From: Jane Riley

To: Lucia Fincher
Subject: FW: Yes to funding of phase 2
Date: Monday, March 11, 2019 11:23:33 AM

Please retain and compile as part of public comments on the 16 April BOS meeting on the Comp Work Plan

From: Joi Losee [mailto:alpacaz@pacbell.net]
Sent: March 11, 2019 11:22 AM

To: Jane Riley <Jane.Riley@sonoma-county.org>; David Rabbitt <David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Yes to funding of phase 2

Cannabis Ordinances revisions are necessary.

Please give the funding for a comprehensive work plan for the Cannabis Ordinance Revisions /Phase 2.

No action on the Phase 2 means that there are no Cannabis regulation problems or the political system does not care
about the the regulated Cannabis program.

| feel these are critical times where planning and good regulations are most important.
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From: Jane Riley

To: Lucia Fincher
Subject: FW: Sonoma County resident since 1960
Date: Wednesday, March 27, 2019 7:41:19 AM

For the Comp Work Plan Cannafile

From: Jim Fitzpatrick [mailto:jfitzseq@yahoo.com]
Sent: March 27, 2019 7:09 AM

To: Jane Riley <Jane.Riley@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Sonoma County resident since 1960

Please be sure Phase Il of the Cannabis Ordinance be
approved in the planning department’s 2019-2020 work
plan. Don't let our neighborhoods become victims....
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From: Bob Engel

To: Lynda Hopkins

Cc: Susan Upchurch; Jane Riley

Subject: Cannabis Ordinance and Community Input
Date: Thursday, March 21, 2019 8:34:30 AM

Dear Supervisor Hopkins -

| am writing to express my support for the inclusion of robust community input regarding the
county's Cannabis Ordinance. My understanding is that "Phase 11" can include funding for
staff time to gather and suggest implementation of issues such as neighborhood compatibility
and and environmental concerns. | urge you to support and fund the inclusion of these
constituent inputs.

Good wishes
Bob Engel

3156 Edison, Graton
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From: Nyla Fleig

To: Jane Riley
Subject: Cannabis Regulations - Phase 2
Date: Sunday, March 24, 2019 9:57:32 AM

We are writing because of our ongoing concerns regarding Cannabis operations in Sonoma
county. These concernsinclude traffic and tourism on mainly rural roads, especially one-way
and dead end roads next to residents. Also, odors from cannabis grows, air quality, water
usage, safety, crime and setbacks to residents. Sonoma county urgently needs regulatory
amendments to address these issues. The Board of Supervisors and county planners need to
add neighborhood and environmental protections as regulations for commercial cannabis
grows move forward.

We understand Phase |1 was unexpectedly postponed, which was to allow for public input. We
urge you to formally include Phase Il in the 2019-2020 work plan at your April 16
meeting.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

NylaFleig
LisaMathiesen

Graton Residents
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From: nancy rowinsky

To: Jane Riley
Subject: Cannabis regulations
Date: Friday, March 22, 2019 1:20:43 PM

Dear Supervisor,

| urge the board to fund and schedul e staff time to add neighborhood and environmental
protections to the Cannabis Ordinance as you work to develop the two year work plan for
2019 and 2020.

| have concerns about cannabis operations coming to our county and to our neighborhoods.

My concerns include odorg/air quality, traffic, neighborhood security/crime risk, road/fire
safety, water availability, cannabis tourism, concentration of projects, or setbacks to
residences.

With respect,

Nancy Rowinsky
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From: Chris Stover

To: Lynda Hopkins

Cc: district4; Susan Gorin; David Rabbitt; Shirlee Zane; Jane Riley; Jennifer Mendoza; Susan Upchurch; Pat Gilardi;
Michelle Whitman; Andrea Krout

Subject: Funding of 2019-2020 Cannabis Phase 11 work plan

Date: Sunday, March 24, 2019 1:07:58 PM

Dear Supervisor Hopkins,

Please support that there is funding and staffing resources dedicated to neighborhood compatibility and
environmental protectionsin a 2019-2020 Phase || work plan for the Cannabis Ordinance. it is very important that
these areas are adequately studied, investigated, and reviewed to ensure that neighborhoods and environmental
resources are adequately protected.

