
QC:itp of $0110llHl 
No. l The Plaza 

Sonon1a California 95476~6690 
Phone (707) 938~3681 Fax (707) 938~3775 

E- ?vfaJJ; c.ityh::1JJ@sonomaci.ty.org 

September 22, 2022 

Brian Oh 
Comprehensive Planning Manager 
Permit Sonoma 
Connty of Sonoma 
2550 Ventnra Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

RE: Comments on the Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact report (DEIR) for the 
Sonoma Developmental Center {SDC) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Specific Plan and related Draft Environmental 
Impact Report for the Sonoma Developmental Center, both dated August 2022. 

On behalf of the City of Sonoma, we provide the following comments as you finalize the Specific 
Plan document and Final Enviromnental Impact report (FEIR): 

1. The City of Sonoma continues to support a robust affordable housing plan for the project and 
a supportive non-housing development program. The non-residential component of the 
project should include institutional, research and development, office, and other creative uses 
focused on sustainability and climate solutions-focused enterprises, non-profit organizations, 
and businesses. Small-commercial uses-such as restaurants, cafes, and small retail uses-to 
support neighborhood needs and walkable lifestyles are also supported by the City. 

2. The City of Sonoma supports visitor and commnnity-serving uses such as meeting and event 
facilities ( conference center, etc.,) but does not support a hotel use or Hospitality Overlay 
Zone as this type of use does not provide living wage jobs and increases the Valley's 
dependance on low wage workers who have little potential for finding housing which in turn 
exacerbates traffic impacts. The City of Sonoma supports economic generators in the project 
that provide a substantially better base for employment and that can generate follow-on 
businesses locally and throughout the state (i.e., provide quality jobs and serve the people of 
Sonoma Valley and California). 

3. The City of Sonoma supports public, and commnnity uses, such as a museum honoring the 
legacy of the site and Sonoma's Native People, commnnity center or gathering and 
recreational spaces, emergency command center, fire station, educational uses, and social 
support services. As such, the City supports the environmentally superior alternative 
analyzed in the DEIR - the "Historic Preservation Alternative". This should be the project 
approved in the Specific Plan by the Board of Supervisors as it achieves a "higher level of 
historic preservation with a focus on adaptively reusing existing buildings to the maximum 
extent while achieving the goals for co-locating housing and employment and limiting 
development to within the current footprint of the SDC facilily (Core Campus)". Further, the 
Historic Preservation Alternative incorporates existing sustainable features of the Proposed 
Plan and does not include a new connection to Highway 12. Adoption of the Historic 

 __,._________________________________________ ,/ 



Preservation Alternative "could result in a slightly lower VMT per capita than the Proposed 
Plan, thereby modestly reducing the significant VMT impact. Without the new roadway and 
associated lane miles, there would be no potential for induced travel and VMT associated 
with increases in roadway capacity. As a result, the significant impact associated with 
induced VMT would be eliminated. The Historic Preservation Alternative would lessen VMT 
impacts by eliminating the potential for induced travel and may also modestly reduce the 
projected residential VMT per capita". 

4. Based on the requirements of CEQA, the analysis of transportation impacts in the DEIR is 
limited to the analysis of Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) in and around the project site 
(which is in and of itself a "Significant and Unavoidable impact" based on the Proposed 
Project). Level of Service (LOS) is no longer the test to analyze traffic impacts. The City of 
Sonoma still does not know and lfftderstand the traffic impacts upon our community 
regardless of the development plan chosen by the Board of Supervisors. This is because there 
is no "street segment" or "intersection" analysis for the City to review in the DEIR (for the 
reasons previously explained) as there was in the "Alternatives Report", dated November, 
2021. And even with such analysis provided in the Alternatives Report, the nearest segment 
analysis to the City limits along Highway 12 was from Boyes Boulevard to Verano Avenue, 
which currently operates at LOS E and will worsen to LOS F with any project developed at 
the SDC. The Alternatives Report states the following on page 64: 

"The segment of SR 12 between Boyes Boulevard and Verano Avenue, however, 
currently operates poorly in the LOS E range and would be expected to fall to the LOS F 
range with all three alternatives. This roadway segment passes through the Springs 
communities, serving as their main street, and has high levels of pedestrian and bicycle 
activity as well as vehicular movements to and from side streets. Neither Caltrans nor the 
County of Sonoma intend to widen the corridor to increase auto capacity and are instead 
focusing efforts on shifting more auto travel to non-auto modes including walking, 
biking, and transit." We request the Specific Plan call for other measures to reduce traffic 
to and from SDC- like shuttle and like developing Arnold Drive with bike lanes, walking 
paths etc. 

The County Board of Supervisors must understand that under any development scenario chosen for 
the SDC, the City of Sonoma will be impacted. But to what extent we do not know. The City 
respectfully requests that the Board of Supervisors approve the environmentally superior alternative 
and eliminate the hotel overlay zone component as presently constituted. 

·<i ,, 

Regards, 

Mayor 
rfuvJ!Ji 

Jack Ding 
City of Sonoma 
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E Mail: cityhall@sonomacit'j.Org 

September 22, 2022 

Brian Oh 
Comprehensive Planning Manager 
Permit Sonoma 
County of Sonoma 
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

RE: Comments on the Specific Plan and Draft Environmental Impact report (DEIR) for the 
Sonoma Developmental Center (SDC) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Specific Plan and related Draft Environmental 
Impact Report for the Sonoma Developmental Center, both dated August 2022. 

On behalf of the City of Sonoma, we provide the following comments as you finalize the Specific 
Plan document and Final Environmental Impact report (FEIR): 

1. The City of Sonoma continues to support a robust affordable housing plan for the project and 
a supportive non-housing development program. The non-residential component of the 
project should include institutional, research and development, office, and other creative uses 
focused on sustainability and climate solutions-focused enterprises, non-profit organizations, 
and businesses. Small-commercial uses-such as restaurants, cafes, and small retail uses-to 
support neighborhood needs and walkable lifestyles are also supported by the City. 

2. The City of Sonoma supports visitor and community-serving uses such as meeting and event 
facilities ( conference center, etc.,) but does not support a hotel use or Hospitality Overlay 
Zone as this type of use does not provide living wage jobs and increases the Valley's 
dependance on low wage workers who have little potential for finding housing which in turn 
exacerbates traffic impacts. The City of Sonoma supports economic generators in the project 
that provide a substantially better base for employment and that can generate follow-on 
businesses locally and throughout the state (i.e., provide quality jobs and serve the people of 
Sonoma Valley and California). 

3. The City of Sonoma supports public, and community uses, such as a museum honoring the 
legacy of the site and Sonoma's Native People, community center or gathering and 
recreational spaces, emergency command center, fire station, educational uses, and social 
support services. As such, the City supports the environmentally superior alternative 
analyzed in the DEIR - the "Historic Preservation Alternative". This should be the project 
approved in the Specific Plan by the Board of Supervisors as it achieves a "higher level of 
historic preservation with a focus on adaptively reusing existing buildings to the maximum 
extent while achieving the goals for co-locating housing and employment and limiting 
development to within the current footprint of the SDC facility (Core Campus)". Further, the 
Historic Preservation Alternative incorporates existing sustainable features of the Proposed 
Plan and does not include a new connection to Highway 12. Adoption of the Historic 
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From: David Eichar
To: PlanningAgency
Cc: Brian Oh
Subject: Brown Act - public comment
Date: Saturday, October 1, 2022 1:19:57 PM

EXTERNAL

Please forward to the Planning Commissioners.
Commissioners;
At the SDC walk-through, there was one member of the public who was
reluctant to fill out a speaker card.  That member of the public should
have been respected and allowed to speak without filling out a speaker card.

Please read the following concerning the requirement for members of the
public to provide their name during public comment.

 From the League of California Cities:
"Public speakers cannot be compelled to give their name or address as a
condition of speaking. The clerk or presiding officer may request
speakers to complete a speaker card or identify themselves for the
record, but must respect a speaker’s desire for anonymity."
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.cacities.org/UploadedFiles/LeagueInternet/86/86f75625-b7df-4fc8-ab60-
de577631ef1e.pdf__;!!IJLa0CrXIHAf!Q-aLddFrcETQ9qjs-tm2fwUMIN-TEQF2a8V1yisbKcepR5tI-
Y5pg6p7e4NuGrCMYB_8b6tKALfJIHtcuo3XgwxE0c6e$

"while it is likely not unconstitutional for the city council ask public
speakers to state their names and addresses, you may have an argument
that requiring them to state that information in order to speak would
violate First Amendment principles."
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://firstamendmentcoalition.org/2010/06/aa-can-id-be-required-to-make-public-
comment/__;!!IJLa0CrXIHAf!Q-aLddFrcETQ9qjs-tm2fwUMIN-TEQF2a8V1yisbKcepR5tI-
Y5pg6p7e4NuGrCMYB_8b6tKALfJIHtcuo3XgxLX0jnN$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://firstamendmentcoalition.org/2009/06/aa-public-comment-identification-
requirements/__;!!IJLa0CrXIHAf!Q-aLddFrcETQ9qjs-tm2fwUMIN-TEQF2a8V1yisbKcepR5tI-
Y5pg6p7e4NuGrCMYB_8b6tKALfJIHtcuo3XgxCb2yZf$

Thank you,
David Eichar

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.

mailto:eichar@sbcglobal.net
mailto:PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Brian.Oh@sonoma-county.org
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://www.cacities.org/UploadedFiles/LeagueInternet/86/86f75625-b7df-4fc8-ab60-de577631ef1e.pdf__;!!IJLa0CrXIHAf!Q-aLddFrcETQ9qjs-tm2fwUMIN-TEQF2a8V1yisbKcepR5tI-Y5pg6p7e4NuGrCMYB_8b6tKALfJIHtcuo3XgwxE0c6e$
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From: David Eichar
To: PlanningAgency; Brian Oh
Cc: BOS
Subject: SDC Specific Plan Workshop, October 6th, further comments
Date: Saturday, October 1, 2022 4:20:31 PM

EXTERNAL

Commissioners;
As I mentioned during public comment at the SDC tour, I have not been able to find any state
document or legislation requiring the SDC Specific Plan to be financially feasible.  The closest
I can find is in the state legislation in authorizing Sonoma County to develop the SDC Specific
Plan.

State of California, Government Code Section 14670.10.5, paragraph (c) (1):
"The planning process shall facilitate the disposition of the property
by amending the general plan of the county and any appropriate zoning ordinances,
completing any environmental review, and addressing the economic feasibility of
future development." (bold font is mine.)

"Addressing the economic feasibility" does not mean that the SDC Specific Plan has to be
financially feasible.  "Addressing the economic feasibility" means that if a specific use has too
much of an negative impact, environmental or otherwise, then the county doesn't have to go
with that plan.  For example, if the only economically feasible use of the SDC site is to build a
coal fired power plant, the county can weigh the negative impact and decide not to go with
that use.  I know this is an extreme example, but somewhere in between that and no
development whatsoever, there is specific plan that the county and residents of the valley can
find acceptable.

The Draft EIR spells out many of the negative environmental impacts of the full 1,000
residential units, plus a hotel.  Besides the negative environmental impacts, which the county
may want to avoid, are:

1. The likelihood of another wildfire burning through the area most likely increasing the
number of homes burned as well as deaths, since evacuation will take longer.

2. The negative impact to wildlife.
3. The hotel will induce around 50 additional affordable housing units for the hotel

employees*.
4. Lack of public transportation in the area.

What I would like to see in the SDC Specific Plan is for around 400 residential units and NO
hotel. I also would like all of the residential housing units to be deed restricted Affordable
Housing.  In addition, the wildlife corridor needs to be widened and restrict fencing within
1,000 feet of the designated wildlife corridor.  Also, many of the existing buildings should be
renovated, not torn down, as identified in the historic preservation plan.

Please see my previous e-mail regarding the non-core area open space.

Regards,
David Eichar

mailto:eichar@sbcglobal.net
mailto:PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Brian.Oh@sonoma-county.org
mailto:BOS@sonoma-county.org


Boyes Hot Springs

* Based upon the affordable housing nexus studies prepared by Keyser Marston Associates,
Inc. for the City of Sonoma in 2017.

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: Tiare Welch
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Regarding SDC upcoming meeting…
Date: Tuesday, October 4, 2022 3:07:04 PM

EXTERNAL

I’m not able to attend so wanted to be sure to add my input.
Of great importance is the quality of limited low lighting that is planned for any development
in the future.
The city of Santa Fe, New Mexico has figured this out.
Migratory birds and Nocturnal animals require dark skies to function.
The SDC  land is primarily a watershed and wild habitat so let’s please put these issues at the
top of the list in terms of future planning. 
Thank-you for putting this in the record for me.  Very important.
Thank-you, 
        Tiare Welch 
           707-480-5483

144 Malet St
Sonoma, CA.

Right Here..Right Now
        <"> 

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.

mailto:tiarewelch@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org


From: VICKI HILL
To: PlanningAgency
Cc: Susan Gorin
Subject: Planning Commission Comments for 10-06-22 Meeting - What the Community Wants
Date: Wednesday, October 5, 2022 7:16:35 AM
Attachments: SDC DEIR & Specific Plan Comments-9-26-22- Vicki Hill.pdf

EXTERNAL

Hello,
Please distribute this email and attachment to the Planning Commissioners at your
earliest convenience, so that they may read it in advance of tomorrow's meeting
regarding the SDC Specific Plan.

Dear Planning Commissioners,

I am a professional environmental land use planner and a member of the SDC
Planning Advisory Team.  I have been involved in SDC issues for the past five years. 
I submitted comments on the SDC DEIR and proposed Specific Plan on September
26, 2022 (attached).

At the end of the September 29, 2022 meeting at SDC, the community was asked to
identify what we want at SDC. This was surprising, given that Sonoma Valley
residents, advisory commissions, and organizations have provided meaningful input
on the types of uses and densities that would be appropriate for the site.  The
Planning Commission clearly has not had the opportunity to read through all the
community comments over the past 4 years that identify what the public wants at
SDC.  It is unfortunate that a summary/synthesis of this information has not been
conveyed to the Planning Commission. The proposed Specific Plan reflects very little
of what the public has requested multiple times.  The public is extremely frustrated
and burned out, after participating in countless meetings and workshops. This email
briefly summarizes the common land use themes expressed by over 90 percent of the
public input over the past several years.

The question really isn't what the community “wants” – it’s what we desperately
"need" to produce a specific plan that meets the state mandate AND at the same time
minimizes impacts across the board (that were grossly understated in the DEIR) and
preserves the qualities that make SDC, Sonoma Valley, and Sonoma County a
desirable place to live and work. The Sonoma Valley community has been very
realistic about the property and their requests are not NIMBY wish lists.  The
community has not said "no development" or even "low development." The
community and local Municipal Advisory Commissions have shown support for a
scaled-down alternative plan (similar to the Historic Preservation Alternative) that still
represents the largest development in Sonoma Valley in decades.  Public support for
a project of this magnitude in a semi-rural location, outside of an urban growth area,
is remarkable.

Here is a summary of the community's wants/needs, consistent with the

mailto:vicki_hill@comcast.net
mailto:PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org
mailto:Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org
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Vicki A. Hill 
Land Use and Environmental Planning 


Office:  (707) 935-9496 


Email:  vicki_hill@comcast.net 


September 26, 2022 


RE:  Comments on Sonoma Developmental Center (SDC) Draft Specific Plan EIR and Draft Specific Plan 


Dear Staff, Planning Commissioners, and Consultant Team, 


This letter contains my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the SDC Specific 


Plan and on the Draft Specific Plan (proposed plan) itself. Thank you for considering and responding to 


these comments and sharing them with the planning team. 


I agree with and support the comments submitted by the Sonoma Land Trust (SLT). Also, I agree with 


and support the comments identified in the North Sonoma Valley MAC comment letter. In addition to 


the issues identified in those two letters, I have submitted comments to the County Landmarks 


Commission and the County Planning Commission – the comments in both these letters (attached at the 


end) are hereby incorporated by reference and should be addressed in the Final EIR.   


Overall, as a 30 plus year land use planner and CEQA specialist, I am disappointed with the failed process 


to prepare a plan that represents at least a modest amount of responsible land use planning, 


mindfulness of site constraints, and community input.  Sonoma Valley residents, including the 


community surrounding SDC, supports housing, especially affordable housing.  However, there is no 


support for the high-density scale reflected in the proposed plan, which would double the size of the 


existing semi-rural community.  At even half the proposed size, the project would represent the largest 


development in Sonoma Valley in decades. The plan reads as if it belongs in an existing urban area in a 


city and does not reflect the rural character and special qualities of the site and surrounding area that 


are valued by residents and visitors.  The proposed plan does not reflect a “community-driven” process - 


it fails to incorporate a moderate scale that was requested by the vast majority of public comments over 


the past two years. The plan also lacks many mitigating policies that were requested multiple times.    


The DEIR is fundamentally flawed, as outlined in my comments below. Overall, the DEIR reflects a bias 


towards the proposed dense development and tends to dismiss the proposed plan’s environmental 


disadvantages when comparing it to other reduced-scale alternatives. Many comments from wildfire 


experts have already been submitted and I share their concerns, having had to evacuate twice from my 


home.  Revisions to both the EIR and the Specific Plan are necessary to address these potentially 


significant impact issues and to develop a more balanced plan that will reduce significant impacts.   


