundary and it’s unlikely that sites in some of the other small
unincorporated towns are within urban growth boundaries. Furthermore, Glen Ellen is not near an
incorporated area. This points out the misunderstanding that somehow Glen Ellen is an urban area
suitable for workforce housing.

e Page 2-1 - “All Potential Sites are within General Plan-designated Urban Service Areas, and near
incorporated areas, within voter-approved Urban Growth Boundaries.” As commented above, this
statement is incorrect and misleading, making the reader think that Glen Ellen is near an
incorporated area and within an Urban Growth Boundary. This incorrect assumption provides the
basis for an incomplete and inaccurate analysis of land use policy consistency issues.

e Page 2-18, Criteria for including sites in the proposed rezoning: “In addition to these criteria, the
General Plan sets forth additional criteria to be used in considering which sites to rezone for housing
(Housing Element Policy HE-2f and Programs 11 and 20). These factors include proximity to jobs,
transit, services, and schools.” Clearly the GLE-1 and -2 parcels are not consistent with this General
Plan policy because they are not in close proximity to jobs, transit, or services.

e Aesthetics, page 4.1-59, Impact AES-3: “INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED ON POTENTIAL SITES
HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO ADVERSELY AFFECT PUBLIC VIEWS AND COMMUNITY AESTHETIC
CHARACTER. IN URBANIZED AREAS, THE PROJECT WOULD CONFLICT WITH REGULATIONS THAT
GOVERN DEVELOPMENT DESIGN STANDARDS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH
MITIGATION MEASURES INCORPORATED.” The mitigation measures listed in the Draft EIR are either
infeasible or would not reduce impacts to a level that is less than significant. Mitigation measure
AES-1, Project Design Constraints, and AES-2, Structure Envelope Constraints, are not feasible
because of the small parcel size, existing historic resources, and Workforce Housing zone minimum
development requirements (16 units minimum). The property would have to be cleared of all
vegetation, including large trees, which would render the site an eyesore and incompatible with the
community character. There is no feasible way to develop a project of this density without
significantly impacting community aesthetic character or conflicting with the Glen Ellen
Development and Design Guidelines. The mass, scale, and building coverage required to meet the
density requirements would not be flexible enough to be modified in such a way as to incorporate
the siting and design features outlined in these mitigation measures.

70.34
Cont.

e Cultural resources, page 4.5-11 — “Although there are no known historical resources on the Potential
Sites, 35 of the sites contain buildings and/or structures that are over 45 years of age and may not
have been evaluated previously for historical resources eligibility (Table 4.5-1 above).” | believe the
historic structure on GLE-1 has been documented. It may be the oldest commercial structure in
downtown Glen Ellen. This resource and its historic setting would be significantly impacted by
redevelopment of GLE-1 and -2 allowed by the WH zone district.

e Hazards, page 4.9-12 — “Impact HAZ-4 - DEVELOPMENT FACILITATED BY THE PROJECT WOULD NOT
RESULT IN ANY PHYSICAL CHANGES THAT COULD INTERFERE WITH OR IMPAIR EMERGENCY
RESPONSE OR EVACUATION. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN INTERFERENCE
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WITH THESE TYPES OF ADOPTED PLANS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.” This finding
that the impact is less than significant is flawed. The proposed rezoning will result in an increased
number of people and vehicles in high fire hazard areas, which will impede emergency response in
the event of a catastrophe such as wildfire. During recent fire evacuations, Arnold Drive and
Highway 12 were severely impacted by Oakmont, Kenwood, and Glen Ellen residents fleeing the fire.
People sat in their cars for hours, waiting to get out. Increasing housing density in these high-risk
areas will exacerbate the emergency response impact.

Land use section (and elsewhere) - There is no real analysis of the appropriateness of applying the
Workforce Housing (WH) zone district to Glen Ellen’s 2 block long village. | am in full support of
housing, especially affordable housing, but housing must be placed in an appropriate location that
meets the needs of residents and does not further contribute to sprawl and associated

impacts. There are county policies regarding city-centered growth, to discourage sprawl, reduce
vehicle trips, and ensure that new residents have adequate access to services and jobs. The WH
zone was intended for urban areas where jobs are available. Glen Ellen is not within an urban
growth boundary, transit is all but non-existent, and there’s no job center. This significant impact
must be disclosed in the EIR, as applying the WH zone is inconsistent with the zone district’s stated
intent and inconsistent with other land use policies. Applying this zone in the village of Glen Ellen
completely ignores the many policies in place to ensure good planning and protect land use
integrity.

Land use section 4.11, setting subsection — In the setting section, there is no description of the Glen
Ellen Development and Design Guidelines other than a passing reference in one of the General Plan
policies. This important land use document should be described, with a clear presentation of its
purpose and intent.

Land use section 4.11, impacts subsection - The Draft EIR fails to address consistency with the Glen
Ellen Development and Design Guidelines in the impacts section. This consistency analysis is
required by CEQA. It cannot be postponed until a specific project is proposed for the site. The full
implications of applying the WH zone district must be evaluated in light of the many policies in this
document. The proposed densification of the Glen Ellen parcels is clearly in conflict with the Glen
Ellen Development and Design Guidelines and should be identified as a significant unavoidable
impact.

Land use section, page 4.11-38 — One of the considerations, as outlined in General Plan policy LU-
20gg, requires evaluation of “the compatibility of rural development with protection of agriculture,
scenic landscapes, and resources.” The Draft EIR fails to analyze consistency with this provision.
Instead, the Draft EIR states: “The project does not propose development on these sites at this time
but rezoning to allow for medium-density residential development. Future projects on these sites
would be required to comply with the County Code and Glen Ellen Development and Design
Guidelines, and compliance would be evaluated by the County during the project application and
approval process.” This statement represents postponing the analysis to a later time, which is not
adequate under CEQA. There will be no subsequent discretionary analysis, as future projects will be
ministerial and exempt from CEQA, according to the Draft EIR. No public decisionmaker hearing
would be required and the public would have no real opportunity to weigh in on property
proposals. Given the density allowed/required, one cannot assume that future projects will comply
with General Plan policies and the Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines. The consistency
analysis needs to be conducted for the current EIR, not delayed. The EIR must evaluate the full
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buildout potential (including density bonuses, ADUs, etc.) that the Workforce Housing zone district
will allow. The EIR needs to address how this buildout under the WH zone does or does not comply
with specific growth policies and policies/guidelines to protect Glen Ellen’s semi-rural character.
The aesthetics analysis states that impacts are significant, but mitigable. As | described above, these
mitigation measures are not feasible for the Glen Ellen parcels due to location, density, etc.
Therefore, this land use conflict is a significant unavoidable impact.

Land use section — The Draft EIR fails to address the following policies. The WH ordinance requires

that:
“(d) The proposed rezoning is consistent with the overall goals, objectives, policies, and
programs of the General Plan and any applicable Area or Specific Plans as amended from time to
time.”

This zone district is not consistent with the General Plan provisions for Glen Ellen. Sonoma County

General Plan Policy 20i requires that new uses in the Glen Ellen area meet the following criteria:

4. The size, scale, and intensity of the use is consistent and compatible with the character of the
local community,

5. Capacities of public services are adequate to accommodate the use and maintain an acceptable
level of service,

6. Design and siting are compatible with the scenic qualities and local area development guidelines
of the local area.

There are clear inconsistencies with bullets 1 and 3 above, as the zone district is not compatible with

the local community, nor is it compatible with the scenic qualities or local development guidelines.

Land use section, page 4.11-43 - “Cumulative development, listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3,
Environmental Setting, would be required to meet current applicable design standards and would
undergo environmental review, including consideration of whether the projects would physically
divide an established community.” This is completely inadequate. The whole purpose of conducting
a cumulative impact analysis is to determine whether other projects would create substantial
impacts and whether the proposed rezoning would substantially contribute to those cumulative
impacts. The EIR cannot postpone this analysis to some future time.

Land use policy consistency analysis — In addition to inconsistencies with growth policies and the
intent/purpose of the zone district, the very nature of the WH district is clearly in direct conflict with
General Plan polices and the local Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines regarding density,
mass, and scale. At a density of 24 units per acre, the proposed Workforce Housing would allow 22
units on the Glen Ellen property that is just under one acre (0.85 acre), representing a substantially
increased density. The WH Combining Zone also provides for additional density allowed under the
County’s density bonus programs for affordable units.

The WH zone would quadruple the existing onsite density of 5 units. This density is not consistent
with the limited roadway network and fire risk. Please note that over 180 homes in Glen Ellen
burned in the 2017 fires; the only reason the village was spared was because of some brave local
volunteers.

The density would result in buildings with such a large mass and lot coverage that it would be
completely out of scale and dramatically change the small village. There is no feasible mitigation for
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this impact. A previous proposal for the Glen Ellen parcels (for 15 units) was rejected by the Design
Review Board because of the mass and scale issue. It’s not possible to fit 22 homes onto the
property without creating significant impacts. Furthermore, the WH zone district requires a
minimum development density, which would be 16 units on the Glen Ellen site (composed of the 2
parcels). Therefore, the property owner couldn’t redevelop with fewer units than that. There is no
place in downtown Glen Ellen where housing density is close to density allowed by the WH

zone. For a larger urban area, the change would not be that significant. However, for the small Glen
Ellen village, it represents a substantial increase in density. This is further exacerbated by the fact
that the property across the street has already been redeveloped with 8 residential units and two
more ADUs are now proposed there - a major change to the downtown.

Rather than conducting this important policy consistency analysis now, the EIR assumes that future
projects will comply with policies. However, as noted above, future projects will be ministerial with
no CEQA required so there will be very little review. The Draft EIR states that design review
approval will still be required for all multi-family or mixed-use housing development of more than
three units. Design review is limited to building and site design, architecture, colors, lighting, signs,
landscaping and other design-related issues, not consideration of density and intensity of
development and associated impacts. Once the rezoning is approved, properties may move
forward with ministerial permits for increased housing. As part of the EIR, the County needs to
address how future redevelopment allowed by the WH zone complies with policies/guidelines to
protect Glen Ellen’s semi-rural character.

It appears that the Glen Ellen properties were included in the rezoning merely because the property
owner had already applied for the WH zone. There is no evidence of an independent analysis of the
appropriateness of this zone district for this site.

Project Alternatives - Despite requests in my scoping comments to look at alternative zone districts
for the Glen Ellen parcels that would still increase the amount of housing but be more consistent
with the existing surrounding land uses, the EIR does not consider other zone districts. This could be
corrected in the Final EIR, as a means to reduce impacts related to traffic, aesthetics, land use
inconsistencies, historic resources, and fire risk.

Cumulative Impact Analysis - The cumulative impact analysis is inadequate, especially given the
planned redevelopment of the Sonoma Developmental Center, which is required by State law to
have a substantial housing component. Again, the County is postponing analysis that should be
conducted now.