Sincerely,

Chris Stover

Lorraine Bazan

1357 Ferguson Road
Sebastopol, CA 95472
707-829-8262

THISEMAIL 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.


mailto:trilby@att.net
mailto:Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org
mailto:district4@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org
mailto:David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Shirlee.Zane@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Jane.Riley@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Jennifer.Mendoza@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Susan.Upchurch@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Michelle.Whitman@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Andrea.Krout@sonoma-county.org

From: Cindy Schellenberg

To: James Gore

Cc: Stuart. Tiffin@sonoma-county.org; Jane Riley
Subject: IMPT Pending County Comprehensive Work Plan
Date: Thursday, March 14, 2019 7:38:55 PM
Importance: High

Hello Supervisor Gore:

As a concerned resident, I’'m sure you are aware that there are many outstanding issues
surrounding public health and safety, as well as neighborhood compatibility with respect
to the county’s current Cannabis Ordinance.

It is extremely important that the next phase, ie Phase 2, be funded so that the necessary
revisions can continue to be addressed and hopefully resolved.

When you meet in April, please authorize funding as well as staff time and resources for
this important topic that will impact the quality of life for all of us in Sonoma County for
years to come.

Thank you for your consideration,
Cindy Schellenberg

8147 Davis Lane

Penngrove, CA
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From: Gary Holm

To: Jane Riley
Subject: Include Phase 11 of the Cannabis Ordinance in Planning Department"s 2019-2020 Work Plan

Date: Tuesday, March 26, 2019 5:01:45 PM

Dear Ms. Riley,

This is let you know we have sent the following email to each County
Supervisor, and their respective aides, requesting that they vote for inclusion
of Phase II of the Cannabis Ordinance in the Planning Department’s 2019-2020
work plan.

Sincerely,
Gary and Karen Holm
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From: David Gross

To: Jane Riley

Subject: Phase 11 2019-2020

Date: Wednesday, March 20, 2019 1:38:47 PM
Dear Ms. Riley,

| truly hope that Phase Il will be included in the 2019-2020 work plan; the Neighborhood Compatibility component
of the cannabis policy.

As homeownersin Graton we are very concerned about any potential development adjacent to the West County
Trail and our neighborhood.

Thank you for your time and consideration on this matter.
Very truly yours,

David Gross
Graton, CA
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From: BARBARA DUNHAM

To: Jane Riley

Subject: Phase Il Cannabis Ordinance
Date: Friday, March 22, 2019 2:15:38 PM
Dear Ms. Riley:

| sent the following email to all five supervisors. Unfortunately, when | copied you on these
emails| typed an incorrect email address for you.

Dear Supervisor:

[ am writing to request that Phase II of the Cannabis Ordinance be included
in the 2019-2020 work plan.

Sincerely,

Barbara A. Dunham
411 Eleanor Avenue
Sebastopol, CA 95472
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From: Mary Rusty Gate

To: Jane Riley

Subject: Phase Il of Cannabis Ordinance - input
Date: Friday, March 22, 2019 10:15:32 AM
Dear Ms. Riley,

I am writing to you and each of the County Supervisors asking that community concerns and input be included in
the 2019-2020 work plan for Phase Il of the cannabis ordinance be initiated NOW rather than later, to address the
Neighborhood Compatibility component of cannabis policy (neighborhood and environmental issues). There are
significant issues that impact neighborhoods including odors/air quality, traffic, neighborhood security/crime risk,
road/fire safety, water availability, cannabis tourism, concentration of projects, or setbacks to residences. | am
particularly concerned about the impact of these operations in residential neighborhoods in throughout the County.
These need to be addressed NOW as new businesses are emerging in this newly legal industry. Otherwise
neighborhoods and the county will be faced with addressing time consuming and inefficient case by case
conflicts over development.

| appreciate your attention to this issue. | plan to attend the April 16t Board meeting when you will be addressing
the Cannabis Ordinance decisions.

Mary Radu

Rusty Gate Farm, Sebastopol CA

Artisan Peaches and Albarino Wine Grapes

Cell 707 688-4382
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From: Joe

To: Jane Riley
Subject: Phase Il of the Cannabis Ordinance
Date: Tuesday, March 26, 2019 10:49:38 AM

Hi Supervisor Riley
Just writing to ask that you:

Please vote to include--Phase Il of the Cannabis Ordinance-- in the planning
department’s 2019-2020 work plan.

(funding and staffing for a study of the impacts of cannabis on neighborhood
compatibility and environmental protection)

Thank You
Joe Pereira
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From: Meredith

To: Jane Riley

Subject: Please help to insure that Phase Il will be included in the 2019-2020 work plan.
Date: Wednesday, March 20, 2019 4:00:32 PM

Dear Ms. Riley,

Please help to insure that Phase 11 (addressing the Neighborhood Compatibility component of cannabis policy)
will beincluded in the 2019-2020 work plan.

Welivein Graton in Graton and are very concerned about any cannabais devel opment adjacent to the West County

Trail and in our neighborhood.
We believe that neighbors who may be impacted by potential cannabais devel opments should have asay in the
policy moving forward.