GENERAL EIR COMMENTS – Please respond to each of these concerns 


1. Deferral of analysis – In many topical areas, the DEIR states that sufficient details are not available 


to conduct the environmental analysis and that the analysis will occur when individual projects are 







2 
 


proposed.  However, many of the projects will not be subject to CEQA due to exemptions provided 


once the Specific Plan is completed.  Therefore, this deferral is not adequate. 


2. Minimization of impacts - The DEIR assumes plan policies will mitigate impacts, but the feasibility of 


these policies is unknown (such as increasing transit and building a road connection to Highway 12) 


and many policies are unenforceable. So, the DEIR grossly underestimates the impacts.  The DEIR is 


clearly result-driven.  


3. Skewed Alternatives Comparison - The DEIR identifies the Historic Preservation Alternative as 


environmentally superior, but then dismisses advantages of this smaller alternative and incorrectly 


claims that impacts of the proposed plan and the Historic Preservation Alternative are 


“comparable.” Some mitigating components (e.g., widening creek corridors) were arbitrarily 


excluded from the Historic Preservation Alternative, making it look worse than it is. For a fair 


unbiased analysis, the alternatives must be evaluated in an “apples to apples” comparison to the 


proposed plan, using the same or similar assumptions about project components that offer 


mitigation.   


4. Environmentally Superior Alternative Should Be Selected: Given the sensitivity of the site, the 


onsite wildlife corridor, surrounding open space, rural location, wildfire risks, and guiding principles, 


both a reduction in the number of homes and substantial reduction in commercial development size 


should be the preferred plan.  A reduced-size alternative is the only way to mitigate the many 


significant impacts of the proposed high intensity project.  Design guidelines will not mitigate the 


impacts. The market study did not identify a high demand for non-residential development.  The 


Historic Preservation Alternative, while not ideal, is the only alternative that presents a level of land 


use development at a scale compatible with the site, surrounding rural lands, and overall Sonoma 


Valley character.  There has been an overwhelming number of public comments requesting a 


smaller alternative. 


5. Comparison to Previous SDC Use: The continued argument that the SDC property should be able to 


accommodate thousands of residents and workers because it used to house and employ thousands 


of residents and workers is not valid. Nor is it valid to compare existing building square footage to 


proposed square footage, in an attempt to justify the proposed plan and minimize impacts, as it is 


the proposed use (not necessarily footprint) of the buildings that drives most of the impacts.  The 


reason this comparison is invalid is as follows: 


a. As an institution, SDC tread very lightly on the environment and adjacent community.  At its 


most populous, most of the residents of SDC did not leave the property. They did not drive 


cars, they didn’t go offsite to schools, doctors, restaurants, etc.   


b. Vehicle trips were primarily limited to employees who worked three shifts so that traffic was 


spread out, rather than concentrated at peak hours.   


c. Because of the limited outdoor activities and absence of constant vehicle traffic onsite, 


people and cars did not interfere with wildlife movement; the campus was open, peaceful, 


and not occupied with uses that generated a substantial amount of traffic (e.g., hotel, 


restaurants, etc.).  


d. There were no retail uses drawing visitors and vehicles to the site.  
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e. It should also be noted that employment and resident numbers at SDC reached a peak 


during a time over 50 years ago when there was very little cumulative growth in Sonoma 


Valley and both Arnold Drive and Highway 12 were still well-functioning roadways.   


6. Lack of supporting evidence – Throughout the DEIR, conclusions and assumptions are made without 


providing supporting information, thus providing no rationale or transparency. 


7. Project Scale is Source of Significant Impacts and Failure to meet project objectives: The proposed 


plan’s size and scale contradicts the County’s transit-oriented growth and land use policies; and is 


inconsistent with its own guiding principles, failing to balance development with resource and 


historic protection. Another SDC Specific Plan guiding principle directs the plan to balance 


redevelopment with existing land uses and calls for looking at how uses fit the character and values 


of the site and surrounding area, as well as benefit local communities and residents.  It does not 


appear that the proposed project abides by this principle.  Regardless of whether the housing is low, 


medium, or high density, it’s the total amount of housing and commercial development that is 


particularly important in evaluating the project.  The community will not benefit from clogged 


roadways and increased fire risks and evacuation delays. 


Because of its size, the project will have significant impacts in both transportation and historic 


resources, but no mitigation is offered in the way of downscaling the size to reduce these impacts. 


There is no way that the site can provide all the goods and services needed for this large population.  


To try to provide that undermines the function of the surrounding open space and destroys the 


semi-rural character of the existing community on both sides of the site. 


8. Missing Project Phasing and Performance Standards –  


a. The proposed Specific Plan is missing mandatory phasing requirements that would help 


mitigate impacts.  The phasing components of the proposed Specific Plan are advisory only 


and not enforceable. There is no guarantee that the needed housing will be developed 


before the hotel or other commercial uses. There is nothing stopping the future landowner 


from building the hotel first, which would be contrary to the project objectives.  


b. Affordable housing should be prioritized in a mandatory phasing plan.  


c. The project description needs to identify a project phasing plan to address all the demolition 


and remediation that will need to occur, as well as site preparation, infrastructure repairs, 


etc. This plan needs to be fully evaluated in terms of impacts on traffic and roadways, 


wildlife and open space resources, and surrounding land uses (noise, emissions, glare), etc. 


d. Project phasing should be tied to performance standards. There are no performance 


standards to gauge or monitor project impacts.  Since many of the future impacts are 


unknown and feasibility of some policies is unknown, performance standards are needed to 


ensure that future development can be modified if policies or mitigation measures are not 


effective. For example, biological surveys should be required to monitor how well wildlife 


adapts to demolition, construction, and new land uses. If it becomes clear that the wildlife 


corridor is being adversely impacted, additional measures and design features could be 


implemented to reduce impacts before proceeding with additional development phases. 


VMT and roadway congestion thresholds should also be established and traffic impacts 


mitigated to the maximum extent feasible before continuing with buildout. Performance 


standards could be developed for each environmental resource area. 
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9. Flawed Market Demand Study – The market demand study prepared in 2020 for the SDEC 


Background Report and the Alternatives Report that preceded the DEIR was updated via a short 


memo (July 14, 2021), with assumptions that were never reviewed by the public or peers. The 


update was to attempt to justify larger housing numbers, using a straight-line projection over the 


next 20 years.  This updated study was then used as the basis for including and defending the 


proposed 1000 homes in the proposed Specific Plan.  However, there is no justification for the 


projections methodology, which is over-simplified. There is no evidence that housing demand in 


Sonoma Valley will increase at the rate presented in the updated market study.  This “update” to the 


market study cannot be used as a basis for the housing in the proposed plan. 


 


DETAILED DEIR COMMENTS 


DEIR EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Page 3, “…does not mandate that the State will accept the outcome of the County-driven process…” –  


This statement implies that somehow the State has jurisdiction over the approval of the Specific Plan.  It 


does not have any Specific Plan approval authority and this misleading wording should be stricken. The 


County planning process does not require approval from the State. Whoever buys the property from the 


state will be bound by the Specific Plan. This type of wording has been used by the County as a thinly 


veiled threat to the community that if we don’t accept the County’s plan, the state will enact a far worse 


redevelopment.   


Page 3, “The Planning Area includes all SDC property, encompassing approximately 945 acres –which 


includes a developed Core Campus covering approximately 180 acres, the 755 acres of contiguous open 


space, and the 11-acre non-contiguous Camp Via grounds within Jack London State Historic Park.” Is this 


planning area equivalent to the study area for the EIR? The study area should go beyond the site itself 


and must be clearly defined for each impact topic. 


Page 7, Buildout: “Buildout projections of this EIR do not include the total amount of potential 


development that could be accommodated by the Proposed Plan; rather, the buildout outlines the most 


likely development that would occur by 2040, including additional bonus housing units that would result 


from provision of affordable housing as mandated by the Proposed Plan.” 


Basing the DEIR analysis on this assumption of the “most likely development” is insufficient and is not 


supported by any evidence that this level of development is the most likely scenario. The DEIR 


underestimates the overall impacts because it does not evaluate the reasonable worse case buildout 


scenario. The DEIR must evaluate a reasonable worse case of development to ensure that all potential 


impacts are identified.   


Page 7, Buildout: “The Proposed Plan is anticipated to result in a total buildout of approximately 2,400 


residents, 1,000 housing units, and 940 jobs.” This does not clarify whether this is the total maximum 


buildout or the “likely development” referenced in the previous paragraph. Looking at the 
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minimums/maximum table in Chapter 4 of the plan shows that over 1200 units could be built and that 


doesn’t even include bonus densities. 


Page 7, Areas of Controversy: “Many members of the public expressed opposition to new housing 


development in the area…” This appears to be another attempt to paint the community as NIMBYS. This 


statement is not true, which I can say after listening to hours of public testimony and reading countless 


comment letters.  This statement must be modified to note that people support housing, especially 


affordable housing, but are opposed to the large number of houses, especially the large number of 


market rate housing, based on the fact that the site is outside of the urban growth boundary and not 


along a transit corridor. 


Page 11 acknowledges that “the market demand for non-residential uses (with the exception of a hotel) 


is limited and higher employment levels will reduce financial feasibility.” Yet, the DEIR still analyzes a 


proposed plan with more than 900 jobs, which detracts from financial feasibility and substantially 


contributes to significant impacts.  What is the basis for this high amount of commercial development?   


Page 11, Reduced Alternative – The text states that this alternative would be less economically viable – 


what does that mean?  Is it viable or not?  There is no provision in the state legislation or in the project 


objectives to maximize economic viability. Yes, the plan must be feasible but it does not need to 


maximize financial gains. 


Page 12, Historic Preservation Alternative – There is no basis given for only a partial reduction in jobs - 


why not reduce the jobs proportionately?  With 600 jobs, it would be heavier on commercial 


development than housing, when in fact the State has prioritized housing, not commercial development. 


Page 14, Environmentally Superior Alternative (also in Section 4.5): “Overall, the Historic Preservation 


Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, although significant impacts of the Proposed 


Plan and the two alternatives are largely comparable, and the Historic Preservation Alternative would be 


less superior in some environmental features such as energy use, biological resources, and wildfire risks. 


Additionally, this alternative would not support key project objectives related to increased housing 


supply, varied housing opportunities, community vibrancy, and long-term fiscal stability to the same 


degree as the Proposed Plan.”  This statement is incorrect and misleading for several reasons. 


• To say that the proposed plan’s impacts are “largely comparable” to the impacts of other 


alternatives is seriously flawed. The types of impacts may be the same, but the magnitude of 


impacts is much less under the Historic Preservation Alternative, with the substantial reduction in 


buildout.  This needs to be acknowledged and corrected throughout the EIR.  The Historic 


Preservation Alternative, in addition to reducing historic resources impacts, would substantially 


reduce impacts in the issue areas of traffic, biological resources, land use, noise, visual, air quality, 


Greenhouse Gas emissions, and public services. Traffic impacts may still be significant, but they 


would be much less severe in the Historic Preservation Alternative. 


• It is reasonable to assume that impacts across the board would be reduced with a smaller 


development.   
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• The way the Historic Preservation Alternative is crafted, it excludes components that allow a fair 


comparison between it and the proposed plan. For example, widened creek corridor setbacks are 


included in the proposed plan but arbitrarily excluded from the Historic Preservation Alternative, 


resulting in a conclusion that this alternative would cause greater biological impacts.  Corridor 


setbacks could be easily incorporated into the Historic Preservation Alternative in most locations. 


The connection to Hwy 12 is also excluded from this alternative, thus making the traffic impacts 


greater. This alternative (or the proposed plan) must be modified to include the same impact-


reducing features such as creek corridor setbacks, roadway connections, etc. to at least provide a 


fully transparent, apples to apples comparison.  If properly compared, the impacts in biological 


resources and wildfire risks would be reduced compared to the proposed plan. 


• The Historic Preservation Alternative would support multiple key project objectives, including 


significantly increasing housing supply with the largest housing project ever in the Sonoma Valley; 


contributing to community vibrancy and long-term fiscal stability; AND reducing both traffic and 


historic resources impacts, as well as other impacts.  The DEIR provides no supporting information 


to substantiate the claim that the Historic Preservation Alternative would not support key project 


objectives. 


• There is no basis for the claim that the Historic Preservation Alternative would not achieve long-


term fiscal stability similar to the proposed plan. 


EIR MAIN BODY 


Page 41, Section 1.1.1, Purpose: One of the purposes of the DEIR is stated as: “To recommend a set of 


measures to mitigate any significant adverse impacts.” Yet, there is no mitigation included in the DEIR. 


Even in the two significant impact areas, no additional mitigation is recommended although there is 


feasible mitigation.  For example, the proposed hotel size could be reduced, or the overall development 


size could be reduced to minimize environmental impacts. 


Page 43, Scope of EIR: “…nor does it assess project-specific impacts of potential future projects under 


the Proposed Plan, all of which are required to comply with CEQA and/or the National Environmental 


Policy Act (NEPA) as applicable.” This statement contradicts statements elsewhere that indicate that 


most, if not all, future development will be exempt from CEQA due to streamlining provisions.  Please 


clarify which individual projects will be subject to environmental review. Even if project-specific impact 


assessment is not possible at this stage, it is feasible to assess the types and magnitude of impacts of 


buildout and to identify appropriate types of mitigation measures.  This has not been done in the DEIR. 


Page 47: “Subsequent to certification of the Final EIR, the Board of Supervisors may approve the 


Proposed Plan.” Isn’t it possible for them to approve one of the alternatives, as well? Please clarify. 


Page 51, “In addition, the Proposed Plan includes amendments to the County’s General Plan and Zoning 


Code.” The DEIR is incomplete in that these proposed amendments, particularly the zoning code 


amendments, are not included in the plan or DEIR project description. 


Page 51, Location:  The description of the project location is erroneous in claiming that it is between 


Glen Ellen and Eldridge, as if it will not disrupt these two communities.  Why does the County insist on 
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continuing to ignore the neighborhood south of SDC and call it Eldridge? It is part of Glen Ellen and the 


SDC site is in the middle of Glen Ellen, dividing it.  Furthermore, there’s nothing in the text noting that 


this location is OUTSIDE of an urban growth area, which is an important land use policy consistency 


issue. 


Page 53, Planning Area:  Sonoma Valley Regional Park is not located to the south of the SDC site.  


Page 53, Section 2.1.2.1, Land Use: “…designed in a relatively compact footprint within the expansive 


grounds to maximize the benefits of the tranquility and peacefulness of the site.” These tranquil 


features are at the core of the existing land use pattern and must be considered in assessing the 


proposed plan’s consistency with County land use policies, the proposed plan objectives, and Glen Ellen 


Design Guidelines. 


Page 55, Section 2.1.2.3, Environmental Resources and Natural Setting:  This section fails to discuss the 


critical wildlife corridor that covers the entire property. 


Page 57, Water:  The text states that the water system components “have the capacity to provide 


drinking water, irrigation, and fire suppression to a resident population in the neighborhood of 6,600 


people.” Please cite the source of this statement and provide documentation to support it. Also, if the 


water system is going to be restored to service this number of people, this growth-inducing impact 


needs to be evaluated in the DEIR. 


Page 58: “…WTP is in relatively good condition.” This conclusion is not supported by any analysis. 


Assessments in earlier reports indicated problems with the system. 


Page 61: “SDC was the valley’s largest employer until it closed.”  Please provide documentation to 


support this statement. Employment at SDC dropped off dramatically in the past 10 years before closing, 


as the client population was reduced.  


Page 68, Section 2.4.3: “It also aims to improve multi-modal access from the SDC to Highway 12 (State 


Route 12 or SR 12) by exploring the feasibility of constructing an additional east-west emergency access 


connection from the site.”  This makes the connection to Hwy 12 sound very tentative and, therefore, 


the road connection cannot be assumed in the DEIR analysis. It is not known whether this roadway is 


feasible or could be permitted by CalTrans. 


Page 71: “8 to 30 units per gross acre and a maximum FAR of 2.0” – This is a very broad range – what 


was assumed for the EIR analysis? 


Page 72: Institutional Use: FAR of 2.0 – There is no discussion of the acreage provided for this category 


so the project description is incomplete. 


Page 72, Buffer areas:  Who will be responsible for maintaining these buffer areas and ensuring they are 


fire resistant and appropriate for wildlife use? 
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Page 73, Hotel: 120 rooms is entirely out of scale for this rural location, outside of an urban growth area 


and within a high fire risk area.  This use will substantially increase VMT, hamper wildfire evacuation, 


and generate the need for other goods and services demanded by clientele at such a high-end hotel. The 


community has been very vocal about not turning SDC into a tourist destination.  How does this fit in 


with a primarily residential area and lower income residential population? Furthermore, there is nothing 


in the state legislation calling for a large-scale hotel. This use was not adequately analyzed in the DEIR. 


Page 73, Section 2.4.4.1, Core Campus Districts: There is no documentation or analysis of how these 


districts fit in with the surrounding land uses on neighboring lands.  It is not clear how these districts 


comply with the fundamental objective of the project: 


“Balance Redevelopment with Existing Land Uses. Use recognized principles of land use planning and 


sustainability to gauge how well proposed land uses protect public trust resources and fit the character 


and values of the site and surrounding area, as well as benefit local communities and residents.” 


What benefits are provided to the surrounding and neighboring Sonoma Valley communities? 