Growth Inducement — Applying the Workforce Housing Combining Zone in an area outside of an
Urban Growth Boundary will set a significant growth-inducing precedent for future projects in
downtown Glen Ellen. This impact has not been evaluated in the Draft EIR.

History of concerns regarding GLE-1 and -2 - Over the past several years, the GLE-1 and -2
property owner has attempted to redevelop the property at a higher density than is
currently allowed. Dozens of community members submitted comments opposing the
increased density on the site, referencing serious environmental concerns. It does not
appear that these previous comments were considered when the County chose to include
these parcels in the rezoning proposal nor were they considered when preparing the EIR.
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My scoping comments requested inclusion of all of the previous comments, as well as
comments made to the SVCAC in March 2019 regarding this property.

While this proposal may appear nonthreatening to those who are unfamiliar with Glen Ellen,
the rezone site represents a large part of the downtown core (which is only two blocks long)
and will dramatically change our village. It is disheartening to see a proposal that is clearly
inconsistent with the intent of the Glen Ellen policies established in the General Plan and
Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines. With the devastating loss of established
neighborhoods during the 2017 fires, it is more important than ever to not overtax our rural
infrastructure and to protect the small town feel that the community values so much. It is not
understandable why the County would pursue rezoning this developed site in light of valid
concerns expressed by the community.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or would like to discuss my comments.

Regards,
-

'/’3\(

Vicki A. Hill, MPA
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Date: 02/4 /023 Letter 71

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave.,

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-

16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of
Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

There are many specific adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and safety of
current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed
upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequate for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on
many occasions, including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility fo liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or
completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuafion status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to flood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, “development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area
2050, and Housing Element Policy.

I, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincerely express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450
Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ci, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
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Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name: (A/il[?a:m /é/éfé /\7[/
Address: /5542 M“ﬁj%w ,?'/' G’MCAMU\U.B, Ca

Date: 2-2 — 2 3

Signature: W[:%w %/@%'
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Letter 72

From: acalhoun <acalhoun@sonic.net>

Sent: Tuesday, February 7, 2023 3:44 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: district5 <districts@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Housing element Update

EXTERNAL

Hello Eric Gage and Lynda Hopkins

| am writing to express our concerns about stream lining permits for 635 new medium density housing
units in Forestville. ( To house approximately 1,652 more residents) 721

We am not opposed to some affordable housing, in fact we're all for it. We are opposed to the AMOUNT
that is being proposed. If | am correct, this will DOUBLE our current population in 8 years. Please correct
me if | am wrong.

Will our current water supply be able to support this? |72_2
Will our current sewers support this amount of growth? |72_3
Will our current traffic pattern be disrupted?
We have zero handicap accessible sidewalks. 72.4

| can't safely see to turn left on to Hwy 116 from my residence because of truck deliveries and high
traffic times ( ie school times) right now.

And my biggest beef is that | would LOVE to be able to build a granny unit on my almost 1/3 acre of land |72 5
but the current permit process is OUTRAGEOUSLY DIFFICULT, because | am on septic.

How about making the permit process understandable and easier for us septic users? That might free up
many diverse land opportunities?

Thank you for listening. 72.6

Anne Marie and Eugene Calhoun ( current tax payers)

6634 1st St.
Forestville 95436



From: Becky Boyle <becky.boyle @gmail.com> Letter 73

Sent: Tuesday, February 7, 2023 10:25 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Gage
<Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>; Planner <planner@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Fwd: Sonoma County Planning Commission & Board of Zoning Adjustments Meeting
Information Update

Hi,

| don't understand why the letter | sent you for the draft EIR was not included in Item 2. Have you really
only received 3 letters about this?

| tried calling but that was challenging, thought I'd pop off this email, might try to swing by later in case
that's easier.

Thanks,

Becky Boyle

73.1



From: Betty Brachman <betty@thebrachmangroup.com> Letter 74

Sent: Thursday, February 2, 2023 4:08 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Comments on Sonoma County Housing Element proposed rezoning of parcels #054-290-057
and #054-290-084 (GE-1 and GE-2)

Dear Eric Gage and Permit Sonoma

| have lived in Glen Ellen since 1994. My address is now 1040 Robertson Road but the original address
was 1010 London Ranch (same property but the county changed the address). | am a full time resident,
pay taxes and vote in Glen Ellen.

Over the decades | have watched the deliberate negligence of Marty Winters with his properties
referenced above. It has been a blight on our charming community that most residents take pride in
preserving.

| have been through a major flood which destroyed my original home and two fires that came
uncomfortably close. We are a strong-knit community and rely heavily on neighbors and our
neighborhood, especially in times of crisis.. We all agree the county needs housing, but there are many
other possibilities that do not involve desecrating what is left of our little village.

For those of us that evacuated in the middle of the night in 2017 with only Arnold Drive as an escape
route, the concept of SDC’s pending increase in density is frightening enough without adding more
strain to an already overtaxed transportation crisis.

Mr. Winters reputation speaks for itself. | have been watching him deliberately allow the collapse of his
houses for decades while relentlessly pursuing his personal ambition to develop in our little village. He
has vacancies in his commercial spaces for years.. Needless to say, he does not live in Glen Ellen and has
no interest in our community other than personal financial gain .

This is in contrast in the great pride our neighborhood has taken in re-building and surviving the
challenges of the last few years. Although we are quite diverse as individuals, we are all united in loving
our village and willing to lend a hand to help support each other. Mr. Winter’s development project
does not belong here.

I strongly request the County remove the two Glen Ellen parcels from rezoning consideration.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you

Kegarcls,

741



Bctt3 Brachman

BRE#00671304

Real Estate Broker

P. O. Box 1523, Glen Ellen, CA. 95442

C 415.630.0222|0 707.939.1050
Betty@BrachmanGroup.com | www.BrachmanGroup.com




From: Dan O'Leary <dolearyll@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 7, 2023 4:58 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Opposing the Rezoning of properties listed in the DEIR

EXTERNAL

To Whom It May Concern,
As a homeowner located in the area in question, please let this email certify my opposition to the
proposed DEIR: GUE 2 16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3 16500 Cutten Drive and GUE 4 16050 Laughlin Road,
located off Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, CA.
Among many of my concerns are the following:
The fire risk is only getting worse. Evacuating our neighborhood now is already challenging at
best. The thought of adding an additional 200+ plus homes built would be catastrophic.
This is also a factor with the flooding of Armstrong Woods Road if we all must evacuate.
Armstrong Woods Road is already heavily traveled in the summer particularly with tourists
traveling to the forest, hikes, etc.
Laughlin Road is very narrow in some spots, allowing for only one car to pass.
Laughlin Road dead ends, which makes the egress/ingress problem of evacuation even more
difficult.
The present condition of the sewer system in the area currently has its own set of problems
dealing with the current level of homeowners.

While | am sympathetic to the need for affordable housing, this is simply not a good place to do it. Our
homes and livelihood are already compromised every year dealing with fire and flood threats. Please do
not allow this massive project to threaten not only the beauty of the area, but quite simply our safety.

Sincerely,

Dan QO'Leary

14735 Carrier Lane
Guerneville, CA 95446
415-889-0043
dolearyll@hotmail.com



pate: J]3[23 Letter 76

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma, Project Planner
2550 Ventura Ave,,

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,

The community surrounding Laughlin Road in Guerneville, California opposes the rezoning of
properties listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2-
16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4~ 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of

Armstrong Woods Road Scenic Corridor in Guernevilie, California. 76.1
There are many specific-adverse effects noted in DEIR report that will impact the health and- safety of

current residents as well as the additional prospective 588 residents allowed by the proposed rezoning.

GUE 2 and GUE 3 are accessible via one lane roads that will need utility upgrades. The needed 76.2

upgrades and road closure/s will severely impact the emergency egress for residents.

The potable water and sewer system are inadequéte for the proposed growth. The sewer line located
next to GUE 2 and 3 currently has a pump station that runs on propane and has malfunctioned on 76.3
many occasions including during floods and power outages.

The GUE 2,3 and 4 properties are within areas documented as high wild fire danger, flood plains, and
earthquake prone. They are all zoned as subject to high susceptibility to liquefaction and listed as
seismic category SDC D, which is the most severe category. They are either in the flood zone or 76.4
completely surrounded by the flood zone. On an almost annual basis, residents have been on
evacuation status for long periods of time requiring relocation due to fiood, fire, and/or no electricity.
Building in flood and high fire zones is contrary to the County General Plan for clear safety reasons.

Scenic resources will be adversely impacted in an economic area that depends on revenue from
tourism. Old growth redwoods and valley oak habitat will be destroyed to allow for the infrastructure 76.5
upgrades and additional land needed for high density housing. As stated in the DEIR, "development on
the site would be dominant if significant numbers of trees were removed.”

The rezoning of GUE 2, 3 and 4 are inconsistent with the goals of the County General Plan, Bay Area |76.6
2050, and Housing Element Policy.- ’

I, as an individual, and we, as a concerned community, sincersly express discontent for the lack of
notification and inclusion in the early processes and we oppose the proposed rezoning of properties 76.7
listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), specifically, GUE 2- 16450 .

Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050 Laughlin Road, located off of Armstrong
Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, California.

Name: G l"‘d\} e \A( bu V‘&((
Address: | b FO 6 QU'HQVL}
Date: 1{ ':J-

Signature:




From: kdpmick@aol.com <kdpmick@aol.com> Letter 77

Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2023 10:17 PM

To: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>; dsnorthern@sbcglobal.net
Cc: bassman.pulley@gmail.com; klynnkrup@gmail.com

Subject: FOR-2, potential rezoning site

Good Morning,

Thank you for the opportunity to once again reach out to share my concerns regarding the proposed
changes in property zoning for Sonoma County. I listened with intent, the zoom meeting held last
week. I retreated from that meeting with mixed feelings, but felt that for the greater good, active
listening and participation was done by those gathered and members present. This brings us forth,
to this upcoming meeting, February 13th. Once again, it is imperative that I advocate for the land
so wisely purchased and established by my Grandfather in 1911, from the original land owners of
Forestville.

I must agree and ask like that of Mr. Carr, have committee members availed themselves by visiting
the potential rezoning sites. What seems necessary to ask oneself and that of the committee, were
the wisest sites selected, and based on criteria that might bring forth additional questions and
concerns, prior to the Feb. 13th meeting. An example of question, in knowing that many of the sites
do not have easy accessible water, sewer, roads, transportation, all of which would cost thousands,
and yet within a few feet, yards, even a mile, there is viable land that would have easy access to
those needed items. In examining the sites, were these questions asked as they pertained to each
site.

I have read the lengthy report, and would like to share why I believe that the site I hold known as
FOR-2 is not a desirable rezoning site.

Priority to all of the following reasons is the clear fact that I, as the owner of FOR-2, and
subsequent generations to follow, have no interest in selling the land we own. As mentioned, we have
owned this land since 1911, and while over time it has had great crop growth and production, low
growth and production, and mediocre growth and production, what is constant is the fact that we
have owned the land, worked the land, and it remains, a working Gravenstein apple orchard and
vegetable farm. Currently, as previously stated in my first email, we are in the process of
regenerating this land, a process begun in excess of five years ago.