Thank you for your time and consideration on this matter. It's only fair!
Very truly yours,
Meredith Gross

Graton, CA
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From: Jane Riley

To: Lucia Fincher

Subject: FW: Petition you requested

Date: Wednesday, April 10, 2019 8:09:51 AM
Attachments: petition sampleset.pdf

If it’s not too late, public comment on the work plan ©

From: Kimberly Burr [mailto:kimlarry2 @comcast.net]

Sent: April 10, 2019 7:47 AM

To: Jane Riley <Jane.Riley@sonoma-county.org>; Michelle Whitman <Michelle. Whitman@sonoma-
county.org>

Cc: Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>; Shirlee Zane <Shirlee.Zane@sonoma-
county.org>; Supervisor James Gore <James.Gore@sonoma-county.org>; Lynda Hopkins
<Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>; David Rabbitt <David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Petition you requested

Hi Jane. Here is the petition that you requested for the Board meeting on 4/16/19.

We continue to gather signatures and are up to approximately 500 from all over the County.
| am surprized that the Update of the Tree Ordinance was never worked despite being on the
Work Plan about two years ago. The energy around the concept of a Green New Deal is
exciting and modern small farmers, the local Democratic Central Committee, and many
groups are educated on it and support it. The update of the Tree Ordinance as a stand alone
document eptiomizes much of what is embodied in this movement.

We sincerely hope that the Tree protection Update gets on the County’ s Work Plan thistime
and is completed. Asyou may know, the trees are still being bulldozed and there s,
amazingly enough, nothing to stop them. Thank you for all you do every day on behalf of all
of us.
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“Balance - When we are urged to weigh the environmental
impacts against the interests of developers, consider
this...."We've lost nearly two-thirds of the world's wildlife since the
first Earth Day 48 years ago."
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TREE PROTECTION PETITION

WHEREAS the loss of trees urondqurk and forests occurs in increments and

ANA AL WO ulu;n

often times without public Notice or environmental review;

WHEREAS the County of Sonoma is responsible for Jand use decisions affecting
trees. woodlands, and forests;

WE THE UNDERSIGNED urge the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors to
update County policies that currently allow tree removal a) in exchange for
nominal fees, b) allows tree removal according to a developer’s preferences despite
the existing and emerging science on the importance of trees, c) allows exemptions
for large agricultural developments like vineyards, and d) allows tree removal
along roadways including Highway 101.

(Print your name and the City where you live).
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TREE PROTECTION PETITION

WHEREAS the loss of trees, woodlands, and foreste occurs in increments and
often times without public Notice or environmental review;

WHEREAS the County of Sonoma is responsible for land use decisions affecting
trees, woodlands, and forests;

WE THE UNDERSIGNED urge the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors to
update County policies that currently allow tree removal a) in exchange for
nominal fees, b) allows tree removal according to a developer’s preferences despite
the existing and emerging science on the importance of trees, ¢) allows exemptions
for large agricultural developments like vineyards, and d) allows tree removal
along roadways including Highway 101.
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Return petition to Forest Unlimited, POB 506, Forestville CA 95436
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UPDATE COUNTY
TREE PROTECTION POLICIES

WHEREAS the loss of trees, woodlands, and forests occurs in increments and often times
without public Notice or environmental review;

WHEREAS the County of Sonoma is responsible for land use decisions affecting trees,
woodlands, and forests;

WE THE UNDERSIGNED urge the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors to update County
policies that currently allow tree removal:
a) in exchange for nominal fees, .
b) allows tree removal according to a developer’s preferences despite the existing and
emerging science on the importance of trees,
c) allows exemptions for large agricultural developments like vineyards, and
d) allows tree removal along roadways including Highway 101.

Print yvour name and the City where you live
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TREE PROTECTION PETITION

WHEREAS the loss of trees, woodlands, and forests occurs in increments and
often times without public Notice or environmental review;

WHEREAS the County of Sonoma is responsible for land use decisions affecting
trees, woodlands, and forests;

WE THE UNDERSIGNED urge the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors to
update County policies that currently allow tree removal a) in exchange for
nominal fees, b) allows tree removal according to a developer’s preferences despite
the existing and emerging science on the importance of trees, ¢) allows exemptions
. for large agricultural developments like vineyards, and d) allows tree removal
along roadways including Highway 101. ’
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UPDATE COUNTY
TREE PROTECTION POLICIES

WHEREAS the loss of trees, woodlands, and forests occurs in increments and often times
without public Notice or environmental review;

WHEREAS the County of Sonoma is responsible for land use decisions affecting trees,
woodlands, and forests;

WE THE UNDERSIGNED urge the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors to update County
policies that currently allow tree removal:
a) in exchange for nominal fees,
b) allows tree removal according to a developer’s preferences despite the existing and
emerging science on the importance of trees,
c) allows exemptions for large agricultural developments like vineyards, and
d) allows tree removal along roadways including Highway 101.