Page 77, Build Out: “While the project buildout projection reflects a reasonably foreseeable maximum 


amount of development for the Planning Area through 2040, it is not intended as a development 


prediction or cap that would restrict development in any of the five subareas.” This statement 


contradicts other statements about buildout assumptions.  Doesn’t the plan need to have a 


development cap?  The DEIR needs to identify the maximum buildout for each land use and then 


analyze that maximum development scenario. 


Table 4-2, DEIR assumptions regarding buildout: Table 4-2 in the Specific Plan lists the minimum and 


maximum number of housing units for each district.  The maximum totals 1210 and the table footnote 


states that this number does not include additional county and state density bonuses.  Density bonuses 


are likely to occur and are reasonably foreseeable.  Therefore, the EIR substantially underestimates the 


full project impacts by more than 200 units or 20 percent of the project. 


Arnold Drive Overlay: Figure 5.3-1 in the Specific Plan shows maximum building heights of 45 feet in the 


historic core, right up to Arnold Drive.  This height contradicts the proposed policies for Arnold Drive and 


conflicts with multiple requests to maintain the open feel of Arnold.  This is a significant visual impact. 


Page 81, “This EIR serves as the environmental document for all discretionary actions associated with 


development under the Proposed Plan.” This statement implies that all development will be exempt 


from CEQA and contradicts the statement noted on page 43.  Please clarify these contradicting 


statements and document what projects will and will not be subject to subsequent CEQA.  The road 


connection, for one, will not be exempt.  Is the site in a designated “transit-priority area”?  


Section 3.1 Aesthetics  


Section 3.1.2, Environmental Setting:  The description fails to discuss the existing scenic landscapes 


created by the former SDC.  Broad lawns and vistas to both the east and west mountain ranges exist 


within the campus and along Arnold Drive and these scenic vistas need to be acknowledged.  The 
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campus was intentionally designed to provide open spaces and extensive landscaping between buildings 


to establish a calming, tranquil environment for the clients.  Please include this information in the 


setting and include an assessment of these visual features in the impact analysis. 


Page 103: “Given that construction will be clustered only in the previously developed Core Campus and 


that new development will keep with the overall scale and development height variation of the current 


SDC campus, adverse effects on the scenic vistas of SR 12 on the eastern edge of the Planning Area and 


the scenic landscape unit on the western edge of the Planning Area would be less than significant.” 


There is no guarantee that new development will be required to comply with the advisory goal of 


keeping with the overall scale and development height of the current SDC campus so compliance cannot 


be assumed. This conclusion fails to acknowledge the increased density and overall increased number of 


buildings at higher heights than existing, not in keeping with surrounding land uses.  The proposed plan 


will not maintain the large internal open space expanses. This impact analysis also fails to address the 


impacts on scenic vistas of Sonoma Mountain and the Mayacamas along Arnold Drive. 


Page 104: “With adherence to existing and proposed policies and standards, development of an SR 12 


connector under the Proposed Plan would ensure that damage to scenic resources along SR 12 would be 


less than significant.”  But many of the proposed policies are not mandatory and therefore cannot be 


assumed in the analysis.   


Page 104, impact 3.1.3:  The analysis states that the site is nonurbanized but fails to acknowledge the 


significant impact that will occur as a result of the proposed urban development plan – it represents a 


significant change in visual character. Instead, the analysis attempts to justify the project because it will 


create a new vibrant community.  How does creating a “vibrant” community protect rural scenic 


qualities?  The proposed plan’s urban features are in direct conflict with rural scenic resources, both 


onsite and on surrounding properties, especially since SDC is in the middle of the rural village of Glen 


Ellen.   


Page 104, impact 3.1.3:  The analysis fails to address the fact that the introduction of new modern, 


urban architectural features will significantly impact existing historic visual character of the campus and 


surrounding land uses.  There is no discussion of impacts on surrounding land uses.  What policies will 


ensure that architecture blends in with surrounding land use character? 


Consistency with Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines:  There is no mention of these existing 


guidelines that address Glen Ellen.  How does the proposed redevelopment conform to these existing 


guidelines? 


Section 3.3 Air Quality 


Page 167, Construction: The analysis fails to mention or address demolition impacts, which will be 


substantial.  


Page 167, Construction:  Even though this EIR is programmatic, the deferral of construction impact 


analysis is not acceptable.  There is substantial information available to develop reasonable demolition 
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and construction scenarios.  The aggregate dust and toxic air contaminants released from demolition 


activities must be analyzed because the amount of demolition will be enormous. 


Page 169: “Furthermore, because the SDC facility has been closed since 2018, there has been no change 


in the amount of development or types of land uses in the Planning Area between 2019 and 2022 – 


meaning that the 2019 baseline year conditions are comparable with existing conditions as of the 


release of the NOP for this EIR.”  Please define both the Planning Area and study area for the air quality 


analysis. Is the Planning Area the same as the study area? The study area for air quality should include 


the surrounding community. Please provide evidence to support the conclusion that there has been no 


change in development.  As a local resident, I can verify that conditions have indeed changed since 2019.  


In 2019, Glen Ellen had just lost 180 homes.  These homes are still being rebuilt, as of 2022 and many 


empty lots are waiting to be rebuilt.  There continues to be demolition, site-grading, and construction. 


Relevant Proposed Policies:  There are no mitigating policies for reduction/avoidance of demolition 


impacts on air quality or GHG emissions. 


Page 183, VMT:  It is incomprehensible that VMT would increase by less than 1000 as a result of the 


proposed plan, with so much new development and the introduction of thousands of new residents.  


The SDC site’s location outside of an urban area will necessitate vehicle use for daily goods and services.  


Because the VMT is grossly underestimated, the air quality and greenhouse gas analysis both 


underestimate impacts and must be revised.   


Impact 3.3-1:  The DEIR impact analysis relies on proposed plan policies to reduce air quality impacts 


and conform to the 2017 Clean Air Plan.  Some of these policies are enforceable, and the feasibility of 


several policies has not been determined.  For example, relying on multi-modal transportation to reduce 


VMT is unrealistic given the site’s rural location and lack of existing or planned frequent transit service. 


There are no schools within walking distance, nor are there doctors’ offices, hospitals, farm jobs, or 


winery jobs.  People will be required to drive on a daily basis, most likely to Santa Rosa, Sonoma, or 


Napa.  


Also, there is no discussion of the massive amounts of demolition and associated emissions that will 


occur to develop a plan of this size. 


Impact 3.3-2: The DEIR claims that construction impacts cannot be assessed at this time. How will these 


impacts be assessed if future projects are exempt from CEQA? 


Page 200, Impact Summary: “Future development would be subject to individual review; new sources 


would be evaluated through the BAAQMD permit process and/or the CEQA process to identify and 


mitigate any significant exposures.”  This deferral of analysis and mitigation measures is not acceptable, 


especially since future projects may be exempt from CEQA and many uses will be allowed by right. The 


DEIR should at least require a buffer between new development at SDC and existing residential uses 


adjacent to the southern boundary, as mitigation for future potential impacts. 
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Missing Analysis:  The DEIR fails to analyze the numerous types of land uses permitted under the 


proposed plan that will involve toxic emissions, such as fertilizer plants and laundry facilities.  


Section 3.4 Biological Resources 


Missing Species:  The wildlife species list is missing Bald Eagle, observed multiple times at the Lake 


Suttonfield reservoir.   


Missing Analysis:  Impacts on wildlife movement through the campus are not discussed in the EIR.  The 


campus itself is part of the wildlife corridor.  Proposed development will result in far more activity within 


the campus than ever existed, even during SDC’s peak operation.  There will be significant impacts on 


wildlife movement from the introduction of thousands of people and vehicles.  Furthermore, there is no 


overall prohibition or restrictions on fencing within the campus so wildlife will likely be blocked from 


movement through the campus. The proposed fencing policies refer to the open space and campus 


interface areas, not the campus itself. 


Section 3.5 Cultural Resources 


Page 295: “Furthermore, at the time when rehabilitation projects for these two individual historic 


resources or new work immediately adjacent to the historic resources are proposed, the project-level 


CEQA document would need to identify potential impacts to historic resources.” This conclusion is 


flawed in that it attempts to defer necessary impact analysis.  Again, many future projects will be 


exempt from CEQA so there will be no way to analyze potential impacts and develop appropriate 


mitigation measures.   


Section 3.10 Land Use Analysis 


Page 321, Land Use Impact Analysis: The DEIR states that the proposed policies will be incorporated 


into the zoning codes that will be concurrently adopted by the Board.  Where are the proposed 


amendments to the Zoning Code?  Don’t they have to be specified in an official proposed zoning code 


amendment and analyzed in this DEIR in order to proceed with adoption? 


Page 317, Impact 3.10-1: The DEIR claims that there is no impact associated with physically dividing an 


established community.  This conclusion is in error. There is no discussion of the fact that the proposed 


dense development, which is in effect a new city, is in the middle of the existing semi-rural village of 


Glen Ellen.  There have been many references to the proposed development as a self-contained “closed 


community” - this indicates that it will indeed cut off the two parts of Glen Ellen.  The massive size and 


scale of the proposed plan will certainly divide Glen Ellen.  There is no attempt to integrate the land uses 


on the site with neighborhoods to the north and south because the large amount of proposed 


commercial development is basically inconsistent with the nearby residential and semi-rural village uses. 


Instead, the proposed plan will create gridlock on Arnold Drive, preventing local residents from passing 


from one side of the village to the other side.  The previous low-intensity institutional use did not create 


a barrier or divide the community.  
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Impact 3.10-2, General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis  


The Sonoma County General Plan (GP) contains many policies aimed at preventing urban sprawl and 


encouraging development within or adjacent to urban growth areas.  The high-density development 


proposed for SDC is neither within nor adjacent, or even near, urban growth boundaries.  Furthermore, 


all the land around it is within a community separator.  As such, the proposed plan’s size and scale is in 


direct conflict with County General Plan policies and therefore, the plan’s project description is 


inconsistent with the General Plan.  These existing policies still apply to the SDC site and will not be 


replaced by the Specific Plan. As noted on Draft EIR page 312, under CEQA, if a proposed project 


conflicts with a land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 


environmental effect, then a significant land use impact would occur.   


The DEIR analysis of consistency with existing policies, contained on pages 319 to 321, does not address 


individual policies and fails to address the many significant impacts associated with policy conflicts.  


Furthermore, by failing to identify impacts, it fails to recommend mitigation measures (such as 


downscaling, reducing overall density and bulk, etc.) to reduce these major conflicts.  This DEIR land use 


section includes conclusions without providing any analysis or evidence to support the claims that the 


proposed plan is consistent with the General Plan policies.  Instead, it ignores the relevant policies and 


concludes that the project is consistent and no mitigation is required.  The analysis of this land use 


impact must be revised to address each applicable General Plan policy and any other existing relevant 


policy.   


Page 321, DEIR states:  


“Further, the Proposed Plan retains the overall land use framework of the General Plan with 


some targeted changes to promote economic development and appropriate residential and 


commercial infill development in the Core Campus. The Proposed Plan’s land use designations 


(see Figure 3.10-3) are generally consistent with those in the General Plan, although they differ 


in some instances. In these limited exceptions, the Proposed Plan’s designations differ from the 


General Plan in order to more accurately reflect either the existing zoning or current use on the 


property. While the Proposed Plan does include some targeted changes to land use 


designations, these changes are generally consistent with the General Plan vision of supporting 


transit-oriented residential and commercial development, encouraging new retail opportunities, 


and preserving open space.” 


This paragraph is full of inaccuracies and misleading statements.  Placing high density development in a 


semi-rural area does NOT retain the overall land use framework of the General Plan in Sonoma Valley. It 


is not an infill site in an urban area.  The Proposed Plan’s high density land use designations are not 


consistent with General Plan designations outside urban growth areas. The statement that the Proposed 


Plan’s designations differ from the General Plan in order to more accurately reflect existing zoning or 


current use on the SDC site is completely erroneous.  The site is zoned Public Facility and the current use 


is vacant.  The prior use was an institution, not a high-density urban residential and commercial 


community.  This is not a transit-oriented development site (not along a major travel corridor in an 
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urban area, with existing frequent transit service) and is inconsistent with General Plan policies 


regarding transit-oriented development.  


The following policy conflicts would occur, as a result of the proposed plan.  These policies need to be 


addressed in the DEIR. It is likely that there are other relevant policies not listed below that need to be 


analyzed as well. 


OPEN SPACE/AESTHETIC POLICIES  


Goal OSRC-1: Preserve the visual identities of communities by maintaining open space areas between 


cities and communities.  


Objective OSRC-1.1: Preserve important open space areas in the Community Separators shown on 


Figures OSRC-5a through OSRC-5i of the Open Space and Resource Conservation Element. 


Objective OSRC-1.2: Retain a rural character and promote low intensities of development in Community 


Separators. Avoid their inclusion in City Urban Growth Boundaries or Spheres of Influence. Avoid their 


inclusion within Urban Service Areas for unincorporated communities. 


Objective OSRC-1.4: Preserve existing specimen trees and tree stands within Community Separators. 


Goal OSRC-2: Retain the largely open, scenic character of important Scenic Landscape Units. 


Objective OSRC-2.1: Retain a rural, scenic character in Scenic Landscape Units with very low intensities of 


development. Avoid their inclusion within spheres of influence for public service providers. 


Goal OSRC-3: Identify and preserve roadside landscapes that have a high visual quality as they contribute 


to the living environment of local residents and to the County's tourism economy. 


Objective OSRC-3.1: Designate the Scenic Corridors on Figures OSRC-5a through OSRC-5i along roadways 


that cross highly scenic areas, provide visual links to major recreation areas, give access to historic areas, 


or serve as scenic entranceways to cities. 


Objective OSRC-3.2: Provide guidelines so future land uses, development and roadway construction are 


compatible with the preservation of scenic values along designated Scenic Corridors. 


Goal OSRC-4: Preserve and maintain views of the nighttime skies and visual character of urban, rural and 


natural areas, while allowing for nighttime lighting levels appropriate to the use and location. 


COMMENT: The above General Plan policies point out the importance of maintaining rural landscapes 


and land uses and protecting the very qualities that make Sonoma Valley attractive to residents and 


visitors.  The intensity and density of uses in the proposed Specific Plan are contrary to these policies. 


Implementation of the proposed plan will not preserve the scenic values of the Arnold Drive and 


Highway 12 scenic corridors. The visual identity of Glen Ellen and Sonoma Valley will be permanently 


altered.   
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COMMENT: Arnold Drive is a designated scenic corridor.  It serves as a scenic component of the village 


of Glen Ellen; it provides expansive views of both the Mayacamas and Sonoma Mountain; it instills a 


sense of calm and peacefulness with its beautiful large mature treescape. The proposed land uses, 


development and new roadway construction will NOT be compatible with the preservation of scenic 


values along this scenic corridor.  The policies in the proposed plan do not protect these scenic values, as 


the plan allows tall out of scale buildings adjacent to Arnold, inconsistent with existing land uses on the 


site and nearby developed properties. Figure 5.3-1 (Specific Plan) shows maximum building heights of 45 


feet in the historic core, right up to Arnold Drive.  The policies intended to protect qualities are “should” 


statements rather than shall statements.  Therefore, the proposed plan is inconsistent with General Plan 


policies intended to mitigate an environmental effect.  This is a significant impact. 


LAND USE POLICIES 


Goal LU-3: Locate future growth within the cities and unincorporated Urban Service Areas in a compact 


manner using vacant "infill" parcels and lands next to existing development at the edge of these areas. 


Objective LU-3.3: Encourage "infill" development within the expansion areas of the cities and 


unincorporated communities. 


COMMENT: This is NOT an infill project.  Infill development is within urban areas, as in “urban infill.”  


This site is not an edge to urban areas – it is within the semi-rural unincorporated low-density village of 


Glen Ellen, some distance away from urban goods and services (e.g., doctors, schools, etc.). Nor is the 


site an “expansion” area – it was a low-intensity institution that had very little impact on the 


surrounding community. The proposed plan will destroy the existing rural, scenic character of this area 


with massive removal of trees, highly dense construction, and urban development features.  It is 


inconsistent with these existing General Plan land use policies. 


Sonoma County Code: The DEIR summarizes relevant sections of the County Code: “Article 82 of 


Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code details general design review standards. The intent of Article 82 


is not to stifle individual initiative, but to set forth the minimums necessary to achieve a healthful 


community whose property values are protected from unplanned developments. General development 


standards favor preserving natural topography, landmark sites and trees, views and vistas of the 


landscape, harmony with site characteristics and nearby buildings, and local architectural motifs. Article 


82 also details general development standards that pertain to light and glare. Requirements include that 


the number, location, size, design, lighting, materials, and use of colors in signs are compatible with the 


architectural style of the structure they identify and harmonize with their surroundings. The color, size, 


height, lighting and landscaping of appurtenant signs and structures shall be elevated for compatibility 


with local architectural motif and the maintenance of view and vistas of natural landscapes, recognized 


historic landmarks, urban parks, or landscaping.  


Article 64 of Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code outlines the purpose and development criteria for 


the Scenic Resources Combining District which applies to the Planning Area. The purpose of this district 


is to preserve the visual character and scenic resources of lands in the county and to implement the 


provisions of Sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 of the General Plan Open Space Element. Article 64 provides 
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specific provisions that impact development for scenic landscape units and scenic corridors within the 


county. Such requirements include that structures should be sited below ridgelines, be screened by 


vegetation, and that development should be clustered. Further, Article 64 outlines requirements 


regarding Community Separators which also apply to the Planning Area. Except for most of the Core 


Campus area, the SDC site is located within a local voter-approved Community Separator overlay that 


preserves lands with very low densities between communities. The Community Separators help to 


achieve the County’s General Plan Land Use Element goal to maintain natural character and low 


intensities of development in open spaces between cities and communities.  