Secondly, this land serves as water shed for the areas directly surrounding the proposed property.
This is needed to maintain the existing permaculture, house wildlife, and maintain the ecosystem.
The lack of respectfully interfacing with the permaculture, will increase and indeed incrementally
damage the ecosystems and environment causing irreparable damage and significant effects to the
ecosystem.
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We have reason to believe and know, through the artifacts and mapping done, that our land at one
time was home to several Native Americans who would travel along the coast as they passed from
southern Sonoma County up the coast to Fort Bragg.

Fourth, the report mentions that if FOR 2 were to be rezoned, that due to the density factors, it
would be a useful site only if mitigated use of appliances, plumbing, land use and landscaping, limited
growth on each site, etc. were to be followed. Is this a wise use of land, and good land management?
I don't believe so. How does the committee measure greenhouse gases, emission hazards,
unavoidable aesthetic cultural resources, for an unknown date in the future. Further, if to be
developed, how is that managed and by what agency?

Fifth, which is now becoming a long list of concerns and reasons why not to rezone my land, is where
it is located....or more accurately, where it is not located. Currently, there is limited regional
transit, no SMART, etc. If allowed fo be rezoned, and subsequently if the property were to be
deemed needed, there would be increases in pollutants, significant changes in air quality, needs for
increased infrastructure which would include water, sewer, garbage, police/sheriff, fire, road
enhancements, traffic increases, and this is the short list. Impacts and indeed far-reaching
unknown changes do not allow for informed or adequate decision making to be made.

Sixth, in studying the charts, analysis, more suggested outcomes, I have not been able to determine
that there are any valuable gains to have my land rezoned. What I have learned through the
studying of that data, is that it is apparent that FOR-2 is not a viable or useful piece of property to
be rezoned. I fail to see positive outcomes. Why I would embrace the rezoning of my property is
currently lacking, hence why I do not support this suggested rezone plan for FOR-2. Instead, the
report continually uses the phrase significant impact. Does that translate to the unknown reality of
what significant impact is, and would the county only stop growth once reached, which often and
sadly means that significant impact was reached long before it is deemed time to stop development.

In summary, please reconsider the potential rezoning of FOR-2, my land and that of my family. We
again humbly ask, to remove our land from the list. Thank you again for your committee work and
the opportunity to have this communication.

Sincerely,

Karyn Pulley
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From: Kon Zaharoff <konzaharoff@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 7, 2023 12:00 PM
To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Attn: Eric Gage ( FOR-2) Housing Update

EXTERNAL






From: Larry Martin <larry@martinwinetravel.com> Letter 79

Sent: Tuesday, February 7, 2023 5:24 PM
To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Forestville growth plan

EXTERNAL

To who it may concern; before initiating discussions on growth in this unincorporated area, please
consider local traffic, water and sewage concerns.

Forestville has the capacity to accept some growth, but the density that has been suggested is beyond
the town’s capacity to accept without adding capacity and fundamentally changing the character of our
town.

Sprawling growth as has been suggested is expensive and inefficient. Please add needed housing closer
to major transportation corridors, and large sewage treatment plants, not in far flung rural areas.

Regards;

Larry Martin
6710 Ellen Lane, Forestville
(707) 328-5341

79.1



February 7, 2023 Letter 80

Marilyn and David Kinghorn
P.O. Box 949
Forestville, Ca. 95436

To Whom It May Concern:

We are writing in regards to the rezoning that is planned in Forestville. The rezoning has just
recently come to our attention.

We have been told that everyone living within 300 feet of the areas to be rezoned received a
notice of intention. We probably live 301 feet away so we were not notified. Everyone in the Forestville
zip code should have received this information because everyone who lives in the area will be affected
when and if development occurs.

We also realize that rezoning areas for affordable housing is State mandated. What we don’t
understand is why this seems to have taken our Board of Supervisors by surprise, and now there seems
to be a rush to get it done ASAP. We elected our supervisors to anticipate and be prepared for just such
occurrences.

There is no question that there is a need for affordable housing. Growth is inevitable. However,
knowing that growth is inevitable doesn’t mean that our supervisors get to engage in a haphazard
scatter shot to decide where that growth should be. The argument that Supervisor Hopkins makes that
we should quickly rezone and worry about potential problems when the development takes place is not
only ridiculous, but it’s irresponsible.

We would like to direct your attention to Forestville site FOR 1, the Electro Vector site. It is a
hazardous waste site. While the location seems ideal for growth it is a HAZARDOUS WASTE site. It
should not be rezoned until it is safely cleaned up. That clean up, incidentally, has been put off for too
long and needs to be dealt with. We have lived on Hughes Road for 39 years and the site has never been
taken care of despite the fact that a school sits right under it.

FOR 4 is another potential rezoning site which is directly east from site FOR 1. To rezone an area
for dense housing so close to a hazardous waste site is unthinkable and irresponsible. There are several
other environmental concerns with regards to site For 4. At least one creek runs directly through the
area and overflows its banks in heavy rain. The access to this property is nothing but a narrow, dirt
driveway that runs off of Van Keppel on a steep curve. With the resulting increase in traffic, this would
result in a dangerous situation for cars, bikes, and pedestrians.

Again, we think it is negligent and irresponsible to rezone and expect developers to take care of
or even be concerned with the complex issues that face a growing community.

Possible problems and environmental issues need to be addressed prior to rezoning.

Some concerns:
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1) Utility wires —underground

2) Water —more storage

3) Sewer —is there adequate capacity. Many residents have septic tanks

4) Roads —the obvious is that they are not designed for an increased population

A question: several years ago there was discussion about making a bypass around the town of
Forestville. Is that being discussed along with the housing rezoning?

And a final question: Why is Forestville set to increase population by 25% rather than the 10% of other
neighboring areas.

Final thoughts:

Along with increased housing there are quality of life concerns. We need some open space and parks. A
neighbor has been working to develop a skatepark for the youth of our community.

Affordable housing should take into account those that are actually going to live in our area. With that in
mind we feel that organizations like Habitat for Humanity needs to be a part of the conversation.

Our request of the Board of Supervisors is that you put some thought and planning into what
you are trying to accomplish. Do not push through a set of haphazard rezoning sites because you have
not done your homework and you have not involved the community in a responsible, meaningful way.

Sincerely,

Marilyn and David Kinghorn

80.4 Cont.
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From: Scott Lietzke <sdlietzke @gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 7, 2023 4:04 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Draft EIR Comments: Housing Element Update

EXTERNAL

| recently came to know via neighbors about this housing plan. For Forestville, there are a number of
issues that adequately address in the report:

Inadequate mass transit

No policing or public safety investment

No infrastructure to support 1652 new residents including roadways, sidewalks, grocery stores -
where's the traffic mgmt plan

Forestville is ill-equipped to evacuate a significant rise in population during an emergency...
there are a very limited of roadways in and out of the area and no double-lane roads

| find it troubling the manner in which these decisions are made. This committee produces a 601-page
document that is unreadable by the average resident. It feels intentional that you're keeping this
process and program undiscoverable and extraordinarily cumbersome for the community to engage.

There's plenty of equity in representation from NGOs and the like, but it's missing a critical persona of
the community, residents that don't have an organizational affiliation... that's representation from
people who live in each district with a single concern: the future of their neighborhood and quality of
life.

Finally, | find it disturbing that we must learn about these plans via word of mouth. | haven't seen or
received any notice or outreach. It concerns me that these are done in backrooms and hidden from
residents and voters... especially by unelected officials.

Scott Lietzke
9215 Carols View Lane
Forestville, CA 95436



Letter 82

February 7, 2023

Permitsonoma-housing@sonoma-county.org
RE: Draft EIR comments: Housing Element Update

from: Stephanie Blumenthal, 3501 Ross Rd Sebastopol CA 95472 (P.O. Box 462
Graton CA 95444)

Following are my comments on the DEIR (3 pages).

1. GRA-2 (3400 Ross Road)

You are proposing, per page 2-24 of the DEIR, to change the zoning of GRA-2
from M1 (limited urban industrial) and F2 (flood pathway) to Workforce Housing, and
further, to designate it for maximum "medium-density" housing of 24 units per acre(!).
Nothing on this site has changed to justify this change. It has been used for limited
urban industrial purposes since | moved here in 1987. While the site is not pretty, it
serves its intended purpose and leaves the sensitive land it is on and surrounding land
more or less intact. This "vacant land" has had friends or family members of the original
owner, Tom Sullivan, living there as caretakers for years, including disabled people,
hardworking truckers, and others, hence the provisional trailers. | believe this property
is now part of a living trust. M1 zoning states that Development in the M1 zone is
limited in scale by such factors as incompatible adjacent land uses and adverse
environmental impacts.

The current F2 zoning for GRA-2 is because it does indeed lie within a floodway,
and this is shown on your map of the site in the DEIR. F2 zoning states that no use
shall be approved within the floodway that will significantly increase the flood hazard or
significantly affect the carrying or storage capacity of the floodway. Further, it states that
uses allowed within the base district with which this district is combined shall be
permitted subject to the provisions of section 26-56-030, except that no nhew permanent
structure nor structure intended for human occupancy shall be permitted within the
floodway. Changing the M1, F2 zoning would be detrimental for additional reasons, to-
wit:

GRA-2 is situated in a Riparian corridor, the Atascadero Watershed/marsh, which
is home to a wide variety of water fowl, fish, reptiles and amphibians. Of these, coho
salmon, steelhead trout, red legged frog and California freshwater shrimp are
threatened or endangered species. There are also endangered plants in the area
including the Pitkin Marsh Lily, which could be further endangered through development
of this highly sensitive area and invasive plants. Light glare, paving, loss of trees and
shrubs, and increased flooding from loss of soil will have an adverse effect on biotic
habitat and bird life, and increase flooding, and when we are facing climate change, this
just doesn't seem to be in our best interests.

The northernmost end of the GRA-2 site is also a major point of drainage from
Ross Road to the Atascadero watershed.

82.1
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Ingress and egress to GRA-2 involves crossing the Joe Rodota bike path, which
could increase the risk of pedestrian/cyclist-vs.-auto accidents.

2. Sewer Hookup for all proposed Graton housing developments
The DEIR states that sites were selected based on the availability of public sewer.

-Graton has a small, minimally accessible treatment plant. Its treatment capacity
is 140,000 gallons per day (gpd) per LAFCO and the Graton Community Services
District (GCSD).

-In 2018 there were 632 equivalent single family dwellings (ESDs) connected to
Graton sewer, which per GCSD were estimated to generate 70,000 gpd of wastewater
for treatment (using the GCSD's estimate of 110 gpd). This did not include wastewater
from 10 units plus their ADUs that were built in Graton around this time.