Print your name and the City where you live
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—The Nature Conservancy



TREE PROTECTION PETITION

WHEREAS the loss of trees urondqurk and forests occurs in increments and
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often times without public Notice or environmental review;

WHEREAS the County of Sonoma is responsible for Jand use decisions affecting
trees. woodlands, and forests;

WE THE UNDERSIGNED urge the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors to
update County policies that currently allow tree removal a) in exchange for
nominal fees, b) allows tree removal according to a developer’s preferences despite
the existing and emerging science on the importance of trees, c) allows exemptions
for large agricultural developments like vineyards, and d) allows tree removal
along roadways including Highway 101.

(Print your name and the City where you live).
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TREE PROTECTION PETITION

WHEREAS the loss of trees, woodlands, and foreste occurs in increments and
often times without public Notice or environmental review;

WHEREAS the County of Sonoma is responsible for land use decisions affecting
trees, woodlands, and forests;

WE THE UNDERSIGNED urge the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors to
update County policies that currently allow tree removal a) in exchange for
nominal fees, b) allows tree removal according to a developer’s preferences despite
the existing and emerging science on the importance of trees, ¢) allows exemptions
for large agricultural developments like vineyards, and d) allows tree removal
along roadways including Highway 101.
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UPDATE COUNTY
TREE PROTECTION POLICIES

WHEREAS the loss of trees, woodlands, and forests occurs in increments and often times
without public Notice or environmental review;

WHEREAS the County of Sonoma is responsible for land use decisions affecting trees,
woodlands, and forests;

WE THE UNDERSIGNED urge the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors to update County
policies that currently allow tree removal:
a) in exchange for nominal fees, .
b) allows tree removal according to a developer’s preferences despite the existing and
emerging science on the importance of trees,
c) allows exemptions for large agricultural developments like vineyards, and
d) allows tree removal along roadways including Highway 101.

Print yvour name and the City where you live
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TREE PROTECTION PETITION

WHEREAS the loss of trees, woodlands, and forests occurs in increments and
often times without public Notice or environmental review;

WHEREAS the County of Sonoma is responsible for land use decisions affecting
trees, woodlands, and forests;

WE THE UNDERSIGNED urge the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors to
update County policies that currently allow tree removal a) in exchange for
nominal fees, b) allows tree removal according to a developer’s preferences despite
the existing and emerging science on the importance of trees, ¢) allows exemptions
. for large agricultural developments like vineyards, and d) allows tree removal
along roadways including Highway 101. ’

(Print your name and the City where you live).
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UPDATE COUNTY
TREE PROTECTION POLICIES

WHEREAS the loss of trees, woodlands, and forests occurs in increments and often times
without public Notice or environmental review;

WHEREAS the County of Sonoma is responsible for land use decisions affecting trees,
woodlands, and forests;

WE THE UNDERSIGNED urge the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors to update County
policies that currently allow tree removal:
a) in exchange for nominal fees,
b) allows tree removal according to a developer’s preferences despite the existing and
emerging science on the importance of trees,
c) allows exemptions for large agricultural developments like vineyards, and
d) allows tree removal along roadways including Highway 101.

Print your name and the City where you live
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From: Jane Riley

To: Lucia Fincher
Subject: FW: Phase Il, Cannabis Ordinance
Date: Monday, April 15, 2019 7:25:21 AM

From: Joan Porter [mailto:sybil451@gmail.com]
Sent: April 14, 2019 7:22 PM

To: Jane Riley <Jane.Riley@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Phase I, Cannabis Ordinance

We urge the supervisors to approve Phase |1 of the Cannabis
Ordinance, which will address neighborhood compatibility, an
agendaitem of the Permit Sonoma 2-Y ear Plan at the April

16 meeting, and to initiate a plan to address the issue outside of the
individual hearing processes.