The Historic Combining District (HD) also applies to the Planning Area. As stated in Article 68 of Chapter 


64 of the Sonoma County Code, the purpose of the HD is to protect those structures, sites and areas that 


are remainders of past eras, events and persons important in local, state or national history, or which 


provide significant examples of architectural styles of the past, or which are unique and irreplaceable 


assets to the county and its communities. Alterations to existing structures and construction of new 


structures within historic districts shall be consistent with the historic district design guidelines adopted 


by the board of supervisors. 


COMMENT: It appears that the proposed plan conflicts with numerous provisions of the County Code, as 


it will not preserve existing character and will introduce high-density development directly adjacent to 


designated community separator lands. Also, the proposed removal of many historic structures will 


violate the intent of County Code provisions. 


TRANSPORTATION POLICIES 


COMMENT: The County General Plan establishes Level of Service (LOS) standards for roadway 


operations.  Although CEQA no longer requires LOS analysis, the LOS standards still apply to the 


proposed Specific Plan.  The proposed Specific Plan is in direct conflict with these existing LOS standards.  


This policy conflict must be evaluated and disclosed in the DEIR.  


Section 3.14 Transportation 


Flawed Analysis: The transportation analysis is deficient because of the lack of transparency, missing 


supporting documents, underestimation of impacts, and missing analysis.  The assumptions used in the 


transportation impact analysis must be transparent and based on existing conditions and traffic 


patterns. Policies to encourage onsite jobs are not enough to reduce the impact.  People will still need to 


drive to schools, doctors, grocery stores, etc. and commercial uses onsite and a hotel will draw visitors 


and generate many additional vehicle trips. It cannot be assumed that providing a jobs/housing balance 


will substantially reduce VMT. 


Vehicle Trip Generation:  VMT is underestimated likely because of unrealistic assumptions about transit 


and vehicle use.  The DEIR’s proposed plan trip generation estimate was developed using the SCTM19 


travel demand forecasting model maintained by the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA). 


However, the trip generation factors used in the analysis were not included in the DEIR. Consequently, it 
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is impossible to evaluate the reasonableness of either those factors or the resulting trip generation 


estimates. This information is critical to understand and independently review the DEIR conclusions. 


Underestimation of impacts:  The transportation analysis must evaluate a reasonable worse-case 


scenario, meaning it should be assumed that the large amount of proposed commercial space could 


accommodate regional businesses that generate a high volume of vehicle trips (e.g., Amazon 


distribution center or large retail facility). These types of facilities are being proposed in other parts of 


Sonoma County. 


Missing baseline and impact analysis: One glaring omission in the transportation analysis is that there is 


NO MENTION of Warm Springs Rd., which connects to Bennett Valley Road (also not addressed) and is a 


major commuter route between SDC (as well as Sonoma and Napa) and Santa Rosa.  People and trucks 


use this route to bypass the congestion on Highway 12 because it’s faster.  The VMT on this rural, 


winding, two-laned roadway will dramatically increase, yet there is no analysis.  


As a 30-year resident on Warm Springs Road, I can speak from experience regarding Glen Ellen traffic 


patterns. Arnold Drive is used as an alternative to Highway 12 for commuting between Santa Rosa and 


Napa, Vallejo, and San Francisco.  The commuting route includes Bennett Valley Road, Warm Springs 


Road and Arnold Drive.  It has gotten to the point of being dangerous to pull out onto Warm Springs 


Road from private driveways between Arnold Drive and Bennett Valley Road.  The narrow two-lane 


winding country Warm Springs and Bennett Valley roads provide poor line of sight, and commuting 


vehicles drive at excessive speeds.  There is no bicycle lane or even a roadway shoulder, yet it is a very 


popular bicycle route to avoid Highway 12 between Glen Ellen and Kenwood – literally hundreds of 


bicyclists use the road on some days.  With the increase in traffic from the Specific Plan buildout, this 


hazardous roadway situation will be significantly exacerbated, yet it was not studied.  


Other commuters coming from Santa Rosa use Highway 12 to Arnold Drive to bypass congestion in 


Boyes Hot Springs on Hwy 12. The intersections of Arnold Drive/Highway 12 and Arnold Drive/Warm 


Springs Road must be added to the analysis. Traffic in Sonoma Valley has dramatically increased during 


the past 20 years, as evidenced by congestion on Highway 12 and Arnold Drive.  All studies should be 


conducted using current traffic counts.  Traffic counts conducted in 2018 for the referenced study 


“Sonoma Valley Capacity Threshold Study, Draft Report” are not reflective of current conditions.  This 


was a time period after the fires and many residents were dislocated to other parts of the valley due to 


their homes being lost. 


Missing Analysis – Traffic Safety on Arnold Drive: Because VMT is substantially underestimated and 


there is no LOS analysis (that is required by General Plan policies), there is no consideration of the traffic 


safety implications for Arnold Drive both north and south of the SDC site.  Arnold Drive bisects the 


central village of Glen Ellen where commercial business and private driveways join the street and 


pedestrians cross back and forth between businesses.  This semi-rural village will very likely experience 


gridlock with the addition of thousands of vehicles on a daily basis.  There will be substantially increased 


safety risks for cars trying to turn onto Arnold Drive and for pedestrians using this segment of Arnold 


Drive.  In effect, the increased traffic on Arnold Drive will divide the existing village of Glen Ellen. South 
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of the SDC site, vehicles exiting the multitude of private driveways (including the several hundred 


apartments just south of SDC) will have an extremely difficult time trying to turn onto Arnold Drive.  The 


existing hazardous condition will be significantly exacerbated with the addition of project-related traffic. 


Page 409, Highway 12 Connection: The DEIR refers to Caltrans comments regarding the proposed Hwy 


12 connection, “noting that the new connector should not be designed to increase vehicular 


throughput, since doing so could result in induced auto travel and prior Caltrans studies have indicated 


that Highway 12 and Arnold Drive already have sufficient capacity to accommodate growth.”  What 


previous studies? When? Did those previous studies anticipate the size of redevelopment at SDC?  How 


will the new connector NOT increase vehicular throughput?  By its very nature, it will increase vehicle 


throughput to Hwy 12. 


Highway 12 Connection:  The impact analysis assumes that the possible road connection to Hwy 12 will 


be implemented despite the absence of any feasibility study.  The Specific Plan makes the proposed 


road seem tentative, which it is since it will have to undergo a lengthy CalTrans review process.  It 


should not be assumed in the transportation impact analysis. 


Page 409-410: “…though a feasibility analysis of the viability of future transit service increases is beyond 


the scope of a programmatic CEQA assessment.” The proposed Specific Plan identifies numerous 


policies regarding provision of transit services.  How can we know if these policies are feasible and will 


reduce/avoid impacts if no feasibility analysis is conducted now?  Infeasible mitigation policies cannot 


be assumed to reduce impacts. 


Page 410:  Where is the following referenced traffic study available for review: Focused Traffic 


Operation Analysis for the SDC Specific Plan, W-Trans, August 2022?  This report is necessary in order to 


conduct an independent review of the traffic numbers. 


Page 417: “The segment of Arnold Drive between Harney Street within the Planning Area and Glen Ellen 


carried a daily volume of approximately 5,400 vehicles per day in 2021.” Please clarify where in “Glen 


Ellen” the traffic volumes on Arnold Drive were counted. Is the northern terminus of this segment at 


Hwy 12 or where? 


Page 417, incomplete sentence: “To the south of the Proposed Plan area between Harney Street and 


Madrone Road, daily volumes in 2021 were approximately 6,200 vehicles, as compared to 


approximately 7,100” – when? 


Page 425: “Areas that have a diverse land use mix and ample facilities for non-automobile modes of 


travel, including transit, tend to generate lower VMT than auto-oriented suburban areas.” The SDC site 


is an example of an “auto-oriented” location.  It is not located on a transit corridor and will generate 


higher VMT than a site closer to an urban area. 


Page 427, Historical traffic volumes:  How is this discussion of historic traffic volumes relevant? The 


method to estimate old volumes is not accurate; also, this was 7 years ago, before regional growth 
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occurred.  “…estimated to have generated approximately 3,800 vehicle trips per day in 2015 when it was 


fully operational.” It wasn’t fully operational in 2015 – the clients had dramatically decreased. 


Table 3.14.3 Traffic Volumes:  How can it be that the proposed plan results in lower traffic volumes than 


No Project? This makes no sense and is not valid. The assumptions for the No Project Alternative need 


to be revised to reflect a truly No Project scenario. 


Proposed Project Scenario – The traffic analysis assumes construction of the Hwy 12 connection but 


there are no details on this connection and no project-specific CEQA analysis of the connection to satisfy 


CalTrans approval requirements.  Therefore, this connection cannot be reasonably assumed.  As 


requested by Planning Commissioner Carr, please redo the analysis without the Hwy 12 connection and 


then compare it to the Historic Preservation and other alternatives. 


Page 432, Transportation Methodology: “The model’s 2040 cumulative year includes growth that is 


consistent with adopted general plans within the County and with regional projections contained in Plan 


Bay Area 2040.”  There is no way to determine if the multiple Sonoma Valley projects that are 


reasonably foreseeable are included in these growth forecasts. 


Page 440: “For informational purposes, it is estimated that the Sonoma Developmental Center 


historically generated approximately 3,800 daily vehicle trips, suggesting that the Proposed Plan would 


generate approximately 13 percent more vehicular traffic than historical uses.” This type of statement 


skews the analysis and attempts to minimize the impacts of the proposed plan, by comparing trips to 


historical levels that are not relevant to current conditions.  This type of bias should be removed from 


the DEIR. 


Internal Circulation Impacts: The DEIR claims that there would be little or no traffic impacts resulting 


from internal vehicle trips at the SDC site.  However, if Arnold Drive is considered part of the “internal” 


roadway system, this conclusion is invalid.  Arnold Drive, as a major connector roadway and essential 


part of the internal roadway system will be adversely impacted by the large increase in vehicle use. 


Specific Plan Policy 3-27, “Provide no free parking within campus.”  The EIR did not analyze the impacts 


of this policy.  This policy must be removed from the specific plan.  There will be impacts on neighboring 


narrow streets and restrictions on vehicular access. Furthermore, where do people park their extra cars, 


given that only 1 space per unit is required?  Impacts on recreation users – people who can’t afford to 


pay for parking.  Also, visitors to the site?  Nowhere in Sonoma Valley are there parking meters.   


Specific Plan Policy 3-30: “Allow adjacent on-street parking spaces to apply 
towards minimum parking requirements.” How would this work if there is no free parking on campus? 


Back-in diagonal parking – this technique doesn’t work in semi-rural areas where there are large trucks, 


trailers, etc. This parking configuration will have adverse impacts on roadway operations and safety. 


Policy 3-43, “Work with Sonoma Regional Parks Department to ensure that there is adequate off-street 
parking for parks users on both the east and west sides of Arnold Drive, including through the use of 
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shared parking areas, and eliminate existing on-street parking along Arnold Drive north of the Core 
Campus.”   
 
This area is not part of the campus, is it?  It is in the county road right of way and is an extremely 
popular trail access and should NOT be deleted.  People with disabilities use this parking area to access 
the paved pathway because it is the closest area to park to pavement. Removal of this parking area will 
have adverse impacts on recreation access. This policy should be removed from the plan. 


 


Specific Plan Components Causing Impacts 


There are numerous proposed Specific Plan policies and components of the proposed site plan that will 


have direct impacts that have been underestimated.  As mitigation, revisions must be made to certain 


plan features. Here are some examples. 


Page 4-6, Specific Plan: “Employment uses are clustered in the northwest, creating a job center” – this is 


one of the most sensitive places for wildlife movement. Structures, employees, and vehicles will have 


significant impacts on the wildlife corridor in this area.  Revisions to the plan are needed to avoid this 


impact. 


Specific Plan Figure 4.1-3 (FAR) doesn’t show 2.0, which is what much of the campus will be allowed.  


Permitting 2.0 FAR reflects a strictly urban plan.  There is no consideration of the site’s special landscape 


features or of its semi-rural location, or the people living in adjacent neighborhoods. The FAR should be 


reduced in highly visible scenic areas along Arnold Drive and in areas where wildlife movement is 


important. 


Specific Plan Page 4-7, Plan Impacts: Provide an “active jobs center for the broader Sonoma 


Valley” – this will generate thousands of extra vehicle trips that are unnecessary to meet the 


project objectives.  The state legislation does not mandate a job center nor is it appropriate in 


this semi-rural location, not on a transit corridor.  This land use is inconsistent with county city-


centered growth policies and should be identified as such in the DEIR land use policy 


consistency analysis. 


Page 4-10, Specific Plan: Creek buffer is only 50 feet – is this adequate for protection of wildlife 


movement? 


Specific Plan Permitted Uses Table 4-3 and Potential Impacts:   


• Laundry plant, fertilizer plant, etc. -  These uses would result in use of highly toxic chemicals, in close 


proximity to homes. This impact has not been analyzed.  


• Timberland Conversions – Impact 3.2-3 states that: “Further, the proposed plan does not 


contemplate allowing any timber harvesting activities in the area.” However, Table 4-3 of the 


Specific Plan allows Timber Conversions as a permitted use in both the Preserved Open Space lands 
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and in the Flex zone.  This is a significant impact that has not been identified.  Impact 3.2-3 must be 


modified to note this impact. 


• Tasting rooms would be permitted by right in flex zone - Please remove this from the list of 


permitted uses.  Glen Ellen and Sonoma have been overrun by tasting rooms and they do not 


benefit residents.  


• Resort permitted by right in Hotel Overlay zone and the flex zone - Elsewhere, a hotel is referenced, 


which is different from a resort.  Neither a resort nor hotel should be allowed by right, potentially 


circumventing public review and CEQA. 


• Both a conference center AND a 120 -room hotel are listed as permitted uses.  This combination of 


uses is not discussed or analyzed in the DEIR.  What was assumed for VMT of these two combined 


uses?  Why are both a conference center and a hotel allowed – this was never discussed with the 


community? 


Specific Plan Policy 4-3, “Require completion of at least 10,000 square feet of retail and eating and 


drinking establishments and of at least 200 housing units west of Arnold Drive before beginning 


construction of any housing east of Arnold Drive.”  This policy could hamper housing development. If the 


County truly wants to promote housing, why is there a condition limiting housing until at least 10,000 


square feet of commercial is developed?  This provision seems contrary to the purpose.   


Policy 5-K Arnold Drive Overlay: “Along Arnold Drive, development should maintain the feel and scale 
of the buildings and landscape along Arnold Drive, including with a variety of building types and scales, a 
continuous landscape setback, activity, and views into the SDC site.” 
This goal and its implementing policies must be modified to say “shall” and include provisions to protect 


views of Sonoma Mtn. and Mayacamas from Arnold Drive. Otherwise, there will be a potentially 


significant impact on both historic resources and visual resources (scenic views and scenic view 


corridor). There is no mention of protecting these views or the existing beautiful mature trees that line 


Arnold Drive.  Also, existing setbacks and lower building heights must be maintained along Arnold Drive.  


Current proposed policies don’t provide those protections that the community has requested, 


repeatedly. 


Policy 5-52 “Vary building heights and types along Arnold Drive to avoid a monolithic appearance and to 


foster an interesting streetscape, and the existing setbacks along Arnold Drive should be maintained.” 


This policy needs to be strengthened by replacing “should” with “shall.”   


Chapter 4 Alternatives 


Page 529, No Project Assumptions: “While this EIR cannot pre-judge the State’s actions, the EIR tries to 


frame these in light of the State Legislature’s established land use objectives for the site, per Govt. Code 


Section 14670.10.5. Furthermore, the State has already released a developer request for proposal for 


development of the site pointing to the Proposed Plan underway, and can enter into long-term ground 


leases with private developers—cited as a mechanism for the site in the Government Code for SDC 


redevelopment—so that the State retains planning control over the campus unfettered by local 


regulations to achieve these land use objectives, should the County be unwilling to plan and zone for 


these uses.” 
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Under the No Project alternative, it cannot be assumed that the state will take control of the site and 


that the county will have no land use authority.  If the state proceeds with sale of the property, any 


private developer would be subject to county land use controls. The RFP issued by the State clearly 


states that the property is being offered for sale.  There is nothing in the RFP referencing the possibility 


for a long-term ground lease with private developers. Furthermore, there is no documentation of how 


the EIR preparers derived the housing and job numbers for the No Project scenario.  The State legislation 


does not specify that jobs are a high priority. 


Historic Preservation Alternative: It appears that the Historic Preservation Alternative arbitrarily 


excludes some elements in order to make it look less environmentally superior.  For example, the road 


connection to Highway 12 (for emergency response) is not included.  As a result, the Draft EIR claims 


that the Historic Preservation Alternative has greater evacuation impacts than the proposed plan.  All 


things being equally compared, the proposed project will have substantially greater impacts on 


evacuation times.   