-Also around 2017/18, it was proposed that Occidental's sewage (273 ESDs) be
trucked to Graton. It was estimated this would add about another 30,000 gpd of
wastewater for treatment at the plant. The idea of trucking sewage and offloading it into
a "hole" at a Graton sewage lift station alongside a bike path (also, ironically, located at
3400 Ross Road) was not viable, and since then, the county has spent $156,000 for a
feasibility study to install a pipeline to bring sewage from Occidental to Graton. Funding
for this project (around $6 mil, | think) from the State Revolving Fund is anticipated in
2024, with construction to begin in 2026-2028. This will bring the Graton plant's daily
wastewater treatment up to about 100,000 gpd.

-In 2020, the GCSD appears to have entered into an "out-of-district” agreement
with Manzana Products on Green Valley Road and connected them to the Graton
sewer. Their wastewater is estimated to be 37,000 gpd, which with Graton and
Occidental would bring the plant to just about its capacity of 140,000 gpd.

-In addition, the 2020 General Plan recommends 33 existing residents in Graton
be annexed into the district. | don't know that any of these folks have been connected
as yet.

This does not seem to leave plant capacity for 5 "medium-density" housing
developments of 20-24 units per acre.

3. General comments on all proposed Graton sites

There is no grocery store in Graton; the nearest one is 3 miles away. We already
have traffic issues with large trucks going to and from Traditional Medicinals, Manzana
Products, and various wineries traversing our narrow rural roads. We have water issues
with new vineyards going in frequently; ask the people whose wells have run dry and
had to drill new wells.
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In closing, someone suggested we offer constructive feedback rather than simply
voicing opposition. So, | spent the last couple of months trying to find a place for an old
friend with limited income who had to short-sale her home of many years. There was
plenty of availability in Santa Rosa with the many, many new developments going in,
but the problem is that developers are only mandated to offer a percentage of affordable
units. For example, one apartment building with 120 units had plenty of availability but
only 16 units in an "affordable" price range; the rest were rentable at the market rate of
$32-3700 per month. Also, some of the cheaper apartments were for farm workers only
or required a monthly income 2.5 times the monthly rent, which is a helluva' lot for
seniors and service industry employees. Perhaps the governor needs to come down
harder on the developers and landlords who are making tons of money off this mega-
housing push.

Thank you.
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From: Alicia Chazen <aachazen@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:59 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Draft Housing Element EIR - Forestville

EXTERNAL

Eric,

| am a resident of Forestville and a member of the Forestville Planning Association. As you know, there
has been a lot of conversation in the community regarding the possible re-zoning of 6 lots in Forestville
and the potential impact of the re-

the staff/consultant report that is presented to the Planning Commission.

While it is clear that there is a desperate need for more and affordable housing in Forestville, Sonoma,
and California as a whole, the proposed re-zoning of the 6 specific lots in Forestville is concerning. In my
opinion, these are the most concerning issues:

In an emergency, the evacuation corridors from Forestville are 116 and River Road, both of
which are curvy, 2-lane roads. They would be crowded and potentially dangerous under current
conditions. Adding up to 1,652 people would only add to that condition.

The roads serving the proposed lots may not conform to Cal Fire and Fire Department

asked for their analysis of the potential impact and non-conformity.
It is not clear that our existing water and sewer infrastructures are adequate to support added

It is my understanding that there have been requests in the past to expand the boundaries of
Forestville, which were rejected due to there not being adequate infrastructure to support
added housing units. This conflicts with the current proposal of adding up to 1,652 residents.

The 6 proposed lots in Forestville represent an outsized proportion of the number of potential units
being proposed for the County as a whole. Considering our relative lack of infrastructure, why aren't
Santa Rosa, Petaluma, Windsor and other larger, more developed communities taking more of the
percentage?

My career is in residential construction, and | am a strong proponent of building more housing units in
my community. | would like to see these units added in locations that do not have a negative health and
safety impact on Forestville, and that are added in response

for community development.

Thank you,
Alicia Chazen



From: Amanda Shone <amandashone@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 7:11 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Comments on Sonoma County Housing Element

EXTERNAL

To whom it may concern:

I am writing on behalf of myself and my spouse who reside in Glen Ellen and have concerns with the
requests that are being reviewed to rezone parcels 054-250-057 and 054-250-084 (GE-1 and GE-2). The
current owner who is making these requests does not currently keep his properties in good habitable
conditions and has proven he is not invested in the community with his past and current actions. Please
take this into consideration with your decision making. The small village of Glen Ellen will be drastically
changing in the near future with the SDC and the infrastructure etc. really isn't there for this kind of
downtown population.

Thank you for your consideration,

Amanda Shone and Caden Long

Amanda Shone

Sotheby's International Realty

793 Broadway, Sonoma 95476
DRE# 01977204

Phone: 707-338-8241

E-mail: amandashone@gmail.com



From: Angelica Jochim <angelica.jochim@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 11:02 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: housing unit development in West County

EXTERNAL

To whom it may concern,

| am terribly concerned about the proposal to add 1,480 housing units to Forestville, as part of
the 3,881 units proposed for unincorporated Sonoma county. Really?

I am all for workforce housing, yes, when it's thoughtfully planned and in keeping with the
nature of the community. This plan though, is sloppy and badly thought out by people who do
not know the area.

The number of housing units is far too many for a little town like Forestville, which has no
infrastructure in place to accommodate them, and the locations are poorly chosen.

Please scale down this plan, and take the time to create a plan for new housing that is
harmonious with the local environment.

Thank you,

Angelica















From: hermanjh@aol.com <hermanjh@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 3:03 PM
To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: hermanjh@aol.com
Subject: Guernenville Four Locations Submitting my Objections to Rezoning those Parcels!

EXTERNAL



| would be against any current rezoning of this parcel, yet | do feel you maybe could place some homes
on this land but nothing then what is being considered. So Traffic, infrastructure, flood, as major issues, in
addition | have seen that the current land takes much of the high water when there is possible flooding.

4. 16450 Laughlin Road, again to access this property, you are coming from Armstrong Woods Road, on
to Laughlin Road, and driving about a 3/4 mile to subject property, which again consists some parts of
getting to the subject property in areas of only one car passing those areas of the road. Meaning that one
car needs to wait as the other passes by. Again we are using a road to get to this property, and about 1/4
mile before arriving to this property is the second property being proposed and third is closer to
Armstrong Woods road.

What is surprising, the rezoning the county is calling for is proposing some 200 plus units doubling the
residents, in a neighborhood that its current residents are always careful on driving these roads.

| am also against the rezoning of this parcel for the reasons of infrastructure, flooding, traffic, and over
populating the Armstrong Valley! The parcels, just do not pan out with the problems of the road, and even
the possibility water and the connections of sewer.

| have lived in Guerneville, for 53 years and been a Real Estate Broker for 50 years. In that time have
seen many changes and needs. Yet this proposal of rezoning, produce by PRMD is scary for the
community and turly we do need affordable housing, but sorry to say the locations marked just will at this
time not work, when you have them all on the North side of Guerneville, all having one car lanes.

In closing if you have any questions from me, feel free to call me at my cell at 707-953-1956 for further
conversation as well.

Respectiully,

Herman J Hernandez

Hope this can help. Best, Herman

PS So sorry for the delay! Been overwhelmed with issues.

Herman J. Hernandez, CRB, SRES
Broker-Owner

Hernandez Realty Co.

P.O. Box 105

Guerneville, Calif. 95446

Office Phone 707-869-3865 ext. 11 www.russianriverhomes.com
CalBRE #00455770
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From: Jonathan Teel <JTeel@alteryx.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 7:57 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: OPPOSING the Proposed DEIR GUE 2, GUE 3 and GUE4 Site Projects

EXTERNAL

To Whom It May Concern,

As a homeowner located in the area in question, please let this email certify my opposition to the

proposed DEIR: GUE 2 16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3 16500 Cutten Drive and GUE 4 16050 Laughlin Road,

located off Armstrong Woods Road, Scenic Corridor in Guerneville, CA.

I am extremely concerned about the following:
This is also a factor with the flooding of Armstrong Woods Road if we all must evacuate.
Armstrong Woods Road is already heavily traveled in the summer particularly with tourists
traveling to the forest, hikes, etc.

Laughlin Road is very narrow in some spots, allowing for only one car to pass.

Laughlin Road dead ends, which makes the egress/ingress problem of evacuation even more
difficult.

The fire risk is only getting worse. Evacuating our neighborhood now is already challenging at

best. The thought of adding an additional 200+ plus homes built would be catastrophic.

The present condition of the sewer system in the area currently has its own set of problems
dealing with the current level of homeowners.

While | am sympathetic to the need for affordable housing, this is simply not a good place to do it. Our
homes and livelihood are already compromised every year dealing with fire and flood threats. Please do
not allow this massive project to threaten not only the beauty of the area, but quite simply our safety.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Teel | Strategic Account Executive

Alteryx, Inc.

p: 415-335-1656

jteel@alteryx.com | www.alteryx.com






From: Laurel Anderson <Imanderson@tlc4kids.org>

Sent: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 5:55 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Housing element update

EXTERNAL

Hello,

| live at 9771 Argonne Way, Forestville, CA. 95436

I do NOT support the proposal of new affordable housing units/complexes resulting in 1,652 new
residents.

There are many alternate options. This city cannot support this many additional residents, nonetheless
the environmental impact to the city of Forestville. Traffic, public water and sewage would affect our
area greatly. This rezoning proposal would ruin this small community when there are larger areas that
would not face such a substantial impact as the town of Forestville. This is historically known as,
"Russian River Resort Area," even noted on Highway 101 signs. This would NOT be a vacation/resort
area for visitors and residents if the rezoning and permit process were to proceed in the area of
Forestville.

This area will not support this. We will stand strong and tall and will not allow proposals and rezoning
solely based upon environmental impact.

Please consider this a community that cannot support a project of this magnitude.

Sincerely,

Laurel Anderson, MA

TLC Child and Family Services
821 Mendocino Ave,

Santa Rosa, CA 95401
Imanderson@tlc4kids.org
Pronouns:



From: Leigh Hall <leigh.hall@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 2:47 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Comment on Sonoma County Housing Element proposed rezoning of parcels #054-290-057 and
#054-290-084 (GLE-1 and GLE-2)

EXTERNAL

| request that you remove these two parcels from rezoning considerations:

1. These parcels are in the middle of our small town, which cannot be considered an urban area or an
area near an urban area.

2. Public transportation is very limited.

3. The BOS just approved an EIR for at least 620 homes about 1 mile from these parcels (at the Sonoma
Developmental Center) and the property directly across the street from these sites has very recently
been built out to house a number of new dwellings, both of which will result in considerably more traffic
and need for more resources in our small town.

| urge you to remove these parcels from the proposed rezoning.
Thank you for your consideration.