Joan A. Porter
Sebastopol, Ca 95472

Sent from my iPhone

THISEMAIL 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.


mailto:/O=SOCO EXCHANGE/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=7551548C-B1557070-26CB58C9-EA771BDF
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mailto:Jane.Riley@sonoma-county.org
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From: Jane Riley

To: Lucia Fincher

Subject: FW: General Plan Update and CWP - April 16 - Detailed Comments - 5 Organizations
Date: Friday, April 12, 2019 4:12:03 PM

Attachments: Sonoma CountyCWP General Plan Update 2040LTRFinal.pdf

GPG_Chanage_Summary.pdf

From: Teri Shore [mailto:tshore@greenbelt.org]

Sent: April 12, 2019 12:46 PM

To: David Rabbitt <David.Rabbitt@sonoma-county.org>; Andrea Krout <Andrea.Krout@sonoma-
county.org>; Susan Gorin <Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-
county.org>; Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>; Amie Windsor
<Amie.Windsor@sonoma-county.org>; Susan Upchurch <Susan.Upchurch@sonoma-county.org>;
district4 <district4@sonoma-county.org>; Jenny Chamberlain <Jenny.Chamberlain@sonoma-
county.org>; Jennifer Mendoza <Jennifer.Mendoza@sonoma-county.org>; Shirlee Zane
<Shirlee.Zane@sonoma-county.org>; Michelle Whitman <Michelle.Whitman@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Tennis Wick <Tennis.Wick@sonoma-county.org>; Milan Nevajda <Milan.Nevajda@sonoma-
county.org>; Jane Riley <Jane.Riley@sonoma-county.org>; Amy Lyle <Amy.Lyle@sonoma-
county.org>; Suzanne Doyle <carsort@gmail.com>; Padi Selwyn <padi.selwyn10@gmail.com>; Judith
Olney <milestonesmet@gmail.com>; Janus <bjmatthes@comcast.net>; Norman Gilroy
<ngilroy@vom.com>

Subject: General Plan Update and CWP - April 16 - Detailed Comments - 5 Organizations

Dear Chair Rabbitt, Board of Supervisors,

Please find attached a detailed letter with recommendations for moving forward on the
Genera Plan Update and the Comprehensive Work Plan for Permit Sonoma for the next two
years from Greenbelt Alliance, Sierra Club, Preserve Rural Sonoma County, Wine and Water
Watch and Mobilize Sonoma.

Additional allies and partners and community members will be sending in separate |etters.

Thank you for your consideration and look forard to the review and discussion on Tuesday,
April 16.

Sincerely yours,

Teri Shore

Greenbelt Alliance

tshore@agreenbelt.org
areenbelt.org | Facebook | Twitter


mailto:/O=SOCO EXCHANGE/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=7551548C-B1557070-26CB58C9-EA771BDF
mailto:Lucia.Fincher@sonoma-county.org
mailto:tshore@greenbelt.org
http://www.greenbelt.org/
http://www.facebook.com/pages/San-Francisco-CA/Greenbelt-Alliance/63088415063
http://www.twitter.com/gbeltalliance
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Winewaterwatch.org

I Mobilize Sonoma I

April 12, 2019

Sonoma County Board of Supervisors
575 Administration Drive
Santa Rosa, CA 95401

Re: Comprehensive Work Plan and General Plan Update

Dear Chair Rabbitt and Board of Supervisors,

Sonoma County is at a crossroads right now with new and ongoing challenges that have the
potential to change the face of our communities and lands for decades to come. The General Plan
and zoning code are the tools that are intended to provide a vision and path forward and to
provide certainty for residents and voters in the long-term.

The County of Sonoma urgently needs to respond to changed conditions since the last General
Plan and to plan for an uncertain future and a “new normal.” In order to respond to these changes
and forge a path forward, Greenbelt Alliance, Sierra Club, Preserve Rural Sonoma County, Wine
and Water Watch, and Mobilize Sonoma urge you to prioritize the update of the General Plan in
the Permit Sonoma Comprehensive Work Plan for 2019 through 2021 without further delay. We
represent tens of thousands of your constituents countywide.

Allocating resources to the General Plan update now will save the county and taxpayers money
in the long run by maintaining orderly growth, responding to changing conditions sooner rather
than later, and leveraging the extensive investment in emergency response and resiliency
planning over the past two years.

A discussion of the urgent need to update the General Plan follows along with recommendations
for reallocating hours and priorities based on our current understanding of the draft in the
Comprehensive Work Plan. The staff report had not been posted as of 12 noon Friday, April 12,
but we did not want to delay our submission in order to provide you with time to review before
the April 16, 2019 board meeting.

Why the General Plan Needs to be Prioritized

Prioritize General Plan Update: Given the urgent need to plan for an uncertain future and a

“new normal,” we urge you to prioritize the update of the General Plan as part of the Permit
Sonoma Comprehensive Work Plan for the next two fiscal years, 2019/2020 and 2020/2021.





Specifically we urge you to allocate sufficient staff hours and budget to conduct robust
community engagement and complete a scoping process, work plan and contracting in
2019/2020; initiate the full General Plan update in 2020/2021; and complete the General Plan by
2021/2022, one year after end-date of our current County General Plan.