Page 533: “Thus, it is anticipated that some new development would occur under the Historic 


Preservation Alternative, and this alternative would prioritize market rate housing units over affordable 


housing units in order to generate adequate financial returns, undermining the State mandate and 


project objectives to promote affordable housing.” There is no documentation of this conclusion – 


please provide evidence to support this statement that market rate housing would be prioritized over 


affordable units.  In fact, compared to current and projected construction costs for new buildings, 


adaptive reuse is an effective way to reduce costs.  The alternative could still promote affordable 


housing, which may be more viable with lower adaptive reuse costs. Furthermore, there are financing 


mechanisms to fund affordable housing and policies can be included in the Specific Plan to promote 


more affordable housing.   


Page 570, Environmentally Superior Alternative: “Overall, the Historic Preservation Alternative is the 


environmentally superior alternative…” The text goes on to dismiss this alternative and minimize its 


environmental benefits. To say that the proposed plan’s impacts are “largely comparable” to the 


impacts of other alternatives is inaccurate and misleading.  The types of impacts may be the same, but 


the magnitude of impacts is much less with a reduced size alternative.  The Historic Preservation 


Alternative, in addition to reducing historic resources impacts, would substantially reduce impacts in the 


issue areas of traffic, biological resources, land use, visual, air quality, climate change, and public 


services, if properly compared to the proposed plan. Even if reuse of existing buildings may be more 


expensive than new construction, it would offset the significant greenhouse gas emissions and site 


disruption that will result from demolition and new construction.  The reuse analysis conducted by the 


planning team did not factor in the costs of mitigating greenhouse gas impacts, which will be 


substantial. Therefore, the Historic Preservation Alternative provides significant advantages over the 


proposed Specific Plan. 
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Growth-Inducing and Cumulative Impacts 


Section 5.1.1.2 Jobs/Housing Growth: It is completely inaccurate to say that the proposed job growth of 


940 jobs outside of an urban growth boundary, within the rural village of Glen Ellen is a “modest” 


number.  The number of jobs cannot be compared to the county-wide number.  Compared to jobs in 


Sonoma Valley, the addition of 940 jobs is significant and is growth-inducing.  Commercial businesses 


are struggling to find employees for existing retail services so it is not clear how the EIR can claim that 


there is a shortage of jobs.  Furthermore, the market study conducted for the Specific Plan determined 


that non-residential development did not generate overall revenues and was not a contributing factor 


for financial feasibility. As quoted in the SDC Alternatives Report (November 2021), "Commercial and 


industrial uses may support building construction costs but are unlikely to have a significantly positive 


impact on overall development feasibility.” 


While there is a large demand for affordable housing in Sonoma Valley, creating over 700 market-rate 


homes is a significant growth-inducing impact because there is no evidence to demonstrate the existing 


or projected demand for this high number of market-rate homes.  These housing units will not serve the 


existing Sonoma Valley population – they will attract people from outside the valley and outside of 


Sonoma County.   


Page 568, Historic Preservation Alternative, Growth Inducement: “The Historic Preservation Alternative 


would result in 600 jobs, which is much lower than both the historical employment level of 1,365 


employees at SDC prior to its closure, as well as jobs to fully balance the projected population and would 


thus not induce growth. Additionally, as with the Proposed Plan, all development will occur in already 


developed areas. The Historic Preservation Alternative would not induce substantial unplanned 


population growth in the Planning Area and the impact would be less than significant and comparable to 


the Proposed Plan. However, this Alternative would accommodate a lower proportion of the projected 


regional growth within the SDC campus, and lead to greater development pressures elsewhere in the 


region.”  


This is not a growth-inducing impact, yet the table shows it as having a greater impact than the 


Proposed Plan, which is absurd.  There is no basis provided for this conclusion and no evidence of 


regional growth projections that show this demand in Sonoma Valley. It cannot be justified that this site 


should accommodate a disproportionate amount of the Countywide projected growth. There is no large-


scale “projected growth” for this rural area because it is outside the urban growth boundary.  Growth 


should be placed in urban growth areas, consistent with city and county policies to avoid leapfrog 


development and urban sprawl.   


TRANSPORTATION POLICIES 


The County General Plan establishes Level of Service (LOS) standards for roadway operations.  Although 


CEQA no longer requires LOS analysis, the LOS standards still apply to the proposed Specific Plan.  The 


proposed Specific Plan is in direct conflict with these existing LOS standards.  This policy conflict must be 


evaluated and disclosed in the DEIR.  
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DEIR Section 7.2: Section 7.2 of the plan references additional project review but does not address any 


future CEQA review. 


MISSING SPECIFIC PLAN POLICIES THAT WOULD HELP MITIGATE IMPACTS  


Despite the large number of policies in the proposed plan, there are numerous critical policy omissions. 


Here are suggested policy additions and modifications.  These policies should be incorporated into the 


EIR as mitigation measures. 


• Prohibit Big Box Developments – this type of development would significantly impact the site 


and surrounding area and draw large numbers of vehicles. 


• Prohibit exclusionary fencing within the campus, in order to allow wildlife movement 


throughout the campus. 


• Establish MANDATORY project phasing programs to ensure that housing development is 


prioritized over hotel and commercial development. 


• Require design features to incorporate permeability. 


• Establish performance standards to guide project phasing. 


• Establish mandatory policies to minimize demolition impacts associated with noise, air toxics, 


dust, etc. This should include project phasing. 


Thank you for carefully considering and addressing my comments. 


Regards, 


Vicki Hill, MPA 


Environmental Land Use Planner 
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Vicki A. Hill 
Land Use and Environmental Planning 


 
September 13, 2022 


Sonoma County Planning Commissioners 


RE: Preliminary Comments on Draft SDC Specific Plan and Draft EIR for 9/15/22 Meeting 


Dear Planning Commissioners, 


I am a land use planner and CEQA specialist in Sonoma County and have many concerns regarding the 


proposed large-scale SDC Specific Plan and the adequacy of the SDC Specific Plan Draft EIR. I am still 


reviewing the Plan and EIR and will submit detailed comments by the comment due date. However, I 


wanted to bring to your attention a few of the many issues that need to be addressed.  Overall, the DEIR 


reflects a bias towards the proposed dense development and tends to dismiss the proposed plan’s 


environmental disadvantages when comparing it to other reduced-scale alternatives. Substantial 


revisions are necessary to the EIR and Specific Plan to make the EIR adequate, under CEQA, and to 


create a plan that represents sound land use planning.  


Specific Plan Scale 


The planning process has failed to result in a plan that even remotely resembles a community-supported 


alternative. The promised community-driven process has not occurred.  Despite widespread, valid public 


concerns about the proposed high-density plan and the Board of Supervisors direction to evaluate a plan 


with 450 to 800 residential units, the proposed Specific Plan still includes an extreme amount of 


development (1000 plus homes, 410,000 square feet of commercial), which is totally out of scale for this 


location outside of an urban growth boundary and in the middle of the semi-rural village of Glen Ellen.  


There is no project comparable to this size in the entire Sonoma Valley.  This urban sprawl development, 


including a 120-room hotel and potential conference center, will, in effect, create a new city, in direct 


conflict with good land use planning principles and County growth policies.  Yes, we need and want 


housing, but there must be a balanced approach that factors in site constraints, impacts, surrounding 


land uses, historic resource values, and limited transportation network. This balanced approach is even 


reflected in the plan’s guiding principles (see DEIR page 5-6) but the plan fails to conform to these 


principles.  Project objectives to “balance redevelopment with existing land uses” and “balance 


development with historic resource conservation” have been ignored. 


The Draft EIR identifies significant, unavoidable impacts on historic resources and traffic from the 


proposed Specific Plan due to its size.  There is no mitigation identified for destroying so many historic 


buildings and converting the site to a new urban development. These issues could be addressed with a 


smaller alternative. 
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Environmentally Superior Alternative 


DEIR page 570 states: “Overall, the Historic Preservation Alternative is the environmentally superior 


alternative…” The text goes on to dismiss this alternative and minimize its environmental benefits. To 


say that the proposed plan’s impacts are “largely comparable” to the impacts of smaller alternatives is 


false and misleading.  The types of impacts may be the same, but the magnitude of impacts on traffic, 


climate change, historic resources, noise, biological resources, public services and land use would be 


much less with a reduced-scale alternative.  The Historic Preservation Alternative is feasible and its size 


and scale should be pursued as the preferred plan.  Some modifications to this alternative could be 


incorporated to further reduce impacts, such as even more adaptive reuse and more compact 


development design.  It appears that some impact-reducing elements included in the proposed plan 


were arbitrarily excluded from this alternative (e.g., the road connection to Highway 12 for emergency 


access), thus making this alternative appear less environmentally advantageous.  Also, there is no reason 


to conclude that this alternative couldn’t achieve affordable housing goals.  Compared to current and 


projected high construction costs for new development, adaptive reuse can be an effective strategy to 


reduce overall project costs and impacts.  


Deferral of Analysis 


The Draft EIR defers analysis of impacts on some resources to a future time when individual projects are 


proposed.  However, most if not all future projects will be exempt from CEQA under permit streamlining 


legislation so there will be no means to limit full buildout or implement much-needed future mitigation 


measures. 


Specific Plan Phasing 


SDC Planning Advisory Team (PAT) members and public comments stressed the importance of project 


phasing to reduce impacts on the environment and on the community.  There is only one requirement 


for phasing (Policy 4-3, which requires completion of at least 10,000 square feet of retail businesses and 


at least 200 housing units west of Arnold Drive before beginning construction of any housing east of 


Arnold Drive) and this policy does not reduce any environmental impacts. The Specific Plan itself has a 


section on “Recommended Phasing” but these provisions are advisory and not mandatory.  The EIR must 


identify phasing as mitigation to help further reduce traffic and other impacts.  


Need for Performance Standards 


Project phasing should be based on performance standards adopted for each environmental issue area.  


In this way, impacts can be monitored and additional mitigation measures developed, as needed.  For 


example, there is no certainty that massive demolition and construction activities, as well as the 


introduction of a large mobile population to the site, will not dramatically affect the surrounding open 


space resources. Before proceeding with full buildout, it should be proven that the site can actually 


accommodate the projected buildout. 
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Specific Plan Policy Language and Enforceability 


Many of the policies in the proposed plan are intended to reduce/avoid impacts but the wording is such 


that it is not mandatory and many policies are not carried forward to Appendix A, Standard Conditions 


of Approval.  Thus, these policies cannot be relied on to be implemented and fully mitigate impacts. Any 


policy that does not have a strong “shall” statement is not enforceable. 


Jobs/Housing Growth (DEIR Section 5.1.1.2) 


It is completely inaccurate to say that the proposed job growth of 940 jobs outside of an urban growth 


boundary is a “modest” number.  The number of jobs cannot be compared to the county-wide number – 


this methodology purposefully minimizes the impact.  Compared to the rest of Sonoma Valley, which is a 


distinct planning region, the addition of 940 jobs is significant and is growth-inducing.  Also, there is no 


documentation of the need for these jobs in Sonoma Valley.  The market study conducted as part of the 


Specific Plan alternatives report (November 2021, see sdcspecificplan.com/documents) determined that 


non-residential development did not generate overall revenues and did not contribute to financial 


feasibility.  The alternatives report states: "Commercial and industrial uses may support building 


construction costs but are unlikely to have a significantly positive impact on overall development 


feasibility.” Also, the EIR (page 11) states: “…the market demand for non-residential uses (with the 


exception of a hotel) is limited and higher employment levels will reduce financial feasibility.” 


While there is a large demand for affordable housing in Sonoma Valley, creating over 700 market-rate 


homes is definitely a significant growth-inducing impact because there is no existing demand for this 


high number.  These housing units will not serve the existing Sonoma Valley population – they will 


attract people from outside the valley and outside of Sonoma County.   


Comparison to Previous Institutional Use 


The EIR analysis, including the growth-inducing section as well as other sections, attempts to justify the 


large-scale plan by erroneously comparing the proposed plan population and employee growth to the 


previous institutional use and number of clients/employees.  This comparison is invalid and should not 


be used as a basis for over-developing the site due to the fact that: 


• As an institution, SDC tread very lightly on the environment and adjacent community.  At its 


most populous, most of the residents of SDC did not leave the property. They did not drive cars, 


they didn’t go offsite to schools, doctors, restaurants, etc.   


• Vehicle trips were primarily limited to employees divided into three shifts so that traffic was 


spread out, rather than concentrated at peak hours.  There were no retail commercial uses or a 


hotel to generate trips. 


• Because of the limited outdoor activities and absence of constant vehicle traffic onsite, people 


and cars did not interfere with wildlife movement; the campus was open, peaceful, and not 


occupied with uses that generated a substantial amount of traffic (e.g., hotel, restaurants, etc.). 







27 
 


• Employment and resident numbers at SDC reached a peak during a time over 50 years ago when 


there was very little cumulative growth in Sonoma Valley and both Arnold Drive and Highway 12 


were still well-functioning roadways.  


Nor is it valid to compare existing building square footage to proposed square footage in an attempt to 


minimize impacts, as it is the proposed use of the buildings that drives most of the impacts.  


EIR Traffic Assumptions 


There is no guarantee that people who live onsite will work there.  That cannot be assumed for purposes 


of analyzing traffic impacts.  Also, it cannot be assumed that the roadway connection to Highway 12 will 


be developed. Therefore, the traffic impacts are substantially underestimated in the EIR. 


Wildlife Corridor Impacts 


Despite many scoping comments, impacts on wildlife movement through the campus are not addressed 


in the EIR.  The campus itself is part of the wildlife corridor and must be acknowledged as such.  


Furthermore, there is no overall prohibition or restrictions on fencing within the campus (only 


prohibition on wooden fences) so wildlife will likely be blocked from movement through the campus. 


There will be significant impacts on wildlife movement from the introduction of thousands of people 


and vehicles, as well as fences. 


No Project Alternative Definition  


Under the No Project alternative, it cannot be assumed that the state will take control of the site and 


that the county will have no land use authority.  If the state proceeds with sale of the property, any 


private developer would be subject to county land use controls.  The RFP issued by the State clearly 


states that the property is being offered for sale.  The RFP contains no reference to the possibility for a 


long-term ground lease with private developers. Therefore, this is not a reasonable assumption. 


Financial Feasibility 


Despite making references to financial considerations, there is no definition or accurate assessment of 


the financial feasibility of the proposed plan or alternatives.  While financial feasibility is required, there 


is no mandate to maximize revenues at the cost of other resources and values, or at the cost of 


reasonable land use planning.    


 


Thank you for considering my comments.  Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or 


need clarification on any of these comments. 


Regards, 


 


Vicki Hill, MPA 
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Email sent to Landmarks Commission: 


September 5, 2022 


Dear Landmarks Commissioners, 


I am unable to attend the Landmark Commission hearing regarding the SDC Specific Plan and Draft EIR 


but have the following comments. As a land use planner and CEQA specialist, I have serious concerns 


about the proposed Specific Plan and it’s impacts on historic resources (and many other environmental 


impacts).  These impacts could be substantially reduced by a smaller alternative, as identified in the 


Draft EIR. 


1. A redevelopment plan of this scale (over 1000 homes and 900 jobs) on the historic SDC campus 
will destroy multiple significant historic structures and the historic setting and values of the 
site.  Although the Draft EIR assumes 1000 homes, Specific Plan Table 4-2 identifies maximum 
buildout numbers, which total 1210 residential units.  This total does not include density 
bonuses that will likely be granted to the future developer.  It will not be possible to preserve 
the historic character of the site with a project of this size. 
   


2. The proposed plan is inconsistent with one of the fundamental project objectives, which calls for 
balancing development with historic resource conservation.  The high-density plan does not 
provide a balance and would not maintain the historic integrity of the site. The SDC site has 
been determined eligible for listing as a Historic District under the National Register of Historic 
Places. 
 


3. The Draft EIR identifies significant, unavoidable impacts on historic resources from the 
proposed Specific Plan.  There is no mitigation identified for destroying so many historic 
buildings and converting the site to a new urban city-like development, as called for in the 
proposed plan.  
 


4. The Draft EIR identifies the Historic Preservation Alternative as the environmentally superior 
alternative.  Because of its reduced size, impacts on historic resources would be less than 
significant under the Historic Preservation Alternative.  This alternative would also be consistent 
with the project objectives. Furthermore, this alternative has other environmental advantages, 
some of which have been dismissed in the Draft EIR.   
 


5. While financial feasibility is required, there is no mandate to maximize revenues at the cost of 
historic resources.   The Historic Preservation Alternative is feasible and its size and scale should 
be selected as the preferred plan.  Some modifications to this alternative could be incorporated 
to further reduce impacts, such as even more adaptive reuse and more compact development 
design.  It appears that some impact-reducing elements of the proposed plan were arbitrarily 
excluded from this alternative (e.g., the road connection to Highway 12 for emergency access). 
Also, there is no reason to conclude that this alternative couldn’t achieve affordable housing 
goals.  Compared to current and projected high construction costs for new development, 
adaptive reuse can be an effective strategy to reduce overall project costs and impacts.  
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6. The Draft EIR defers analysis of impacts on individually significant historic resources to a future 
time when individual projects are proposed.  However, many future projects will not be subject 
to CEQA and therefore the analysis cannot be deferred – it must take place as part of the 
Specific Plan EIR and mitigation measures must be identified. 
 


Thank you for considering my comments during your deliberations. 