Leigh Hall
Glen Ellen, CA



From: Michael Cuoio <mcuoio@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 5:21 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Comments on re-zoning of 6 lots in Forestville

EXTERNAL

Attention; Eric Gage
Dear Sir,

As a citizen of Forestville and former member and president of the Forestville Planning Association, |
wish to offer the following comments regarding the District 5 Draft Housing Element EIR.

| welcome the opportunity to provide more affordable housing to our middle-income citizens. They --
and their welfare -- play an important role in our -- and indeed in most -- communities. | do not,
however, endorse moving forward with these plans until there is a concurrent commitment, funding,
and approved plans to upgrade all of the infrastructure that would be impacted by the addition of
hundreds to thousands of Forestville residents. Specifically, | request that the County and State
implement the existing and approved plans to install a bypass system on Highway 116 in Forestville, the
associated round-about at the intersection of 116 and Mirabel road, and already promised
Transportation and Public Works upgrades to downtown Forestville, including crosswalk systems and
sidewalks.

| also can envision impacts to our schools, which should be addressed if, and as, you move forward with
the project.

Of course, there are many details to which | am not familiar and cannot rationally comment, but | do
wish to emphasize here the responsibility of the State and the County to fully address, plan and fund for
the inevitably required upgrades to all our local infrastructure.

Very Respectfully,

Michael Cuoio



From: Rick Sanfilippo <Rick@sanfilippoins.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 10:21 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: corsanfilippo67 @gmail.com; Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>;
info@sweetwatersprings.com; steve@blackpawdog.com

Subject: Sunset Avenue, Guerneville 30 unit low income housing project

Importance: High

EXTERNAL

Eric my wife and | live on Woodland Avenue at Sunset Avenue.

-unit, low
income, housing structure on Sunset Avenue. My concerns and thoughts-

My concerns are the practicalities of the location itself. Did anyone actually drive
to this site to see what is being considered? If not, | implore you to make the
drive. | have a video that | can share taken from my cell phone from our small

the car on this one lane surface street without hitting an
edge of the road. Now imagine with 30 units the number and size of vehicles that
will be traveling up and down this hill. Imagine all the vehicles that must pull over
to the side of the road, if they can find room!, to allow another car to go by.
Congestion on a one lane road! This is what we deal with now on a daily basis
without this structure! There is no way that, if this project passes, that all
construction vehicles are going to make it up this steep hill to the project for how
long? 2 3years? The construction vehicles will destroy our roads!

not only in the air but the ground as well from a ground stability standpoint.



Why invest millions of dollars for this structure to be put on the side of a severely
sloped hillside? We experience slides in the area all the time through the winter
months.

We're going to lose our trees that have been there for 100 years? Not fair to the
neighborhood.

My wife and | are extremely disappointed that we received absolutely no
correspondence from any government agency of this project! Why is that? Is it
because it’s trying to be fast tracked and there’s no kickback from the
community? Is it because Guerneville is an unincorporated area, so we have less
of a voice in the matter? As | understand it, Lynda Hopkins(supervisor to our area)
has stated that her hands are tied. Why? She’s our representative, our
mouthpiece and she needs to step forward and voice the concerns of the
community of this particular site. Don’t say “your hands are tied”. There’s always
something that can be done and as our representative, she needs to step up and
do what she was voted in to do. | have no qualms about meeting the necessary
people at the site for a calm, practical conversation.

My thoughts- This is not a case of NIMBY(not in my backyard). There are so many
other sites in the Guerneville area that could accommodate this type of
structure.....IN THE FLATS!

The Feds, the State, the County, whomever, were provided this money. I'm sure
some of my tax dollars. | understand that they have to spend it, but use it wisely.
Let common sense prevail here. Don’t spend money just to spend money as only
the government can.

Thank you for your time in this important/personal matter.
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Rick Sanfilippo

Rick Sanfilippo

Sanfilippo & Sons Insurance
P.O. Box 471

San Jose, Ca 95103

P - 408- 295-1195 X 235
License# 0540404



From: r.grandmaison@comcast.net <r.grandmaison@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2023 12:10 PM

To: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: 'Dylan Smith' <dylan.smith@goat.com>

Subject: Objection to Proposed Housing Site GUE-1 for Rezoning Project

EXTERNAL

Dear Mr. Gage,

-1 for the low-income affordable housing
rezoning development that is being mandated by the State of California for development in
unincorporated portions of our county. | believe the site is unsuitable for many reasons, including the
following:

1. Thesite is currently being used heavily by the Sweetwater Springs Water District and has two
large water tanks on the property, along with many accessory structures/buildings to provide
water treatment and emergency power and fuel to power the pumps and related equipment for
the facility. These two large tanks provide potable and fire-fighting water for all of Guerneville
and placing many people on the same site would lessen the viable area for housing, as well as
create the potential for vandalism or lack of immediate access to the water facility during times
of maintenance and emergencies. My house is the nearest house to the current entrance to the
site and | regularly see Sweetwater Springs employees in the small service trucks having to make
3-point turns on the narrow road into the facility many times throughout a work day. Having
additional cars on the site could potentially serve as an obstacle for immediate access to the
site, in particular during wildfire season. Security fencing around the facility deters vandalism
currently- however, the lack of visibility provided by the topography and tree canopies provide
even more.

2. The roads leading up to the site are all very narrow roads on hillsides, which would make
widening them for two-
common to encounter opposing traffic on Sunset Avenue and it requires one vehicle to stop,
and back-up in reverse up the hill to allow the upward moving ve
driveway. Many of the roads in the neighborhood share this narrowness issue, often with
houses within a few feet of the pavement, given their construction date prior to the creation of
the Sonoma County building department.

3. None of the roads in the area have any sidewalk, curbs, or gutters or proper ADA-compliant curb
cuts and approaches. The edges of the pavement area is also very uneven, often hidden by
overgrowth of ivy and other vegetation or debris. Residents who walk the uneven pavement
now (from continued repairs to the water and sewer systems) must negotiate their way on the
asphalt on very uneven surfaces in some areas. We have witnessed people tripping and falling
on the road from the condition. It is not a user-friendly
heavily used by many for exercise, dog-walking, and the walk into town. This particularly true in
the summer time during the peak of vacation rentals when larger groups of people use the
roads as a walkway. Putting the vehicles in motion for 78 people/30 units, with that type of
pedestrian use is an invitation to conflict and injury.



4. Though it’s a quick and fairly convenient location for a walk into town, the same is not true for
the return trip. According to the lidar contours from the Sonoma Vegetation Map site, the
contour elevation of the site at the water towers is at 252’ and the elevation at the bottom of
the hill, where Woodland Drive meets Armstrong Woods road, is at 62’. The roads of Palo Alto
and Woodland drive rise quickly from Armstrong Woods Road at an near 11.84% grade (740’ run
and 88’ rise), exceeding an ideal maximum slope of 1:12 used for ramped access for wheelchair
users. The elevation at the bottom of the hill, at Woodland Drive is shown as 62’ from that same
lidar map. Even a person in reasonably good physical shape might have difficulty with the walk.
That is, of course, complicated by negotiating the pavement with oncoming vehicles, and
inclement weather when it occurs. It looks conveniently located to downtown Guerneville, for
shopping or work or bus stops, on a flat map, but when considering the elevational difference
between the site and town, it tells a very different story. The other access road, Palo Alto Drive,
is even narrower and more curved and as steep as the Woodland approach.

5. Given the roadway grades and the narrowness of the roads, many delivery vehicles have a
difficult time negotiating the neighborhood. Semi trucks cannot make deliveries to the
neighborhood. Any large construction vehicles will have to be severely limited or off-loaded in
town and materials moved to the site via smaller shuttle trucks. Even the local fire trucks and
ambulances have difficulties getting around the neighborhood, in part because people park
along these narrow roads, further blocking access. I've heard our local fire department vehicles
blaring their horns for long times trying to capture the attention of local residents to move
vehicles that prohibit the movement of their emergency vehicles on our roads. | fear that with
78 people, guest parking may well overflow into the neighborhood, further complicating the
situation- with the clear evidence of this happening during big summer events when visitors to
the area look for nearby parking spaces in our neighborhood, making parking for local residents
in front of their own homes, sometimes impossible.

I am an architect (C22127) as well as a long-time faculty member at Santa Rosa Junior College. | have
lived in Guerneville for over 33 years and support changes that better the lives of others. | believe in
high-density housing projects and recognize the immediate need and importance for housing for
everyone in the county, regardless of economic status, but in particular for those who need
accommodations due to lack of income or due to physical limitation of abilities. | would welcome such
housing IF this site was appropriate for the location, but given all the issues above, and other less
significant ones (like the dissimilarity to the current housing in the neighborhood) | must object to the
proposed project on the GUE-1 site on Sunset Avenue in Guerneville.

Respectfully,
Robert Grandmaison, Architect (C22127)

14160 Sunset Avenue
Guerneville, CA 95446
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From: Doug Thorogood <dmthorogood@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 9, 2023 2:25 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: 14156 Sunset Avenue, Guernevillle

EXTERNAL

To Whom It May Concern - | am writing to express my great hope that you will not allow the
development of a 30 unit property on Sunset Avenue. | can not think of a worse site for this proposal in
all of Sonoma County. That hill, with its very narrow and quiet streets would be ruined with the addition
of 78 people up that narrow and winding road.

There are numerous locations in Sonoma which are designed to accommodate that amount of traffic.
Please vote against this development on Sunset and find a better location. Thanks very much for your
time and consideration.

Doug Thorogood
14119 Palo Alto, Guerneville



From: jeanne beanne <jeannezbeanne@hotmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 9, 2023 6:01 PM

To: Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>; info@sweetwatersprings.com;
PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Low income housing on Sunset Avenue

EXTERNAL
| am writing about the proposed 30 units for 78 people at 14156 Sunset Avenue, Guerneville. This is a
one lane road on a hill in a single family residential area.

| believe the low income housing is needed but | also believe this is an inappropriate place to build on
such a scale. It would impact the roads and cause many

problems for the people who live on Morningside, Palo Alto, Sunset and Woodland Avenues. If this was
only a few homes, like what is currently built here, it would

be doable but this scale is out of proportion of this area. Please find a better location to complete this
project.

Thank you for your consideration,
Jeanne Reggio
Morningside Drive

Guerneville



From: Kenneth Koutz <khkoutz@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 9, 2023 6:13 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report Publication (DEIR)

EXTERNAL

The changes in zoning proposed for Laughlin Road and Cutten Court in Guerneville were clearly
developed by someone with no knowledge of or concern for the area. There are numerous problems:

1. Most of these streets are two lanes orless wide with no shoulders or pedestrian walkways.
2. All three lack a second way to leave the area. One road, the northern extension of Valley, is a poorly

many potholes. The road is frequently blocked by delivery trucks or smaller vehicles in various states of
disrepair. It cannot be considered an escape route.

3. The only road that has two full lanes is the beginning of Laughlin Road. Some parts of the remaining
roads are one and one-half lanes, at best. None of these have pedestrian or bike lanes.