Scoping: Please schedule scoping sessions for the General Plan Update in each of the five
districts for the 2019-2020 fiscal year. Given the presidential election in 2020, we urge that these
scoping sessions occur in the September/October 2019, but by year’s end or early 2020 at the
latest. Our organizations will provide more detailed policy priorities for the scoping session.

Robust Community Engagement: We support using Social Media and other new technology to
help boost participating in the scoping and development of the new General Plan. However, we
also urge the county to conduct a robust community engagement process that involves in-person
meetings with stakeholders and communities in every one of the five districts. The new
Municipal Advisory Councils could provide a new venue for such outreach. We would be eager
to provide additional recommendations and help support public outreach to ensure a
comprehensive outcome for the General Plan.

New and Ongoing Land Use Issues: The General Plan 2020 is not adequate to assess the many
new and growing land-use issues that the people of Sonoma County face in the decades ahead,
including but not limited to: post-fire recovery and rebuild, intensified housing needs, rural
sprawl, response to climate change, commercialization of rural and agricultural lands, food
security, cannabis and hemp legalization, groundwater depletion, water supply, forest health, use
of toxic herbicides and pesticides, loss of wildlife habitat, wildlife corridors, transportation
needs, recreation, tourism and many other pressing issues.

Environmental Review: The Environmental Impact Report for the current General Plan is out
of date and does not provide a full or adequate assessment of the environmental impacts from
land-use changes nor does it prevent or avoid them through mitigation as required. In some
cases, mitigations have never been implemented. In others, new projects are moving forward
with exemptions, minimal environmental review and without an analysis of cumulative impacts.
This can only be resolved through a General Plan Update and associated programmatic
Environmental Impact Report.

New State General Plan Guidelines: The current General Plan also needs immediate updating
because of new state guidelines that call for new elements that will help address the issues above
and more (see attached overview): environmental justice, climate change, healthy communities,
equitable and resilient communities, economic development, and mitigation for loss of
agricultural lands.

County and City Alignment: Since the wildfires of October 2017, the county and the cities
have increased coordination and collaboration. Recently you formed the Renewal Enterprise
District with the City of Santa Rosa to provide new housing opportunities. Given that the City of
Santa Rosa and several other cities are undertaking General Plan updates in 2019, if the County
does not do likewise, we will miss an opportunity to align with its city partners to develop a truly
countywide planning process to map out of the future of Sonoma County.





Missing this opportunity will in fact put the County in an unacceptable position with regard to
areas of mutual city/county interest/concern where joint planning is appropriate. It could also
allow the county planning process to fall behind rapidly changing housing and other initiatives at
the state level that may jeopardize or weaken county level planning.

Countywide Post-Fire Planning Outcomes Since the wildfires of October 2017, county
agencies, non-profits, and the community have developed far-reaching plans for recovery and
rebuild that are not reflected in the current General Plan. These include the Fire Recovery and
Resiliency Framework, Living in a Wildfire Adapted Landscape and the Vital Lands Initiative.
These planning outcomes need to be and can easily be incorporated and implemented into the
General Plan update to achieve a more climate-smart and resilient future.

General Plan Amendments and Zoning Code Changes: We urge the supervisors to hold off
making significant development related General Plan Amendments or Zoning Code changes that
have negative environmental impacts until the General Plan is updated. For example, the City of
Rohnert Park recently placed a moratorium on new General Plan Amendments until its update is
complete. While we understand the urgency after the October 2017 wildfires to move forward
quickly to expedite the rebuild, we believe the community and the recovery will be better served
by now developing a broader, more comprehensive approach through the General Plan update
and associated Zoning Code revisions.

For example, the Sonoma County General Plan requires the County to update its Development
Code to specify the types, intensities, and sizes of visitor-serving uses allowed with a conditional
use permit. Notwithstanding this clear direction, the County has not updated its Development
Code and it continues to issue permits for visitor-serving uses well in excess of the levels
anticipated in the General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) that is currently in effect.

General Plan and Key Issues

Climate Measures and Vehicle Miles Traveled: Immediate measures need to be adopted by
the county to slow the increase of Greenhouse Gas emissions and Vehicle Miles Traveled that
continue to escalate. The state is also mandating that jurisdictions develop General Plan elements
to address climate change, as mentioned above. As part of the General Plan update or in advance,
the County needs to take these actions to address the GHG-VMT issue:

1. Immediately adopt the provisions of SB743, which changes how the transportation impact of
buildings and projects is evaluated under CEQA from “level of service” to “vehicle miles
traveled.” It becomes mandatory in July 2020, but jurisdictions may adopt early, as San
Francisco, Oakland and San Jose have done already. This information will help the county
prioritize projects with low VMTSs and require projects to mitigate them.