Regards, 


Vicki Hill, MPA 


Environmental Land Use Planner 


(707) 935-9496 


 


 







overwhelming majority of public comments and comments from the NSVMAC,
Springs MAC, and City of Sonoma:

A substantially scaled-down plan, for both residential and commercial uses,
similar to the size that is reflected in the Historic Preservation Alternative (450
homes and down-sized commercial area), which is feasible and is identified as
the environmentally superior alternative in the DEIR. A scaled down plan is
appropriate for this semi-rural location and will reduce adverse impacts in the
issue areas of wildfire risk, emergency response, traffic, biological resources,
historic resources, land use, visual resources, and GHG. There is no state
mandate to maximize profits of the developer and there are valid reasons to
believe that bigger is not necessarily more profitable, especially when it comes
to commercial uses. As mentioned above, this alternative would still provide the
largest housing project in Sonoma Valley in decades. 
Affordable housing – the community supports much needed affordable housing,
at an appropriate scale, despite the fact that affordable housing is better suited
in urban areas where there is less wildfire risk and more goods and services
available. The community understands the importance of affordable housing.
A plan that: meets the stated project objectives of balancing development with
the existing land uses and historic resource protection;  that benefits the
community; that blends in with the surrounding neighborhoods (the site is in the
middle of the village of Glen Ellen); and that maintains the semi-rural character
of Sonoma Valley, which is important for both residents and visitors. (See
Specific Plan page 1-10, Guiding Principles #4 and 7).
A smaller hotel (or no hotel), again one that is in scale with the site and
community and ancillary to the main residential use, not one that belongs in an
urban area and generates large volumes of vehicle trips.
True open space protection, with creation of an open space land use
designation tailored for the site that restricts uses to those that are compatible
with the critical wildlife corridor and biological resource preservation.
Limited commercial uses, at an appropriate scale, to serve both new and
existing residents, without turning the SDC property into a new city and without
damaging the integrity of the adjacent commercial uses in the village of Glen
Ellen.  
Moving away from the proposed plan's "active job center" concept - this job
center will generate thousands of extra vehicle trips that are unnecessary to
meet the project objectives.  The state legislation does not mandate a job center
nor is it appropriate in this semi-rural location, which is not on a transit corridor. 
This land use is inconsistent with the County's city-centered growth policies and
rural lands policies.
Consideration of the site's location - please stop trying to justify the size of the
plan by unfairly comparing it to the previous SDC institutional use. The residents
did not drive cars, there were no commercial uses generating vehicle trips, and
employees were spread over three shifts.
Strengthen proposed plan policies - despite the large number of policies in the
proposed plan, there are numerous substantive omissions. Here are some
suggested policy additions and modifications (see my attached letter for
additional recommendations):



Prohibit Big Box Developments – this type of development would
significantly impact the site and surrounding area and draw large numbers
of vehicles.
Prohibit exclusionary fencing within the campus, in order to allow wildlife
movement throughout the campus.
Establish MANDATORY project phasing programs to ensure that housing
development is prioritized over hotel and commercial development.
Establish performance standards to guide project phasing and monitor
impacts.
Require design features to incorporate wildlife corridor permeability.
Establish mandatory policies to minimize demolition impacts associated
with noise, air toxics, dust, etc. This should include project phasing.
Change wording in policies from "should" to "shall" to make them
enforceable.
Require uses like a hotel, resort, conference center to be subject to a
conditional use permit and additional CEQA review.
Prohibit development in the open space area.

Regarding the schedule, I urge you to take the time necessary to deliberate and
modify the proposed SDC plan.  This is probably the largest project proposed in
unincorporated Sonoma County and it warrants careful consideration, especially
since it is in the middle of a semi-rural community.  State officials have indicated that
they will not transfer the property to a developer until late spring or summer 2023.
Thank you for carefully considering and addressing my comments.

Regards,
Vicki Hill, MPA
Environmental Land Use Planner

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
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Vicki A. Hill 
Land Use and Environmental Planning 

Office:  (707) 935-9496 

Email:  vicki_hill@comcast.net 

September 26, 2022 

RE:  Comments on Sonoma Developmental Center (SDC) Draft Specific Plan EIR and Draft Specific Plan 

Dear Staff, Planning Commissioners, and Consultant Team, 

This letter contains my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the SDC Specific 

Plan and on the Draft Specific Plan (proposed plan) itself. Thank you for considering and responding to 

these comments and sharing them with the planning team. 

I agree with and support the comments submitted by the Sonoma Land Trust (SLT). Also, I agree with 

and support the comments identified in the North Sonoma Valley MAC comment letter. In addition to 

the issues identified in those two letters, I have submitted comments to the County Landmarks 

Commission and the County Planning Commission – the comments in both these letters (attached at the 

end) are hereby incorporated by reference and should be addressed in the Final EIR.   

Overall, as a 30 plus year land use planner and CEQA specialist, I am disappointed with the failed process 

to prepare a plan that represents at least a modest amount of responsible land use planning, 

mindfulness of site constraints, and community input.  Sonoma Valley residents, including the 

community surrounding SDC, supports housing, especially affordable housing.  However, there is no 

support for the high-density scale reflected in the proposed plan, which would double the size of the 

existing semi-rural community.  At even half the proposed size, the project would represent the largest 

development in Sonoma Valley in decades. The plan reads as if it belongs in an existing urban area in a 

city and does not reflect the rural character and special qualities of the site and surrounding area that 

are valued by residents and visitors.  The proposed plan does not reflect a “community-driven” process - 

it fails to incorporate a moderate scale that was requested by the vast majority of public comments over 

the past two years. The plan also lacks many mitigating policies that were requested multiple times.    

The DEIR is fundamentally flawed, as outlined in my comments below. Overall, the DEIR reflects a bias 

towards the proposed dense development and tends to dismiss the proposed plan’s environmental 

disadvantages when comparing it to other reduced-scale alternatives. Many comments from wildfire 

experts have already been submitted and I share their concerns, having had to evacuate twice from my 

home.  Revisions to both the EIR and the Specific Plan are necessary to address these potentially 

significant impact issues and to develop a more balanced plan that will reduce significant impacts.   

GENERAL EIR COMMENTS – Please respond to each of these concerns 

1. Deferral of analysis – In many topical areas, the DEIR states that sufficient details are not available 

to conduct the environmental analysis and that the analysis will occur when individual projects are 
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proposed.  However, many of the projects will not be subject to CEQA due to exemptions provided 

once the Specific Plan is completed.  Therefore, this deferral is not adequate. 

2. Minimization of impacts - The DEIR assumes plan policies will mitigate impacts, but the feasibility of 

these policies is unknown (such as increasing transit and building a road connection to Highway 12) 

and many policies are unenforceable. So, the DEIR grossly underestimates the impacts.  The DEIR is 

clearly result-driven.  

3. Skewed Alternatives Comparison - The DEIR identifies the Historic Preservation Alternative as 

environmentally superior, but then dismisses advantages of this smaller alternative and incorrectly 

claims that impacts of the proposed plan and the Historic Preservation Alternative are 

“comparable.” Some mitigating components (e.g., widening creek corridors) were arbitrarily 

excluded from the Historic Preservation Alternative, making it look worse than it is. For a fair 

unbiased analysis, the alternatives must be evaluated in an “apples to apples” comparison to the 

proposed plan, using the same or similar assumptions about project components that offer 

mitigation.   

4. Environmentally Superior Alternative Should Be Selected: Given the sensitivity of the site, the 

onsite wildlife corridor, surrounding open space, rural location, wildfire risks, and guiding principles, 

both a reduction in the number of homes and substantial reduction in commercial development size 

should be the preferred plan.  A reduced-size alternative is the only way to mitigate the many 

significant impacts of the proposed high intensity project.  Design guidelines will not mitigate the 

impacts. The market study did not identify a high demand for non-residential development.  The 

Historic Preservation Alternative, while not ideal, is the only alternative that presents a level of land 

use development at a scale compatible with the site, surrounding rural lands, and overall Sonoma 

Valley character.  There has been an overwhelming number of public comments requesting a 

smaller alternative. 

5. Comparison to Previous SDC Use: The continued argument that the SDC property should be able to 

accommodate thousands of residents and workers because it used to house and employ thousands 

of residents and workers is not valid. Nor is it valid to compare existing building square footage to 

proposed square footage, in an attempt to justify the proposed plan and minimize impacts, as it is 

the proposed use (not necessarily footprint) of the buildings that drives most of the impacts.  The 

reason this comparison is invalid is as follows: 

a. As an institution, SDC tread very lightly on the environment and adjacent community.  At its 

most populous, most of the residents of SDC did not leave the property. They did not drive 

cars, they didn’t go offsite to schools, doctors, restaurants, etc.   

b. Vehicle trips were primarily limited to employees who worked three shifts so that traffic was 

spread out, rather than concentrated at peak hours.   

c. Because of the limited outdoor activities and absence of constant vehicle traffic onsite, 

people and cars did not interfere with wildlife movement; the campus was open, peaceful, 

and not occupied with uses that generated a substantial amount of traffic (e.g., hotel, 

restaurants, etc.).  

d. There were no retail uses drawing visitors and vehicles to the site.  
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e. It should also be noted that employment and resident numbers at SDC reached a peak 

during a time over 50 years ago when there was very little cumulative growth in Sonoma 

Valley and both Arnold Drive and Highway 12 were still well-functioning roadways.   

6. Lack of supporting evidence – Throughout the DEIR, conclusions and assumptions are made without 

providing supporting information, thus providing no rationale or transparency. 

7. Project Scale is Source of Significant Impacts and Failure to meet project objectives: The proposed 

plan’s size and scale contradicts the County’s transit-oriented growth and land use policies; and is 

inconsistent with its own guiding principles, failing to balance development with resource and 

historic protection. Another SDC Specific Plan guiding principle directs the plan to balance 

redevelopment with existing land uses and calls for looking at how uses fit the character and values 

of the site and surrounding area, as well as benefit local communities and residents.  It does not 

appear that the proposed project abides by this principle.  Regardless of whether the housing is low, 

medium, or high density, it’s the total amount of housing and commercial development that is 

particularly important in evaluating the project.  The community will not benefit from clogged 

roadways and increased fire risks and evacuation delays. 

Because of its size, the project will have significant impacts in both transportation and historic 

resources, but no mitigation is offered in the way of downscaling the size to reduce these impacts. 

There is no way that the site can provide all the goods and services needed for this large population.  

To try to provide that undermines the function of the surrounding open space and destroys the 

semi-rural character of the existing community on both sides of the site. 

8. Missing Project Phasing and Performance Standards –  

a. The proposed Specific Plan is missing mandatory phasing requirements that would help 

mitigate impacts.  The phasing components of the proposed Specific Plan are advisory only 

and not enforceable. There is no guarantee that the needed housing will be developed 

before the hotel or other commercial uses. There is nothing stopping the future landowner 

from building the hotel first, which would be contrary to the project objectives.  

b. Affordable housing should be prioritized in a mandatory phasing plan.  

c. The project description needs to identify a project phasing plan to address all the demolition 

and remediation that will need to occur, as well as site preparation, infrastructure repairs, 

etc. This plan needs to be fully evaluated in terms of impacts on traffic and roadways, 

wildlife and open space resources, and surrounding land uses (noise, emissions, glare), etc. 

d. Project phasing should be tied to performance standards. There are no performance 

standards to gauge or monitor project impacts.  Since many of the future impacts are 

unknown and feasibility of some policies is unknown, performance standards are needed to 

ensure that future development can be modified if policies or mitigation measures are not 

effective. For example, biological surveys should be required to monitor how well wildlife 

adapts to demolition, construction, and new land uses. If it becomes clear that the wildlife 

corridor is being adversely impacted, additional measures and design features could be 

implemented to reduce impacts before proceeding with additional development phases. 

VMT and roadway congestion thresholds should also be established and traffic impacts 

mitigated to the maximum extent feasible before continuing with buildout. Performance 

standards could be developed for each environmental resource area. 
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9. Flawed Market Demand Study – The market demand study prepared in 2020 for the SDEC 

Background Report and the Alternatives Report that preceded the DEIR was updated via a short 

memo (July 14, 2021), with assumptions that were never reviewed by the public or peers. The 

update was to attempt to justify larger housing numbers, using a straight-line projection over the 

next 20 years.  This updated study was then used as the basis for including and defending the 

proposed 1000 homes in the proposed Specific Plan.  However, there is no justification for the 

projections methodology, which is over-simplified. There is no evidence that housing demand in 

Sonoma Valley will increase at the rate presented in the updated market study.  This “update” to the 

market study cannot be used as a basis for the housing in the proposed plan. 

 

DETAILED DEIR COMMENTS 

DEIR EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Page 3, “…does not mandate that the State will accept the outcome of the County-driven process…” –  

This statement implies that somehow the State has jurisdiction over the approval of the Specific Plan.  It 

does not have any Specific Plan approval authority and this misleading wording should be stricken. The 

County planning process does not require approval from the State. Whoever buys the property from the 

state will be bound by the Specific Plan. This type of wording has been used by the County as a thinly 

veiled threat to the community that if we don’t accept the County’s plan, the state will enact a far worse 

redevelopment.   

Page 3, “The Planning Area includes all SDC property, encompassing approximately 945 acres –which 

includes a developed Core Campus covering approximately 180 acres, the 755 acres of contiguous open 

space, and the 11-acre non-contiguous Camp Via grounds within Jack London State Historic Park.” Is this 

planning area equivalent to the study area for the EIR? The study area should go beyond the site itself 

and must be clearly defined for each impact topic. 

Page 7, Buildout: “Buildout projections of this EIR do not include the total amount of potential 

development that could be accommodated by the Proposed Plan; rather, the buildout outlines the most 

likely development that would occur by 2040, including additional bonus housing units that would result 

from provision of affordable housing as mandated by the Proposed Plan.” 

Basing the DEIR analysis on this assumption of the “most likely development” is insufficient and is not 

supported by any evidence that this level of development is the most likely scenario. The DEIR 

underestimates the overall impacts because it does not evaluate the reasonable worse case buildout 

scenario. The DEIR must evaluate a reasonable worse case of development to ensure that all potential 

impacts are identified.   

Page 7, Buildout: “The Proposed Plan is anticipated to result in a total buildout of approximately 2,400 

residents, 1,000 housing units, and 940 jobs.” This does not clarify whether this is the total maximum 

buildout or the “likely development” referenced in the previous paragraph. Looking at the 
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minimums/maximum table in Chapter 4 of the plan shows that over 1200 units could be built and that 

doesn’t even include bonus densities. 

Page 7, Areas of Controversy: “Many members of the public expressed opposition to new housing 

development in the area…” This appears to be another attempt to paint the community as NIMBYS. This 

statement is not true, which I can say after listening to hours of public testimony and reading countless 

comment letters.  This statement must be modified to note that people support housing, especially 

affordable housing, but are opposed to the large number of houses, especially the large number of 

market rate housing, based on the fact that the site is outside of the urban growth boundary and not 

along a transit corridor. 

Page 11 acknowledges that “the market demand for non-residential uses (with the exception of a hotel) 

is limited and higher employment levels will reduce financial feasibility.” Yet, the DEIR still analyzes a 

proposed plan with more than 900 jobs, which detracts from financial feasibility and substantially 

contributes to significant impacts.  What is the basis for this high amount of commercial development?   

Page 11, Reduced Alternative – The text states that this alternative would be less economically viable – 

what does that mean?  Is it viable or not?  There is no provision in the state legislation or in the project 

objectives to maximize economic viability. Yes, the plan must be feasible but it does not need to 

maximize financial gains. 

Page 12, Historic Preservation Alternative – There is no basis given for only a partial reduction in jobs - 

why not reduce the jobs proportionately?  With 600 jobs, it would be heavier on commercial 

development than housing, when in fact the State has prioritized housing, not commercial development. 

Page 14, Environmentally Superior Alternative (also in Section 4.5): “Overall, the Historic Preservation 

Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, although significant impacts of the Proposed 

Plan and the two alternatives are largely comparable, and the Historic Preservation Alternative would be 

less superior in some environmental features such as energy use, biological resources, and wildfire risks. 

Additionally, this alternative would not support key project objectives related to increased housing 

supply, varied housing opportunities, community vibrancy, and long-term fiscal stability to the same 

degree as the Proposed Plan.”  This statement is incorrect and misleading for several reasons. 

• To say that the proposed plan’s impacts are “largely comparable” to the impacts of other 

alternatives is seriously flawed. The types of impacts may be the same, but the magnitude of 

impacts is much less under the Historic Preservation Alternative, with the substantial reduction in 

buildout.  This needs to be acknowledged and corrected throughout the EIR.  The Historic 

Preservation Alternative, in addition to reducing historic resources impacts, would substantially 

reduce impacts in the issue areas of traffic, biological resources, land use, noise, visual, air quality, 

Greenhouse Gas emissions, and public services. Traffic impacts may still be significant, but they 

would be much less severe in the Historic Preservation Alternative. 

• It is reasonable to assume that impacts across the board would be reduced with a smaller 

development.   
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• The way the Historic Preservation Alternative is crafted, it excludes components that allow a fair 

comparison between it and the proposed plan. For example, widened creek corridor setbacks are 

included in the proposed plan but arbitrarily excluded from the Historic Preservation Alternative, 

resulting in a conclusion that this alternative would cause greater biological impacts.  Corridor 

setbacks could be easily incorporated into the Historic Preservation Alternative in most locations. 

The connection to Hwy 12 is also excluded from this alternative, thus making the traffic impacts 

greater. This alternative (or the proposed plan) must be modified to include the same impact-

reducing features such as creek corridor setbacks, roadway connections, etc. to at least provide a 

fully transparent, apples to apples comparison.  If properly compared, the impacts in biological 

resources and wildfire risks would be reduced compared to the proposed plan. 