4. The corporation yard for the adjacent vineyard, served by Laughlin Road, gets large, multi-trailer
trucks, leaving no choice for cars on the road but to pull on to the unimproved dirt frontage or down
into a culvert.

5. These three roads share a common deficiency: they originate at or require the use of the exit road
from Guerneville School. Imagine the turmoil of a forced evacuation of the area. Not only will you have
100s of vehicles leaving the newly built dense housing, you will have parents trying to get to Guerneville
School to pick up their children.

6. Even if you ignore the restrictions to entry and exit from the immediate area, they all empty onto
Armstrong Woods Road, virtually a dead end road. Turning north from Laughlin Road, the road ends at
the Park. On paper, there are two roads off of Armstrong: Sweetwater Springs, a terribly windy road
subject to potholes and mudslides, frequently closed. The other is Rio Nido Road. This is barely one lane
wide. Cars sometimes must try to back up, if another car is encountered.

If you turn south onto Armstrong you may be no better off. Armstrong can be backed up from the River
Road intersection. In winter, Armstrong can flood, making passage impossible.

Adding over 200 units, plus 200 or more vehicles, to already inadequate infrastructure is a recipe for
trouble, even without the presence of the school. With the school, it is a recipe for disaster.

If denser housing is required in Guerneville, there are many locations along River Road that do not pose
this myriad of problems: across from Safeway there are burned out stores; behind the gas station in the

least one and maybe more vacant lots; west of central Guerneville on the south side of River Road is
the large lot proposed for a hotel or glamping (residential units would be a much better idea); across
the River on CA116 on the south side is a little used lot that seems to be sometimes agricultural.
These locations also provide ready access to shopping, transit and medical needs.



All things considered, the proposed DEIR is ridiculous, at best, and potentially disastrous. 100.5



From: R.S. <skypilot4u2@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2023 11:08 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>; Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Larry Reed
<Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Martin Sessi <sessimest@aol.com>; Emma Mann
<soapcauldron@sonic.net>; Don Seppa <donseppa@gmail.com>; Lyndi Brown <lyndi@sonic.net>; R.
Savel <skypilot4u2 @yahoo.com>

Subject: Attn: Eric Gage: #1 Penngrove PSZ comments - PRMD DHE DEIR - Permit Sonoma Rezoning
Housing Sltes for Housing Update

EXTERNAL

did not provide any
and relied on the 2016 SCWA SSPM update

2016 but does
not address the actual physical corrections needed as already identified in the SCWA 2002 PSZ update

notably the

PRMD's proposed GP DHE (April 20, 2001)

no extra hook ups for increased land use densities beyond what
was established in the 1984 Penngrove Specific Plan

none.

2020 General Plan update PRMD's
proposed GP DHE (April 20, 2001) SCWA reported - The current loading is calculated to be about 1,251



persons per ESD factor. 471.29 ESDs 2.655 persons per ESD 1,251.12

517 however
SCWA:'s current 2021 ESD count is 550.

1300-1450 people at full build out conditions
under existing collection system conditions.

1430
1300-1450
line "L", and line "P"

The 2016 SCWA SSMP states: "The PSZ currently has an Agreement with the City for the City to treat
the equivalent volume of sewage for a maximum of 3,000 people. 2010 Census population: 2,522
people.”

2,522 people
outside the PSZ combined with the population inside the PSZ. How many people
were within the PSZ

The 2016 SCWA SSMP states:
the PSZ was built in 1975, not 1992!

indicated by PRMD's
statement Sonoma LAFCo's City of Petaluma MSR (Municipal Services Review) "PRMD reports that
to meet future demand, the existing trunk sewer line between Penngrove and Petaluma will

(

maximum service capacity for 3,000 people ) with sewer line improvements."

line "L", and line "P" has already been identified and included in SCWA's
annual budget in the past

and 2002 SCWA staff revision of the
1990 PSZ capacity study

existing, and future estimated, "build out" population
numbers based on the land use densities allowed in the General Plan. If SCWA no longer follows its past
practice of citing existing, and future estimated, "build out" population numbers than how many persons
per ESD are assumed in the 2016 SSMP modeling analysis

1300-1450 people at full build out
conditions



two separate build out scenarios

AFTER

and continues

3000 people

AFTER
1300-1450 people

plus a reserve capacity maintained to allow for failing septic systems in the future

"any extra excess capacity"” for additional unplanned for new DHE housing projects.

existing physical conditions
1300-1450 people RIGHT NOW,
General Plan policy PF1b
consider moratoria on plan amendments and zoning changes in order to protect services to
existing residents and entitlements to residents in the zone who have not hooked up yet.

Sonoma County General Plan Public Facilities and Services Policy PF-1b

In the event that a master plan or monitoring fails to show adequate
facilities or supplies for planned growth, consider moratoria on plan amendments, zoning



changes, building permits or other entitlements in order to protect services to existing residents

Documents attached:

Marin LAFCo Commission, public member
Penngrove Area Plan Advisory Committee, co-chair



From: Mark Ballard <markb53@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 9, 2023 5:14 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Forestville eir for 635 Housing Units

EXTERNAL

I am a resident of this area. | think this is an excellent idea. West County is sorely in need of housing,
especially affordable housing. The only issue | see is there may need to be an improvement in the traffic
pattern, with that many additional dwellings and the increase in population. There may need to be a
signal light at Covey and Front St. Although if the previously proposed forestville bypass it part of this
improvement with the traffic circle any Mirabel Rd. and Front St. (hwy 116) a light may not be needed at
Covey Rd.

Those are my thoughts.
Thank you,

Mark Ballard

8230 Spring Dr,
Forestville, CA 95436
7073219277

-Mark



From: MARY MOUNT <mmmaryl3@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, February 9, 2023 12:33 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Forestville housing proposal

EXTERNAL

Absolutely Brilliant thoughts on high density low income housing in Forestville.
NOT.

The proposal to build on narrow dead end streets with no viable sewer or decent
roads with ingress and egress.

REALLY SMART.

F. & F. Evacuations on Mirabel Road and Covey Road. You will be endangering
lives by building more homes that tend to be evacuated.

DISASTROUS.

Placing low income housing should be in the INCORPORATED areas of our
county; near stores, hospitals, culturally diverse schools and transportation.
INCLUSIVITY not EXCLUSIONARY.

Healdsburg, Santa Rosa, Sebastopol and Windsor have all of these
accoutrements.

Guerneville, Forestville and Graton do not.
PLAIN and SIMPLE.

Keep your poop out of the lower Russian River.
We get enough of that when it floods.



From: Michael Korreng <mkorreng@comcast.net>

Sent: Wednesday, February 8, 2023 1:10 PM

To: PermitSonoma <PermitSonoma@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: New housing project in Forestville

EXTERNAL



Letter 105
Planning Commission

RE: Re-zoning Change to GUE-4 (16050 Laughlin)
Dear Planning Commission,

Our home sits at 14759 Marys Ln Guerneville which is adjacent to the proposed zoning change
GUE-4. We have owned our home since 1997. Our primary concern is the affect this zoning
change and subsequent development will have on the future flooding in our neighborhood and
specifically to our cherished home.

Why would up-zoning a property in an active flood zone on such a large scale be considered
without any studies or flood mitigation for the surrounding neighborhood? I've reviewed the
DEIR and do not see any reference to these studies.

During our ownership, we have had water surround (abut) our structure on two occasions. In
addition, many other years we have had water on our parcel. Water rushes down Marys Ln. We
have always been very concerned that additional development in our neighborhood would very
likely put as at more risk of flooding inside our home and especially without a plan for the
runoff from 100 additional homes on a lot that has historically aided in overflow (see attached
photos).

It is very distressing to our family that nearly 100 homes could be built adjacent to us on the
other side of Fife Creek with no consideration to the impact on the neighbors flood risk. The
parcel at 16050 Laughlin Rd has ALWAYS provided a natural aid in overflow from Fife Creek,
allowing for additional runoff and water storage. It’s reasonable to conclude that a project of
this scope will severely impact the surrounding homes. Please require the DEIR to include any
flood mitigation studies.

See attached video of water rushing into 16050 Laughlin during a heavy rain event just adjacent
to Marys Ln. I've also included photos of various flood events in the neighborhood.

Please take our concerns into consideration and feel free to reach out to discuss. Also, please
remove this property from consideration until flood mitigation plans can be provided to
prevent our homes from additional inundation due to a project of this scale.

Thank you,

Paige MacDonell

Cc: Lynda Hopkins

105.1






From: Patrick Waters <patrickswaters@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 9, 2023 9:28 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Fwd: Proposed Development of 14156 Sunset Ave Guerneville

EXTERNAL

Sonoma County Permits - | am writing to express my great hope that you will not allow the development
of a 30 unit property on Sunset Avenue. | can not think of a worse site for this proposal in all of Sonoma
County. That hill, with its very narrow and quiet streets would be ruined with the addition of 78 people
up that narrow and winding road.

There are numerous locations in Guerneville and other areas in Sonoma which are designed to
accommodate that amount of traffic. Please vote against this development on Sunset and find a better
location. Thanks very much for your time and consideration.

Pat Waters
14119 Palo Alto, Guerneville



From: Paul Paddock <paulpaddock@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, February 09, 2023 3:22 PM

To: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: COMMENTS FROM THE OWNER REGARDING THE PROPOSED REZONING OF FOR-4

EXTERNAL



Letter 108

From: Rick Harrington <rhgtn@sonic.net>

Sent: Thursday, February 9, 2023 4:49 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Draft: EIR--Housing

EXTERNAL

| am a homeowner/full-time resident at 14151 Woodland Dr and am writing to object to consideration
of the parcel at 14156 Sunset Ave (directly uphill from my home) for development as multi-unit (as
many as 30!) housing. | object because this parcel is already dedicated to its Best Use, i.e. water storage
and treatment for all of central Guerneville.

The hilltop itself is unsuitable for the scope of the proposal. It would require removal of many trees and
extensive engineering to support such construction. Access to this property is only by three narrow one-
lane steep winding roads, none of which are in any condition to support the traffic of construction
vehicles, nor of the additional auto traffic if these units were built out and occupied. A development of

this sort is entirely out of character of this quiet neighborhood of small lots and single-family residences.

It would destroy the quality of life and severely diminish the property values of this neighborhood. |
recommend killing this project before it goes any further.

Rick Harrington
14151 Woodland Dr
Guerneville, CA 95446-9582

707-869-1808

108.1



L r1
From: SANDY STRASSBERG <sstrass22@att.net> etter 109

Sent: Thursday, February 9, 2023 5:04 PM
To: PermitSonoma <PermitSonoma@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Rezoning

EXTERNAL
Dear Permit Sonoma,

I am writing in opposition to the proposed rezoning in Glen Ellen of the Marty Winters’ property, parcel
#'s 054-290-057 and 054-290-084.

We are a small town. A gem of a town facing huge changes with the development of SDC. This little
town is not where increased housing should be. Please help us keep our town small.