2. Adopt Sonoma Clean Power Evergreen.
3. Adopt All-Electric Ready Ordinance and All-Electric as soon as possible.

Housing, Transportation and Infrastructure: Sonoma County needs to build more housing,
but this housing needs to be located in locations where transportation and infrastructure exists to
support more people, that is in the Urban Growth Boundaries. If the county intends to intensify





development in the unincorporated areas, then it needs to be prepared to spend more money on
transportation, sewage, water, emergency services, etc. This can only be logically determined
through the General Plan process. Lacking a General Plan update, all new building should be
confined to designated Urban Growth Boundaries and Priority Development Areas.

Mini-UGBs: A straightforward option to address housing and rural development
immediately is for the supervisors to protect unincorporated communities from
incremental sprawl by placing a measure ballot to provide voter protections to existing
boundaries of Urban Service Areas as development is intensified.

Proposed Permit Sonoma Comprehensive Work Plan Priorities

Program/Initiative (Existing and New) FY 19/20 | FY 20/21
General Plan Update — Community Engagement 200 200
General Plan Update — Work Plan, Scoping and Contracting 100 100
General Plan Update — Staff Work 400 1000
Total (Adds total of 100 hours, distributes over two years) 700 1,300
Other Priorities — based on draft staff report and estimates

Sonoma Developmental Center (state funded) 400 400
Local Coastal Plan (legal requirement) 250 120
Climate Action Measures (see above details) 200 200
Winery Event Regulations — Release Staff Draft and Finalize 200 200
Cannabis Ordinance and Phase 2 380 200
Springs Specific Plan ? ?

X Combining Zone Revisions (Vacation rental exclusion zones) | 160

Tree Ordinance Update 300

Bicycle Network Planning and Implementation ? ?

DEPRIORITIZE OR ELIMINATE FROM TWO-YEAR
WORK PLAN (use these hours for above programs)

Airport Specific Plan — not urgent, requires GP amendment, 0 0
controversial, needs full EIR

SE Santa Rosa/SR Avenue Planning — not urgent, conflicts with | 0 0
City of Santa Rosa UGB, General Plan, Downtown focus and
Renewal Enterprise District, needs full EIR

New Housing Initiatives — Rezoning of non-residential land use, |0 0
Removal of Z zoning for ADUs on rural parcels— not urgent,
needs full EIR, not city-centered, increases VMTSs

Code Changes for Streamlining Planning Processes — not urgent | 0 0

If the county decides not to prioritize the General Plan Update, then we urge you to
consider the following actions:





1. Provide a date certain timeline for the General Plan Update to be underway not later than
2020/2021 with a specific timeline and resources, with no further delays

2. Hold off on all development related General Plan amendments or rezoning initiatives with
negative environmental impacts until the General Plan update is completed,;

3. Uphold California Environmental Quality Act and ensure full environmental review of all
projects, avoiding categorical exemptions and negative declarations.

4. Require conditional use permits as currently required and reduce (don’t increase) use of
ministerial permits.

Thank you for your consideration of our views. We look forward to further conversations and
would be eager to meet and discuss further.

Sincerely yours,

Padi Selwyn and Judith Olney
f//u ) %ﬂ—/ Preserve Rural Sonoma County
preserveruralsonomacounty@gmail.com

Teri Shore
Regional Director, Greenbelt Alliance Janus Matthes
tshore@greenbelt.org Wine and Water Watch

bjmatthes@comcast.net

Suzanne Doyle, Chair, Sonoma Group, _
Sierra Club Norm Gilroy

songrp@sonic.net Mobilize Sonoma
ngilroy@vom.com




mailto:bjmatthes@comcast.net

mailto:ngilroy@vom.com




General Plan Guidelines, 2017
The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has been engaged in a thorough
update of the General Plan Guidelines (GPG). OPR is statutorily required by Government Code
Section 65040.2 to adopt and periodically revise State guidelines for the preparation and
content of local general plans for all cities and counties in California. This 2017 edition is the first
comprehensive update to the guidelines since 2003. Legislative changes, new technical
advisories, guidance documents, and additional resources have been incorporated into this new
GPG. Additional information is on the OPR General Plan Guidelines website:
https://www.opr.ca.gov/s _generalplanguidelines.php

The new GPG contains significant changes to the previous General Plan Guidelines, making it
easier to navigate and utilize.