• The Historic Preservation Alternative would support multiple key project objectives, including 

significantly increasing housing supply with the largest housing project ever in the Sonoma Valley; 

contributing to community vibrancy and long-term fiscal stability; AND reducing both traffic and 

historic resources impacts, as well as other impacts.  The DEIR provides no supporting information 

to substantiate the claim that the Historic Preservation Alternative would not support key project 

objectives. 

• There is no basis for the claim that the Historic Preservation Alternative would not achieve long-

term fiscal stability similar to the proposed plan. 

EIR MAIN BODY 

Page 41, Section 1.1.1, Purpose: One of the purposes of the DEIR is stated as: “To recommend a set of 

measures to mitigate any significant adverse impacts.” Yet, there is no mitigation included in the DEIR. 

Even in the two significant impact areas, no additional mitigation is recommended although there is 

feasible mitigation.  For example, the proposed hotel size could be reduced, or the overall development 

size could be reduced to minimize environmental impacts. 

Page 43, Scope of EIR: “…nor does it assess project-specific impacts of potential future projects under 

the Proposed Plan, all of which are required to comply with CEQA and/or the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA) as applicable.” This statement contradicts statements elsewhere that indicate that 

most, if not all, future development will be exempt from CEQA due to streamlining provisions.  Please 

clarify which individual projects will be subject to environmental review. Even if project-specific impact 

assessment is not possible at this stage, it is feasible to assess the types and magnitude of impacts of 

buildout and to identify appropriate types of mitigation measures.  This has not been done in the DEIR. 

Page 47: “Subsequent to certification of the Final EIR, the Board of Supervisors may approve the 

Proposed Plan.” Isn’t it possible for them to approve one of the alternatives, as well? Please clarify. 

Page 51, “In addition, the Proposed Plan includes amendments to the County’s General Plan and Zoning 

Code.” The DEIR is incomplete in that these proposed amendments, particularly the zoning code 

amendments, are not included in the plan or DEIR project description. 

Page 51, Location:  The description of the project location is erroneous in claiming that it is between 

Glen Ellen and Eldridge, as if it will not disrupt these two communities.  Why does the County insist on 
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continuing to ignore the neighborhood south of SDC and call it Eldridge? It is part of Glen Ellen and the 

SDC site is in the middle of Glen Ellen, dividing it.  Furthermore, there’s nothing in the text noting that 

this location is OUTSIDE of an urban growth area, which is an important land use policy consistency 

issue. 

Page 53, Planning Area:  Sonoma Valley Regional Park is not located to the south of the SDC site.  

Page 53, Section 2.1.2.1, Land Use: “…designed in a relatively compact footprint within the expansive 

grounds to maximize the benefits of the tranquility and peacefulness of the site.” These tranquil 

features are at the core of the existing land use pattern and must be considered in assessing the 

proposed plan’s consistency with County land use policies, the proposed plan objectives, and Glen Ellen 

Design Guidelines. 

Page 55, Section 2.1.2.3, Environmental Resources and Natural Setting:  This section fails to discuss the 

critical wildlife corridor that covers the entire property. 

Page 57, Water:  The text states that the water system components “have the capacity to provide 

drinking water, irrigation, and fire suppression to a resident population in the neighborhood of 6,600 

people.” Please cite the source of this statement and provide documentation to support it. Also, if the 

water system is going to be restored to service this number of people, this growth-inducing impact 

needs to be evaluated in the DEIR. 

Page 58: “…WTP is in relatively good condition.” This conclusion is not supported by any analysis. 

Assessments in earlier reports indicated problems with the system. 

Page 61: “SDC was the valley’s largest employer until it closed.”  Please provide documentation to 

support this statement. Employment at SDC dropped off dramatically in the past 10 years before closing, 

as the client population was reduced.  

Page 68, Section 2.4.3: “It also aims to improve multi-modal access from the SDC to Highway 12 (State 

Route 12 or SR 12) by exploring the feasibility of constructing an additional east-west emergency access 

connection from the site.”  This makes the connection to Hwy 12 sound very tentative and, therefore, 

the road connection cannot be assumed in the DEIR analysis. It is not known whether this roadway is 

feasible or could be permitted by CalTrans. 

Page 71: “8 to 30 units per gross acre and a maximum FAR of 2.0” – This is a very broad range – what 

was assumed for the EIR analysis? 

Page 72: Institutional Use: FAR of 2.0 – There is no discussion of the acreage provided for this category 

so the project description is incomplete. 

Page 72, Buffer areas:  Who will be responsible for maintaining these buffer areas and ensuring they are 

fire resistant and appropriate for wildlife use? 



8 
 

Page 73, Hotel: 120 rooms is entirely out of scale for this rural location, outside of an urban growth area 

and within a high fire risk area.  This use will substantially increase VMT, hamper wildfire evacuation, 

and generate the need for other goods and services demanded by clientele at such a high-end hotel. The 

community has been very vocal about not turning SDC into a tourist destination.  How does this fit in 

with a primarily residential area and lower income residential population? Furthermore, there is nothing 

in the state legislation calling for a large-scale hotel. This use was not adequately analyzed in the DEIR. 

Page 73, Section 2.4.4.1, Core Campus Districts: There is no documentation or analysis of how these 

districts fit in with the surrounding land uses on neighboring lands.  It is not clear how these districts 

comply with the fundamental objective of the project: 

“Balance Redevelopment with Existing Land Uses. Use recognized principles of land use planning and 

sustainability to gauge how well proposed land uses protect public trust resources and fit the character 

and values of the site and surrounding area, as well as benefit local communities and residents.” 

What benefits are provided to the surrounding and neighboring Sonoma Valley communities? 

Page 77, Build Out: “While the project buildout projection reflects a reasonably foreseeable maximum 

amount of development for the Planning Area through 2040, it is not intended as a development 

prediction or cap that would restrict development in any of the five subareas.” This statement 

contradicts other statements about buildout assumptions.  Doesn’t the plan need to have a 

development cap?  The DEIR needs to identify the maximum buildout for each land use and then 

analyze that maximum development scenario. 

Table 4-2, DEIR assumptions regarding buildout: Table 4-2 in the Specific Plan lists the minimum and 

maximum number of housing units for each district.  The maximum totals 1210 and the table footnote 

states that this number does not include additional county and state density bonuses.  Density bonuses 

are likely to occur and are reasonably foreseeable.  Therefore, the EIR substantially underestimates the 

full project impacts by more than 200 units or 20 percent of the project. 

Arnold Drive Overlay: Figure 5.3-1 in the Specific Plan shows maximum building heights of 45 feet in the 

historic core, right up to Arnold Drive.  This height contradicts the proposed policies for Arnold Drive and 

conflicts with multiple requests to maintain the open feel of Arnold.  This is a significant visual impact. 

Page 81, “This EIR serves as the environmental document for all discretionary actions associated with 

development under the Proposed Plan.” This statement implies that all development will be exempt 

from CEQA and contradicts the statement noted on page 43.  Please clarify these contradicting 

statements and document what projects will and will not be subject to subsequent CEQA.  The road 

connection, for one, will not be exempt.  Is the site in a designated “transit-priority area”?  

Section 3.1 Aesthetics  

Section 3.1.2, Environmental Setting:  The description fails to discuss the existing scenic landscapes 

created by the former SDC.  Broad lawns and vistas to both the east and west mountain ranges exist 

within the campus and along Arnold Drive and these scenic vistas need to be acknowledged.  The 
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campus was intentionally designed to provide open spaces and extensive landscaping between buildings 

to establish a calming, tranquil environment for the clients.  Please include this information in the 

setting and include an assessment of these visual features in the impact analysis. 

Page 103: “Given that construction will be clustered only in the previously developed Core Campus and 

that new development will keep with the overall scale and development height variation of the current 

SDC campus, adverse effects on the scenic vistas of SR 12 on the eastern edge of the Planning Area and 

the scenic landscape unit on the western edge of the Planning Area would be less than significant.” 

There is no guarantee that new development will be required to comply with the advisory goal of 

keeping with the overall scale and development height of the current SDC campus so compliance cannot 

be assumed. This conclusion fails to acknowledge the increased density and overall increased number of 

buildings at higher heights than existing, not in keeping with surrounding land uses.  The proposed plan 

will not maintain the large internal open space expanses. This impact analysis also fails to address the 

impacts on scenic vistas of Sonoma Mountain and the Mayacamas along Arnold Drive. 

Page 104: “With adherence to existing and proposed policies and standards, development of an SR 12 

connector under the Proposed Plan would ensure that damage to scenic resources along SR 12 would be 

less than significant.”  But many of the proposed policies are not mandatory and therefore cannot be 

assumed in the analysis.   

Page 104, impact 3.1.3:  The analysis states that the site is nonurbanized but fails to acknowledge the 

significant impact that will occur as a result of the proposed urban development plan – it represents a 

significant change in visual character. Instead, the analysis attempts to justify the project because it will 

create a new vibrant community.  How does creating a “vibrant” community protect rural scenic 

qualities?  The proposed plan’s urban features are in direct conflict with rural scenic resources, both 

onsite and on surrounding properties, especially since SDC is in the middle of the rural village of Glen 

Ellen.   

Page 104, impact 3.1.3:  The analysis fails to address the fact that the introduction of new modern, 

urban architectural features will significantly impact existing historic visual character of the campus and 

surrounding land uses.  There is no discussion of impacts on surrounding land uses.  What policies will 

ensure that architecture blends in with surrounding land use character? 

Consistency with Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines:  There is no mention of these existing 

guidelines that address Glen Ellen.  How does the proposed redevelopment conform to these existing 

guidelines? 

Section 3.3 Air Quality 

Page 167, Construction: The analysis fails to mention or address demolition impacts, which will be 

substantial.  

Page 167, Construction:  Even though this EIR is programmatic, the deferral of construction impact 

analysis is not acceptable.  There is substantial information available to develop reasonable demolition 
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and construction scenarios.  The aggregate dust and toxic air contaminants released from demolition 

activities must be analyzed because the amount of demolition will be enormous. 

Page 169: “Furthermore, because the SDC facility has been closed since 2018, there has been no change 

in the amount of development or types of land uses in the Planning Area between 2019 and 2022 – 

meaning that the 2019 baseline year conditions are comparable with existing conditions as of the 

release of the NOP for this EIR.”  Please define both the Planning Area and study area for the air quality 

analysis. Is the Planning Area the same as the study area? The study area for air quality should include 

the surrounding community. Please provide evidence to support the conclusion that there has been no 

change in development.  As a local resident, I can verify that conditions have indeed changed since 2019.  

In 2019, Glen Ellen had just lost 180 homes.  These homes are still being rebuilt, as of 2022 and many 

empty lots are waiting to be rebuilt.  There continues to be demolition, site-grading, and construction. 

Relevant Proposed Policies:  There are no mitigating policies for reduction/avoidance of demolition 

impacts on air quality or GHG emissions. 

Page 183, VMT:  It is incomprehensible that VMT would increase by less than 1000 as a result of the 

proposed plan, with so much new development and the introduction of thousands of new residents.  

The SDC site’s location outside of an urban area will necessitate vehicle use for daily goods and services.  

Because the VMT is grossly underestimated, the air quality and greenhouse gas analysis both 

underestimate impacts and must be revised.   

Impact 3.3-1:  The DEIR impact analysis relies on proposed plan policies to reduce air quality impacts 

and conform to the 2017 Clean Air Plan.  Some of these policies are enforceable, and the feasibility of 

several policies has not been determined.  For example, relying on multi-modal transportation to reduce 

VMT is unrealistic given the site’s rural location and lack of existing or planned frequent transit service. 

There are no schools within walking distance, nor are there doctors’ offices, hospitals, farm jobs, or 

winery jobs.  People will be required to drive on a daily basis, most likely to Santa Rosa, Sonoma, or 

Napa.  

Also, there is no discussion of the massive amounts of demolition and associated emissions that will 

occur to develop a plan of this size. 

Impact 3.3-2: The DEIR claims that construction impacts cannot be assessed at this time. How will these 

impacts be assessed if future projects are exempt from CEQA? 

Page 200, Impact Summary: “Future development would be subject to individual review; new sources 

would be evaluated through the BAAQMD permit process and/or the CEQA process to identify and 

mitigate any significant exposures.”  This deferral of analysis and mitigation measures is not acceptable, 

especially since future projects may be exempt from CEQA and many uses will be allowed by right. The 

DEIR should at least require a buffer between new development at SDC and existing residential uses 

adjacent to the southern boundary, as mitigation for future potential impacts. 
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Missing Analysis:  The DEIR fails to analyze the numerous types of land uses permitted under the 

proposed plan that will involve toxic emissions, such as fertilizer plants and laundry facilities.  

Section 3.4 Biological Resources 

Missing Species:  The wildlife species list is missing Bald Eagle, observed multiple times at the Lake 

Suttonfield reservoir.   

Missing Analysis:  Impacts on wildlife movement through the campus are not discussed in the EIR.  The 

campus itself is part of the wildlife corridor.  Proposed development will result in far more activity within 

the campus than ever existed, even during SDC’s peak operation.  There will be significant impacts on 

wildlife movement from the introduction of thousands of people and vehicles.  Furthermore, there is no 

overall prohibition or restrictions on fencing within the campus so wildlife will likely be blocked from 

movement through the campus. The proposed fencing policies refer to the open space and campus 

interface areas, not the campus itself. 

Section 3.5 Cultural Resources 

Page 295: “Furthermore, at the time when rehabilitation projects for these two individual historic 

resources or new work immediately adjacent to the historic resources are proposed, the project-level 

CEQA document would need to identify potential impacts to historic resources.” This conclusion is 

flawed in that it attempts to defer necessary impact analysis.  Again, many future projects will be 

exempt from CEQA so there will be no way to analyze potential impacts and develop appropriate 

mitigation measures.   

Section 3.10 Land Use Analysis 

Page 321, Land Use Impact Analysis: The DEIR states that the proposed policies will be incorporated 

into the zoning codes that will be concurrently adopted by the Board.  Where are the proposed 

amendments to the Zoning Code?  Don’t they have to be specified in an official proposed zoning code 

amendment and analyzed in this DEIR in order to proceed with adoption? 

Page 317, Impact 3.10-1: The DEIR claims that there is no impact associated with physically dividing an 

established community.  This conclusion is in error. There is no discussion of the fact that the proposed 

dense development, which is in effect a new city, is in the middle of the existing semi-rural village of 

Glen Ellen.  There have been many references to the proposed development as a self-contained “closed 

community” - this indicates that it will indeed cut off the two parts of Glen Ellen.  The massive size and 

scale of the proposed plan will certainly divide Glen Ellen.  There is no attempt to integrate the land uses 

on the site with neighborhoods to the north and south because the large amount of proposed 

commercial development is basically inconsistent with the nearby residential and semi-rural village uses. 

Instead, the proposed plan will create gridlock on Arnold Drive, preventing local residents from passing 

from one side of the village to the other side.  The previous low-intensity institutional use did not create 

a barrier or divide the community.  
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Impact 3.10-2, General Plan Policy Consistency Analysis  

The Sonoma County General Plan (GP) contains many policies aimed at preventing urban sprawl and 

encouraging development within or adjacent to urban growth areas.  The high-density development 

proposed for SDC is neither within nor adjacent, or even near, urban growth boundaries.  Furthermore, 

all the land around it is within a community separator.  As such, the proposed plan’s size and scale is in 

direct conflict with County General Plan policies and therefore, the plan’s project description is 

inconsistent with the General Plan.  These existing policies still apply to the SDC site and will not be 

replaced by the Specific Plan. As noted on Draft EIR page 312, under CEQA, if a proposed project 

conflicts with a land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect, then a significant land use impact would occur.   

The DEIR analysis of consistency with existing policies, contained on pages 319 to 321, does not address 

individual policies and fails to address the many significant impacts associated with policy conflicts.  

Furthermore, by failing to identify impacts, it fails to recommend mitigation measures (such as 

downscaling, reducing overall density and bulk, etc.) to reduce these major conflicts.  This DEIR land use 

section includes conclusions without providing any analysis or evidence to support the claims that the 

proposed plan is consistent with the General Plan policies.  Instead, it ignores the relevant policies and 

concludes that the project is consistent and no mitigation is required.  The analysis of this land use 

impact must be revised to address each applicable General Plan policy and any other existing relevant 

policy.   

Page 321, DEIR states:  

“Further, the Proposed Plan retains the overall land use framework of the General Plan with 

some targeted changes to promote economic development and appropriate residential and 

commercial infill development in the Core Campus. The Proposed Plan’s land use designations 

(see Figure 3.10-3) are generally consistent with those in the General Plan, although they differ 

in some instances. In these limited exceptions, the Proposed Plan’s designations differ from the 

General Plan in order to more accurately reflect either the existing zoning or current use on the 

property. While the Proposed Plan does include some targeted changes to land use 

designations, these changes are generally consistent with the General Plan vision of supporting 

transit-oriented residential and commercial development, encouraging new retail opportunities, 

and preserving open space.” 