After the corner across from these parcels was rezoned and built on, the streets are now lined with
vehicles on both sides making it essentially a one lane road. There is not enough parking! There is not
enough room on these little streets for more people and cars! Please put housing in urban areas!

Thank you,
Sandy Strassberg

13650 Gibson St.
Glen Ellen

109.1



From: Sharon Smith <sharon@savorsmith.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 9, 2023 6:49 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: David Wakely <david@davidwakely.com>

Subject: Permit Sonoma / Planning - FOR-1 FOR-2 FOR-3 FOR-4 FOR-5 FOR-6 - Alternative: fewer
rezoning sites.

EXTERNAL

Dear Sonoma County,

We want to add our voices to the concern for our Forestville. Others may be more detailed in their
letters to you. My husband and | want to state that we are shocked at the huge amount of housing that
is being considered for our little rural burg. We do know that housing is needed, but the amount that
has been designated to Forestville is huge. It is frightening to think the build outs will grow our
population by 25%. It is more than the other neighborhoods that are being considered and we worry
about them too. As our neighbor Becky Boyle wrote "the document does not speak to what would be
done with respect to urban renewal effects for the people displaced to enact these potential build-outs,
displacing locals, loss of character, threat to local business and the introduction of community conflicts,
pollution-

lanes, round-a-bouts, traffic lights, street lights and crosswalks for public safety on roads that are used
by commuters, visitors, pedestrians and gravel trucks all coming through town. We feel strongly that
before building is decided upon, infrastructure needs massive improvement. Also this is a fire prone
area. If anything there should be less housing in areas like this. How will evacuation routes be
determined and how much harder will it be for people to get out if needed if there are so many more
properties? Is there enough water? Lots of questions and considerations.

Please consider all the impact this will have and please narrow the approach to our area.
Thank you,

Sharon Smith and David Wakely






February 10, 2023 Letter 112

Mr. Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma Project Manager
2550 Ventura Ave.

Santa Rosa, California 95403

Dear Mr. Gage,

| oppose the rezoning of GUE 2- 16450 Laughlin Road, GUE 3- 16500 Cutten Ct, and GUE 4- 16050
Laughlin Road, listed in the Sonoma County Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

| moved to my current home at 16190 Laughlin Road in May of 2014 having moved here from Colorado.
There were three things | required of my new house; that it be on a reasonably flat lot, that it has sun,
and that it be in a quiet neighborhood. My Real Estate Agent assured me that this was a quiet
neighborhood and with the current zoning it would stay that way. This is a “dog walking” neighborhood
with narrow streets and no sidewalks. Laughlin Road has a place where a redwood tree is close to the
road and the roots make it a one lane road. This neighborhood was zoned the way it was for good
reason. The streets are very narrow up Cutten Ct and the 16450 Laughlin Road where the horse pasture
is. You will destroy this neighborhood if 315 people are added that would drive by my house on
Laughlin Road. It would add dumpsters that would have to be emptied by very large trash trucks that
would require them driving on multiple days each week. The construction of the housing would require
large truck traffic for years that would disrupt our peace.

The Russian River Sanitation District has a difficult time handling the sewage it currently gets, there is no
way it could handle the increased sewage that 588 people would bring. | currently pay $1,774.00 a year
for my service or $147.00 a month this has gone up each year | have lived here, | am sure it will go up
this year also. | am retired and live alone, that is a very expensive sewer fee. Doesn’t seem to be a good
place to put in affordable housing. My fear is that if it has to be upgraded the current residents will be
stuck with the charges and not the developers or the new residents. In other words, the current
residents will pay for the destruction of our neighborhood. Not to mention the addition of new
waterlines and power lines that would be adequate to serve that many new residents, like | said, the
construction could last for years.

| hope all of the people that will be voting on this rezoning know that Armstrong Woods Road is the
ONLY way to evacuate these properties and it floods very often, even before the Russian River. GUE 4-
16050 is obviously in a flood plain. To develop this property 105 units would have to be out of the flood
plain, how are they going to do that without making other properties more likely to flood, including my
house where flood waters have never reached the floor. Please do not make my house more likely to
flood. All three of these properties are now absorbent land, with the number of units that the new
zoning would allow, the lots would have to be almost all covered and nonabsorbent so ground water
would not be recharged and our properties would see an increase in runoff.

The property that is closest to services is the GUE 4- 16050 and that is 3/4 of a mile to Guerneville, the
other properties are further and on narrow roads. This is not a good neighborhood to add affordable
housing where a good part of the population might not have vehicles. There is no bus service in this
neighborhood and these streets are too narrow to allow for them. So the residents would have to walk
a mile to get transportation services, food, doctors etc.

112.1
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| think that Sonoma County should think very hard about rezoning land against the wishes of the
property owners. In the zoom meeting a property owner asked if he could add less units, first there was
a yes then a no. | understand when a property owner wishes to rezone to add more units it is a big deal
and is very difficult to do, the land was initally zoned that way for a reason. This is a very big deal and
must not be rushed into because of the State. We need answers and there must be solid planning. It
has been difficult for questions to be answered in this process, that scares me! | am retired and doing
home improvements, | will put off some of my improvements to make sure | have enough money to
enact litigation if this zoning gets passed.

Brad Wallace

16190 Laughlin Road
Guerneville, CA 95446
wallacebrada@gmail.com
707-604-7330
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From: Cassandra Shafer <cassandrashafer@sonic.net>

Sent: Friday, February 10, 2023 1:32 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-county.org>;
David Rabbitt <David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org>; Andrea Krout <Andrea.Krout@sonoma-
county.org>; district4 <district4d@sonoma-county.org>; Jenny Chamberlain <jchamber@sonoma-
county.org>; district5 <district5 @sonoma-county.org>; leo.chul@sonoma-county.org

Subject: Draft EIR comment: Housing element Update

EXTERNAL



Another aspect of access is the poor public transportation to and from Forestville. Buses run
infrequently and bus lines do not serve enough areas of our county. Although it is true that more
people started working from home during the pandemic, many people still commute to work by
car. This year, two of my housemates moved into Santa Rosa into smaller, equally expensive
housing because they could no longer afford the gas to go to work every day. Increasing
housing density in Forestville rather than along the 101 corridor may end up increasing
greenhouse gases, or else unfairly target certain categories of employees who work on site,
thereby privileging remote workers.

Schools:

Increasing affordable housing in Forestville within walking distance of the elementary school
and high school is a great plan. Increasing the population of families and school-age children
would allow for the re-opening El Molino High School, which would be an effective use of
existing facilities and re-vitalize our community. Is there any way to prioritize that families with
children would receive first dibs on these new units? Or would such a priority violate Fair
Housing law?

| have been teaching in Sonoma County for 20 years. This semester | am teaching in
synchronous-online mode at SRJC via Zoom. Now that COVID concerns have eased off, |
surveyed my students as to why they enrolled in this type of section, rather than an
asynchronous, all-remote online class or an in-person class. Of the 3 answers students offered
(work schedule, having young kids, and transportation issues), transportation was the most
common reason by far. Nobody said they believed remote education was superior in quality. It
seems they do want teachers, they do want classmates, they do want the structure of a regular
meeting time, but they also like the convenience of not having to spend time or money driving.
Housing within walking distance of schools is wonderful.

Economic and Social Equity:

| have lived in Forestville for 23 years. A single year after buying this house, its value had
increased so much that our family couldn’t have afforded it. And yet, our family’s income has not
kept pace with the insane explosion of the California housing market. My husband died young.
We have been living close to the poverty line for 20 years. | have taken in boarders/housemates
to keep a roof over my children’s heads. | agree affordable housing is an urgent need. | worry
that decision-makers believe that anyone who currently owns property in Sonoma County is
affluent and can afford to pay ever more and more. My property tax bill still lists 2 charges for
Palm Drive Hospital, but that entity no longer exists. Why do we still pay the tax? My property
tax bill lists charges for Measure H, more and more buildings at Santa Rosa junior College.
Enrollment has dropped so low at SRJC that many faculty have had our workload and incomes
severely slashed. | am lucky to teach one class this semester. Many students learn online.
Many JC staff work from home. Do elected officials believe that construction is always the right
choice? Is it time to re-think the old maxim that building growth is always good and will solve our
problems? Is there really the population to support this call for more building? Can we balance
sustainability and planetary survival concerns with economic equity concerns?

Best Practices: Centralize population density

Overall, | believe Sonoma County should delay re-zoning and new construction due to water
limitations, firestorm emergency concerns, transportation/air quality issues, and uncertain

113.5
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population. Any efforts to increase affordable housing should focus on the 101 corridor rather
than West County, also due to water limitations, fire emergency concerns, and transportation/air 113.8
quality issues. My father earned a Masters in City Planning and worked as a county planner in cont.
San Diego and Imperial Counties. As a child, | learned about best practices in urban planning,
which recommend centralizing population density. If the County proceeds with re-zoning
Forestville and increasing density in a small rural residential town, choosing sites that already 113.9
have sewer infrastructure and road access on more than one side would be better than the
FOR-4 site at the end of Van Keppel Rd.

Respectfully,
Cassandra Shafer
6115 Van Keppel Rd., Forestville, CA



From: David Kristof <davidakristof @icloud.com>

Sent: Friday, February 10, 2023 2:40 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Housing Unit Population Buildout Potential for Other Inventory Sites: SITE ELD-1

EXTERNAL

February 10, 2023
Attention: PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org
Regarding: Table 2-

-1
To Whom it May Concern,
We are writing this commentary on behalf of ourselves and adjacent neighbors that
live on Brookview Drive and Oakwood Drive. It has come to our attention that an
existing single family dwelling parcel at 15577 Brookview Drive (designated as SITE
ELD-1) has been incorporated i

Since little to nothing in the DEIR elaborates any specifics to this particular location,
we would appreciate feedback on the calculus that determined this particula
inclusion in Table 2-

. Given the current vacuum of information, there is, to put it mildly,
much consternation and outright concern over what is envisioned by the County in
the near future.

On the surface, listing ELD-1

folly. And, we suspect addition of this location was truly only incorporated into the

report to meet the minimum buildout requirements mandated by the State. We

further suspect that by paying lip-service to State requirements, such an

undisciplined approach could come back to bite those who saw fit to throw a
-pointing though!

Please note, as the collective community, we do have legitimate concerns about the

viability and use of this existing residential lot. Consider the following perplexities:

Lot width with regards to minimal set-backs (available structure footprints hampered

by such restrictions):
a. Set-back from Sonoma Creek (east perimeter)
b. Set-back from Madrone Creek (south perimeter)
c. Set-back from adjacent neighbors (north & west perimeters)
d. Set-back from street.

Environmental impacts to Sonoma & Madrone Creeks, including:



a.Impacts on existing Sonoma Creek stream-bank revetment (note that Sonoma Creek, along
Brookview Dr., has had severe erosion mitigation over the last 60 years, with extensive repair work
after high-water damages in 1965, 1997 & 2002).

b. Impacts caused by added storm drainage outflows (due to site hardening) and its negative effects on
stream hydrology.

c. Impacts on creek corridor/waterborne plants & animals (verified freshwater shrimp in Sonoma
Creek are a registered endangered species).