Major changes include:
o Reformatted sections on the mandatory elements,
including a new section on environmental justice
e Statutory checklists for all mandatory elements

e Updated and expanded sections on visioning and : ot 5
community engagement ornt UCTICEd BEId
e New sections on healthy communities, equitable and : dEIINE

resilient communities, economic development, and sovreiar Sar DN
climate change
Incorporation of existing legislative changes and guidance

e Links to additional online tools and resources

e Recommended policies in cut and paste format, with
examples of adopted policy language

e Infill compendium
Renewable energy compendium

e Model template for mitigation of agricultural land
conversion

e General Plan Mapping Tool, enabling free, easy access to
helpful data for cities and counties

L LLL

For mandatory and common optional elements of the general plan, the GPG sets out each
statutory requirement in detail, provides OPR recommended policy language, and includes
online links to city and county general plans that have adopted similar policies. Each chapter
contains a sample selection of policies as well. Users can also click the links provided for more
detailed policies and plans. All of the referenced policies as well as additional policies are
compiled in an appendix.

As more resources become available, they will be added to the GPG. The new online platform
will allow OPR to add updated text, links, and information directly to the GPG, and announce
any additions through the GPG listserv and on the OPR website.

A general plan is the local government’s long-term blueprint for the community’s vision of future
growth. The GPG serves as the “how to” resource for drafting a general plan. The GPG is a
resource to help planners accomplish their respective community’s priorities and vision while
meeting larger state goals, increasing community collaboration, and potentially improving
competitiveness for funding opportunities.



https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_generalplanguidelines.php

https://www.law.berkeley.edu/files/CLEE/Infill_Template_--_September_2014.pdf

https://www.law.berkeley.edu/files/CLEE/Renewable_Energy_Template_FINAL_Dec_2014.pdf

http://www.calandtrusts.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/conserving-californias-harvest-web-version-6.26.14.pdf

http://www.calandtrusts.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/conserving-californias-harvest-web-version-6.26.14.pdf



The new GPG has been informed by extensive
outreach and collaboration. The public comment
draft of the update to the GPG for the State of
California was posted in October 2015. OPR held
multiple community outreach events and public
workshops in 2015 for the draft GPG update.
Planners, practitioners, and community members
were invited to attend and learn about the
updated guidelines, ask questions, and share
their feedback. The update was informed by
comment letters, agency and public input, and
thorough research and collaboration.

OPR will conduct workshops around the State
over the next year to update communities on the
new GPG. Additionally, OPR plans to next
update the GPG with additional guidance for . 8
communities interested in creating a water image by Lben Acharntzge, Contra
element, as well as communities who will be

affected by SB 1000 (see below for more information on SB 1000).

osta Courty, T

Environmental Justice and General Plans

In 2016, the Legislature passed and Governor Brown signed Senate Bill 1000 (Leyva, Chapter
587), requiring cities and counties that have disadvantaged communities? to incorporate
environmental justice (EJ) policies into their General Plans, either in a separate EJ element or
by integrating related goals, policies, and objectives throughout the other elements. This update,
or revision if the local government already has EJ goals, policies, and objectives, must happen
“upon the adoption or next revision of two or more elements concurrently on or after January 1,
2018.

The General Plan Guidelines (GPG) contains the statutory requirements for SB1000, but since
the legislation passed after the public comment concluded for the GPG, the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research will be soliciting more focused feedback with related state and local
agencies as well as local jurisdictions and partners to learn more about the process to do these
new updates, discuss data use, promising policies, and case examples to share with other
jurisdictions across California. This new guidance will be made available in the coming year on
the OPR website. Stay tuned on upcoming meetings in local areas across CA.

If your local jurisdiction is currently doing an update or you have inquiries related to SB 1000,
please e-mail Elizabeth Baca at SB1000@opr.ca.gov.

! For purposes of SB 1000, “Disadvantaged communities” means an area identified by the California Environmental
Protection Agency Pursuant to Section 39711 of the Health and Safety Code OR an area that is a low-income area
that is disproportionately affected by environmental pollution and other hazards that can lead to negative health
effects, exposure, or environmental degradation” (Gov. Code § 65302(h)(4)(A)).

The statute further defines “low-income area” to mean “an area with household incomes at or below 80 percent
of the statewide median income OR with household incomes at or below the threshold designated as low income
by the Department of Housing and Community Developments list of state income limits adopted pursuant to
Section 50093” (Gov. Code § 65302(h)(4)(C)).



http://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/DRAFT_General_Plan_Guidelines_for_public_comment_2015.pdf

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160SB1000

mailto:SB1000@opr.ca.gov

http://calepa.ca.gov/EnvJustice/GHGInvest/
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