Off-street/On-street parking (the lot is in cul-de-sac with minimal street parking
availability; added units = added vehicles = off-street parking & a driveway that eats
into any potential building footprint).

An inordinate increase in traffic throughout the neighborhood, but especially in the
cul-de-sac where 15577 Brookview Drive is located.

Historic neighborhood height limitations (several 2-story modifications have been
permitted & built over the years, but the entire neighborhood is mostly long-
established, single-story homes).

proposed site, including:

a. Added sewer connection (existing main sewer line is notorious for already backing up during high-
rain events; the sewer line fails almost yearly with effluent flowing out of street man-holes and
even backing up into toilets/bathtubs of homes in the cul-de-sac; the Sonoma Valley Sewage
District has been fined multiple times for allowing high bacterial-count runoff to contaminate
creek waters due to the inability of the existing sewer to handle any excessive flows).

b. Degenerative asphalt street pavement (street is in abysmal condition that cannot handle the
stresses of additional traffic, prolonged abuse by heavy construction equipment and associated
patchwork of road-cuts due to new infrastructure tie-ins).

Your return input would be most appreciated. Please advise.
Sincerely,

David & Barbara Kristof

15561 Brookview Drive

Sonoma, CA 95476

davidakristof@icloud.com

barbarakristof@icloud.com
(707) 996-8565 (home)



MELODY CLARK
7680 GIUSTI ROAD
FORESTVILLE, CA 95436
PHONE: (707) 887-1974 / CELL: (707) 480-0882
E-MAIL: MELODYCLARK(@COMCAST.NET

Re: Draft EIR  Housing
Eric Gage, Planner

As a resident within two blocks of the proposed FOR-2 projects I have significant concerns about
over-developing this location. I am also concerned about the disproportionate number of units that
you have identified as potential locations for rezoning rural residential sites to accommodate high
density housing, specifically in the west county areas of Graton, Forestville and Guerneville.

neighborhoods and are proposing a bassackwards solution to the need for additional housing.

FOR-2 is a 13+ acre orchard encircled by 28 houses. The proposal of 238 units within this block
of homes is unreasonable. How do you go from a site that currently permits 7 houses with private
septic systems, to rezoning for 238 units in the middle of existing homes?

This is not an urban area. Our infrastructure is barely adequate for the existing homes in this area.

All of the homes west of Mirabel Road have individual septic systems. We have been told for
many years that it is not feasible to expand the sewer system that exists east of Mirabel Road. It
seems unlikely that you can wave a magic zoning wand and accommodate that many units into the
existing system.

Mirabel Road is a major access road between Highway 116 and River Road. Those are the only
two roads available for evacuation/access to Santa Rosa/Highway 101.

The two-lane road is narrow, lacks turn lanes, lacks sidewalks, gutters, curbs, drainage or lighting.
Ingress/egress into the proposed development will be dangerous. Making a left turn onto Giusti
without the increased traffic is already a problem.

All traffic from the existing homes on Nolan Road and Giusti Road can only leave this area via
Mirabel Road which is already inadequate for vacating the area.

The report is incorrect about a school on Mirabel Road. That location is a park maintained 100%
by the community. There are no HOA dues, county or state entities that contribute to the Youth
Park. Who is going to put in crosswalks and safety features from FOR-2 to cross the street to the
park on the busy and dangerous road?



What about services. While the report does mention we have some services. they are very limited.
It is 8-10 miles to the nearest full-service grocery stores in Sebastopol or Santa Rosa. I already
worry about the distance to shopping and health services when I am older. Public transportation is
limited and unreliable.

Roads, water, waste management, community services are typically planned first. This is a plan
that feels rushed so that someone doesn’t loose funds. This does not seem like a benefit to the
existing neighborhood or potential new neighbors.

Over the past 30 years I have noticed that the people that move to Forestville find the location
desirable because of the low-density housing. One example is similar size homes within the Speer
Ranch subdevelopment on 6,000 to 15,000 square foot lots have had less market appeal than homes
in Forestville that are not within a “tract” style development such as the homes on Nolan and Giusti
Road. A better place for higher density housing would be closer to community services, shopping,
transportation, employment areas. Where is the employment for the 700+ what would move here?

One last issue in this area that is very personal to me. The cellular service reception is horrible.
Many of us have tried different carriers only to find that the each have dead zones. My husband
died on River Road because he could not get emergency service in one of those dead zones. His
phone log showed numerous attempts to make calls.

Bringing hundreds of new people into this area, when the services are already inadequate is
practically criminal.

Additional services and housing are definitely needed but should be planned, and not a desperate
act because of mandates and funds. It would be better to reduce the density in the AR and RR
zones or allow lot splits for new homes to gradually accommodate additional units than building
high density urban style homes in this area.

Thank you for listening to my concerns.

Sincerely,

Melody Clark
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From: Kris Nevius <krispaperstudio@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, February 10, 2023 4:11 PM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: DEIR

EXTERNAL

We need more affordable housing, especially for the workers in the county. Graton is a smail community
and that is the reason many of us live here. Adding 443 new houses to the community will strain the
roads, the sewer system (or will they all be on septic?) and potentially change the feel of the
community. This proposal has the feeling of some people who decided how many new dwellings needed
to happen and then just looked around for potential empty lots to put as many as possible. Please
consider reducing the number of proposed houses for Graton and for the other communities in Sonoma
County.

Kris Nevius

Graton






























































































































We the undersigned helieve the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossibie for a developer to overcome

at the current density and that It would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a deveioper to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations thal would make the project linancially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the -u:h_’derSig'ne'd‘_'believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the unidersigned-believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersighed believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs,
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome

at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the under’signéd believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation

needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. in particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allacation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would reguire off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome

at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome

at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order o meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
~ traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
al the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issuesin order to meet the RHND allocation
needs,
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
al the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs,
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezaning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigried believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and witdland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. in particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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We the undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome

at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND aliocation
needs.
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We the Undersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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Ve the undersigned belleve the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financlally impossible for a developer to avercome
at the current density and that It would be unwise to ignore these issues In order to meet the RHND allocation
needs.
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" We the indersigned believe the FOR-2 rezoning project has greater than average environmental constraints
compared to the other Rezoning Sites. In particular, this site would require off-site infrastructure, water, sewer
traffic and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
at the current density and that it would be unwise to ignore these issues in order to meet the RHND allocation
needs,
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and wildland mitigations that would make the project financially impossible for a developer to overcome
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Letter 118
From: Lorin Mcclendon <lorinmcclendon@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, February 10, 2023 11:28 AM
To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: New Dwelling Units Proposed for Forestvill

EXTERNAL

We are opposed to the 635 new dwelling units proposed for Forestville because of the dramatic
Increase in population, the llimited transportation, our schools are not equipped to handle this influx
and we agree with all of the reasons our District 5 Supervisor, Lynda Hopkins has stated for opposing
this project. We need more affordable housing in our cities which have the

infrastructure to support it.

Lorin & Rebecca McClendon
308 Conor Court

Forestville

Get BlueMail for Desktop

118.1



Letter 119

From: Mark Dutina <markdutina@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, February 10, 2023 9:11 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Forestville #2 Nolan Road

EXTERNAL

Thank you for listening to our concerns. | purchased 6824 Nolan Road in March of 2022. My property 1191
backs up directly to FOR#2. | am definitely not against the development of low and medium income )
housing. Here are my concerns for the development of this property. 1. Will crossing lights be placed to | 119.2
safely cross Mirabel and Giusti to get to Youth Park and El Molino H.S.? 2. What precautions will be
made to protect those of us who back up to this parcel? I am mostly concerned about dust due to health{ 119 3
reasons and the noise pollution it will create. 3. Will there be added police protection due to the

increased number of people? Currently we are a small community that watch out for each other but 119.4
with the added people there is no way that we will feel safe. 4. Will stop lights be added at River road

and 116 due to the increased traffic? Currently it is already very dangerous to turn off of Nolan onto 119.5
Mirabelle with the speed at which people drive here. 5. With this large of an increase in the number of

people living here where will they work? Where will they shop? Where will they get medical services? 119.6

The only services near here are to drive to Sebastopol or to Santa Rosa. Is it your intention to create
another whole commuting area? 6. Where will the added number of people park? We have no street

parking, no street lights, no sidewalks. Will this be safe? 7. Are you really willing to destroy another | 119.7
healthy ecosystem? Many birds and mammals live and nest here. Where will they go? Where will the

thousands of moles,voles and rats go? To our houses? Will you be helping us with this problem? 8. Will 119.8
the current owners of the property be forced to sell? Having spoken with them they have no intention | 119.9
of this being anything other than an agricultural property. 9. According to the DEIR report there are

many environmental tasks to overcome before this property could be developed. Are you taking this 119.10
into full consideration? 10. Living here in forestville our water and sewage systems are already fragile.

What are the plans for this? Do you plan to use septic for this whole project? It seems impossible. In l 119.11

conclusion, | love living here, | have become very active in volunteering to help in any way in this

community. If this project goes through | will be forced to move. Not only would this be a very negative
life-changing experience it would also be extremely costly for my wife and I. We bought our home

recently at the high market. Will the county be reimbursing us for the loss when we sell our property? | 119.12
have many more questions and concerns, but please consider the ones | have listed and remove the

development of FOR#2 from your list. Mark Dutina 6824 Nolan road. Phone # 650-544-3208



From: Kathy R. <kbird@sonic.net> Letter 120

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2023 12:55 AM

To: PermitSonoma-Housing <PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org>

Cc: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>; Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>;
Leo Chyi <Leo.Chyi@sonoma-county.org>; Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>; David
Rabbitt <David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org>; James Gore <James.Gore@sonoma-county.org>; Chris
Coursey <Chris.Coursey@sonoma-county.org>

Subject: Re: Housing Element Draft EIR, Objections, request for additional time for public review

EXTERNAL

| was alerted to this report a week ago and I’'m very concerned about how this will change our town in
Forestville. | have driven to and seen all of the sites they are proposing zoning changes to, and all but
one of these sites are within a mile or two of each other and are on or near a Scenic Highway and will be
seen from Hwy 116. Most homes in the area are single story. Having multi-story homes or apartments
on any of these sites doesn’t fit in with the character of the neighborhoods. How can any of these
properties be built without significant improvements to Hwy 116 or Mirabel Rd? | haven’t see any
infrastructure to support the proposal. And the burden is unfairly put on Forestville. Also, have any of
you walked along the sidewalks in downtown Forestville? Tried to safely cross the street here? The
sidewalks and curbs are uneven and severely cracked too.

I’'m asking for additional time for public review. It's a complicated document to go through and | have
noticed multiple things in the report that are not correct <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>