This paragraph is full of inaccuracies and misleading statements.  Placing high density development in a 

semi-rural area does NOT retain the overall land use framework of the General Plan in Sonoma Valley. It 

is not an infill site in an urban area.  The Proposed Plan’s high density land use designations are not 

consistent with General Plan designations outside urban growth areas. The statement that the Proposed 

Plan’s designations differ from the General Plan in order to more accurately reflect existing zoning or 

current use on the SDC site is completely erroneous.  The site is zoned Public Facility and the current use 

is vacant.  The prior use was an institution, not a high-density urban residential and commercial 

community.  This is not a transit-oriented development site (not along a major travel corridor in an 
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urban area, with existing frequent transit service) and is inconsistent with General Plan policies 

regarding transit-oriented development.  

The following policy conflicts would occur, as a result of the proposed plan.  These policies need to be 

addressed in the DEIR. It is likely that there are other relevant policies not listed below that need to be 

analyzed as well. 

OPEN SPACE/AESTHETIC POLICIES  

Goal OSRC-1: Preserve the visual identities of communities by maintaining open space areas between 

cities and communities.  

Objective OSRC-1.1: Preserve important open space areas in the Community Separators shown on 

Figures OSRC-5a through OSRC-5i of the Open Space and Resource Conservation Element. 

Objective OSRC-1.2: Retain a rural character and promote low intensities of development in Community 

Separators. Avoid their inclusion in City Urban Growth Boundaries or Spheres of Influence. Avoid their 

inclusion within Urban Service Areas for unincorporated communities. 

Objective OSRC-1.4: Preserve existing specimen trees and tree stands within Community Separators. 

Goal OSRC-2: Retain the largely open, scenic character of important Scenic Landscape Units. 

Objective OSRC-2.1: Retain a rural, scenic character in Scenic Landscape Units with very low intensities of 

development. Avoid their inclusion within spheres of influence for public service providers. 

Goal OSRC-3: Identify and preserve roadside landscapes that have a high visual quality as they contribute 

to the living environment of local residents and to the County's tourism economy. 

Objective OSRC-3.1: Designate the Scenic Corridors on Figures OSRC-5a through OSRC-5i along roadways 

that cross highly scenic areas, provide visual links to major recreation areas, give access to historic areas, 

or serve as scenic entranceways to cities. 

Objective OSRC-3.2: Provide guidelines so future land uses, development and roadway construction are 

compatible with the preservation of scenic values along designated Scenic Corridors. 

Goal OSRC-4: Preserve and maintain views of the nighttime skies and visual character of urban, rural and 

natural areas, while allowing for nighttime lighting levels appropriate to the use and location. 

COMMENT: The above General Plan policies point out the importance of maintaining rural landscapes 

and land uses and protecting the very qualities that make Sonoma Valley attractive to residents and 

visitors.  The intensity and density of uses in the proposed Specific Plan are contrary to these policies. 

Implementation of the proposed plan will not preserve the scenic values of the Arnold Drive and 

Highway 12 scenic corridors. The visual identity of Glen Ellen and Sonoma Valley will be permanently 

altered.   
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COMMENT: Arnold Drive is a designated scenic corridor.  It serves as a scenic component of the village 

of Glen Ellen; it provides expansive views of both the Mayacamas and Sonoma Mountain; it instills a 

sense of calm and peacefulness with its beautiful large mature treescape. The proposed land uses, 

development and new roadway construction will NOT be compatible with the preservation of scenic 

values along this scenic corridor.  The policies in the proposed plan do not protect these scenic values, as 

the plan allows tall out of scale buildings adjacent to Arnold, inconsistent with existing land uses on the 

site and nearby developed properties. Figure 5.3-1 (Specific Plan) shows maximum building heights of 45 

feet in the historic core, right up to Arnold Drive.  The policies intended to protect qualities are “should” 

statements rather than shall statements.  Therefore, the proposed plan is inconsistent with General Plan 

policies intended to mitigate an environmental effect.  This is a significant impact. 

LAND USE POLICIES 

Goal LU-3: Locate future growth within the cities and unincorporated Urban Service Areas in a compact 

manner using vacant "infill" parcels and lands next to existing development at the edge of these areas. 

Objective LU-3.3: Encourage "infill" development within the expansion areas of the cities and 

unincorporated communities. 

COMMENT: This is NOT an infill project.  Infill development is within urban areas, as in “urban infill.”  

This site is not an edge to urban areas – it is within the semi-rural unincorporated low-density village of 

Glen Ellen, some distance away from urban goods and services (e.g., doctors, schools, etc.). Nor is the 

site an “expansion” area – it was a low-intensity institution that had very little impact on the 

surrounding community. The proposed plan will destroy the existing rural, scenic character of this area 

with massive removal of trees, highly dense construction, and urban development features.  It is 

inconsistent with these existing General Plan land use policies. 

Sonoma County Code: The DEIR summarizes relevant sections of the County Code: “Article 82 of 

Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code details general design review standards. The intent of Article 82 

is not to stifle individual initiative, but to set forth the minimums necessary to achieve a healthful 

community whose property values are protected from unplanned developments. General development 

standards favor preserving natural topography, landmark sites and trees, views and vistas of the 

landscape, harmony with site characteristics and nearby buildings, and local architectural motifs. Article 

82 also details general development standards that pertain to light and glare. Requirements include that 

the number, location, size, design, lighting, materials, and use of colors in signs are compatible with the 

architectural style of the structure they identify and harmonize with their surroundings. The color, size, 

height, lighting and landscaping of appurtenant signs and structures shall be elevated for compatibility 

with local architectural motif and the maintenance of view and vistas of natural landscapes, recognized 

historic landmarks, urban parks, or landscaping.  

Article 64 of Chapter 26 of the Sonoma County Code outlines the purpose and development criteria for 

the Scenic Resources Combining District which applies to the Planning Area. The purpose of this district 

is to preserve the visual character and scenic resources of lands in the county and to implement the 

provisions of Sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 of the General Plan Open Space Element. Article 64 provides 
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specific provisions that impact development for scenic landscape units and scenic corridors within the 

county. Such requirements include that structures should be sited below ridgelines, be screened by 

vegetation, and that development should be clustered. Further, Article 64 outlines requirements 

regarding Community Separators which also apply to the Planning Area. Except for most of the Core 

Campus area, the SDC site is located within a local voter-approved Community Separator overlay that 

preserves lands with very low densities between communities. The Community Separators help to 

achieve the County’s General Plan Land Use Element goal to maintain natural character and low 

intensities of development in open spaces between cities and communities.  

The Historic Combining District (HD) also applies to the Planning Area. As stated in Article 68 of Chapter 

64 of the Sonoma County Code, the purpose of the HD is to protect those structures, sites and areas that 

are remainders of past eras, events and persons important in local, state or national history, or which 

provide significant examples of architectural styles of the past, or which are unique and irreplaceable 

assets to the county and its communities. Alterations to existing structures and construction of new 

structures within historic districts shall be consistent with the historic district design guidelines adopted 

by the board of supervisors. 

COMMENT: It appears that the proposed plan conflicts with numerous provisions of the County Code, as 

it will not preserve existing character and will introduce high-density development directly adjacent to 

designated community separator lands. Also, the proposed removal of many historic structures will 

violate the intent of County Code provisions. 

TRANSPORTATION POLICIES 

COMMENT: The County General Plan establishes Level of Service (LOS) standards for roadway 

operations.  Although CEQA no longer requires LOS analysis, the LOS standards still apply to the 

proposed Specific Plan.  The proposed Specific Plan is in direct conflict with these existing LOS standards.  

This policy conflict must be evaluated and disclosed in the DEIR.  

Section 3.14 Transportation 

Flawed Analysis: The transportation analysis is deficient because of the lack of transparency, missing 

supporting documents, underestimation of impacts, and missing analysis.  The assumptions used in the 

transportation impact analysis must be transparent and based on existing conditions and traffic 

patterns. Policies to encourage onsite jobs are not enough to reduce the impact.  People will still need to 

drive to schools, doctors, grocery stores, etc. and commercial uses onsite and a hotel will draw visitors 

and generate many additional vehicle trips. It cannot be assumed that providing a jobs/housing balance 

will substantially reduce VMT. 

Vehicle Trip Generation:  VMT is underestimated likely because of unrealistic assumptions about transit 

and vehicle use.  The DEIR’s proposed plan trip generation estimate was developed using the SCTM19 

travel demand forecasting model maintained by the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA). 

However, the trip generation factors used in the analysis were not included in the DEIR. Consequently, it 
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is impossible to evaluate the reasonableness of either those factors or the resulting trip generation 

estimates. This information is critical to understand and independently review the DEIR conclusions. 

Underestimation of impacts:  The transportation analysis must evaluate a reasonable worse-case 

scenario, meaning it should be assumed that the large amount of proposed commercial space could 

accommodate regional businesses that generate a high volume of vehicle trips (e.g., Amazon 

distribution center or large retail facility). These types of facilities are being proposed in other parts of 

Sonoma County. 

Missing baseline and impact analysis: One glaring omission in the transportation analysis is that there is 

NO MENTION of Warm Springs Rd., which connects to Bennett Valley Road (also not addressed) and is a 

major commuter route between SDC (as well as Sonoma and Napa) and Santa Rosa.  People and trucks 

use this route to bypass the congestion on Highway 12 because it’s faster.  The VMT on this rural, 

winding, two-laned roadway will dramatically increase, yet there is no analysis.  

As a 30-year resident on Warm Springs Road, I can speak from experience regarding Glen Ellen traffic 

patterns. Arnold Drive is used as an alternative to Highway 12 for commuting between Santa Rosa and 

Napa, Vallejo, and San Francisco.  The commuting route includes Bennett Valley Road, Warm Springs 

Road and Arnold Drive.  It has gotten to the point of being dangerous to pull out onto Warm Springs 

Road from private driveways between Arnold Drive and Bennett Valley Road.  The narrow two-lane 

winding country Warm Springs and Bennett Valley roads provide poor line of sight, and commuting 

vehicles drive at excessive speeds.  There is no bicycle lane or even a roadway shoulder, yet it is a very 

popular bicycle route to avoid Highway 12 between Glen Ellen and Kenwood – literally hundreds of 

bicyclists use the road on some days.  With the increase in traffic from the Specific Plan buildout, this 

hazardous roadway situation will be significantly exacerbated, yet it was not studied.  

Other commuters coming from Santa Rosa use Highway 12 to Arnold Drive to bypass congestion in 

Boyes Hot Springs on Hwy 12. The intersections of Arnold Drive/Highway 12 and Arnold Drive/Warm 

Springs Road must be added to the analysis. Traffic in Sonoma Valley has dramatically increased during 

the past 20 years, as evidenced by congestion on Highway 12 and Arnold Drive.  All studies should be 

conducted using current traffic counts.  Traffic counts conducted in 2018 for the referenced study 

“Sonoma Valley Capacity Threshold Study, Draft Report” are not reflective of current conditions.  This 

was a time period after the fires and many residents were dislocated to other parts of the valley due to 

their homes being lost. 

Missing Analysis – Traffic Safety on Arnold Drive: Because VMT is substantially underestimated and 

there is no LOS analysis (that is required by General Plan policies), there is no consideration of the traffic 

safety implications for Arnold Drive both north and south of the SDC site.  Arnold Drive bisects the 

central village of Glen Ellen where commercial business and private driveways join the street and 

pedestrians cross back and forth between businesses.  This semi-rural village will very likely experience 

gridlock with the addition of thousands of vehicles on a daily basis.  There will be substantially increased 

safety risks for cars trying to turn onto Arnold Drive and for pedestrians using this segment of Arnold 

Drive.  In effect, the increased traffic on Arnold Drive will divide the existing village of Glen Ellen. South 
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of the SDC site, vehicles exiting the multitude of private driveways (including the several hundred 

apartments just south of SDC) will have an extremely difficult time trying to turn onto Arnold Drive.  The 

existing hazardous condition will be significantly exacerbated with the addition of project-related traffic. 

Page 409, Highway 12 Connection: The DEIR refers to Caltrans comments regarding the proposed Hwy 

12 connection, “noting that the new connector should not be designed to increase vehicular 

throughput, since doing so could result in induced auto travel and prior Caltrans studies have indicated 

that Highway 12 and Arnold Drive already have sufficient capacity to accommodate growth.”  What 

previous studies? When? Did those previous studies anticipate the size of redevelopment at SDC?  How 

will the new connector NOT increase vehicular throughput?  By its very nature, it will increase vehicle 

throughput to Hwy 12. 

Highway 12 Connection:  The impact analysis assumes that the possible road connection to Hwy 12 will 

be implemented despite the absence of any feasibility study.  The Specific Plan makes the proposed 

road seem tentative, which it is since it will have to undergo a lengthy CalTrans review process.  It 

should not be assumed in the transportation impact analysis. 

Page 409-410: “…though a feasibility analysis of the viability of future transit service increases is beyond 

the scope of a programmatic CEQA assessment.” The proposed Specific Plan identifies numerous 

policies regarding provision of transit services.  How can we know if these policies are feasible and will 

reduce/avoid impacts if no feasibility analysis is conducted now?  Infeasible mitigation policies cannot 

be assumed to reduce impacts. 

Page 410:  Where is the following referenced traffic study available for review: Focused Traffic 

Operation Analysis for the SDC Specific Plan, W-Trans, August 2022?  This report is necessary in order to 

conduct an independent review of the traffic numbers. 

Page 417: “The segment of Arnold Drive between Harney Street within the Planning Area and Glen Ellen 

carried a daily volume of approximately 5,400 vehicles per day in 2021.” Please clarify where in “Glen 

Ellen” the traffic volumes on Arnold Drive were counted. Is the northern terminus of this segment at 

Hwy 12 or where? 

Page 417, incomplete sentence: “To the south of the Proposed Plan area between Harney Street and 

Madrone Road, daily volumes in 2021 were approximately 6,200 vehicles, as compared to 

approximately 7,100” – when? 

Page 425: “Areas that have a diverse land use mix and ample facilities for non-automobile modes of 

travel, including transit, tend to generate lower VMT than auto-oriented suburban areas.” The SDC site 

is an example of an “auto-oriented” location.  It is not located on a transit corridor and will generate 

higher VMT than a site closer to an urban area. 

Page 427, Historical traffic volumes:  How is this discussion of historic traffic volumes relevant? The 

method to estimate old volumes is not accurate; also, this was 7 years ago, before regional growth 
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occurred.  “…estimated to have generated approximately 3,800 vehicle trips per day in 2015 when it was 

fully operational.” It wasn’t fully operational in 2015 – the clients had dramatically decreased. 

Table 3.14.3 Traffic Volumes:  How can it be that the proposed plan results in lower traffic volumes than 

No Project? This makes no sense and is not valid. The assumptions for the No Project Alternative need 

to be revised to reflect a truly No Project scenario. 

Proposed Project Scenario – The traffic analysis assumes construction of the Hwy 12 connection but 

there are no details on this connection and no project-specific CEQA analysis of the connection to satisfy 

CalTrans approval requirements.  Therefore, this connection cannot be reasonably assumed.  As 

requested by Planning Commissioner Carr, please redo the analysis without the Hwy 12 connection and 

then compare it to the Historic Preservation and other alternatives. 

Page 432, Transportation Methodology: “The model’s 2040 cumulative year includes growth that is 

consistent with adopted general plans within the County and with regional projections contained in Plan 

Bay Area 2040.”  There is no way to determine if the multiple Sonoma Valley projects that are 

reasonably foreseeable are included in these growth forecasts. 

Page 440: “For informational purposes, it is estimated that the Sonoma Developmental Center 

historically generated approximately 3,800 daily vehicle trips, suggesting that the Proposed Plan would 

generate approximately 13 percent more vehicular traffic than historical uses.” This type of statement 

skews the analysis and attempts to minimize the impacts of the proposed plan, by comparing trips to 

historical levels that are not relevant to current conditions.  This type of bias should be removed from 

the DEIR. 

Internal Circulation Impacts: The DEIR claims that there would be little or no traffic impacts resulting 

from internal vehicle trips at the SDC site.  However, if Arnold Drive is considered part of the “internal” 

roadway system, this conclusion is invalid.  Arnold Drive, as a major connector roadway and essential 

part of the internal roadway system will be adversely impacted by the large increase in vehicle use. 

Specific Plan Policy 3-27, “Provide no free parking within campus.”  The EIR did not analyze the impacts 

of this policy.  This policy must be removed from the specific plan.  There will be impacts on neighboring 

narrow streets and restrictions on vehicular access. Furthermore, where do people park their extra cars, 

given that only 1 space per unit is required?  Impacts on recreation users – people who can’t afford to 

pay for parking.  Also, visitors to the site?  Nowhere in Sonoma Valley are there parking meters.   

Specific Plan Policy 3-30: “Allow adjacent on-street parking spaces to apply 
towards minimum parking requirements.” How would this work if there is no free parking on campus? 

Back-in diagonal parking – this technique doesn’t work in semi-rural areas where there are large trucks, 

trailers, etc. This parking configuration will have adverse impacts on roadway operations and safety. 

Policy 3-43, “Work with Sonoma Regional Parks Department to ensure that there is adequate off-street 
parking for parks users on both the east and west sides of Arnold Drive, including through the use of 
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shared parking areas, and eliminate existing on-street parking along Arnold Drive north of the Core 
Campus.”   
 
This area is not part of the campus, is it?  It is in the county road right of way and is an extremely 
popular trail access and should NOT be deleted.  People with disabilities use this parking area to access 
the paved pathway because it is the closest area to park to pavement. Removal of this parking area will 
have adverse impacts on recreation access. This policy should be removed from the plan. 

 

Specific Plan Components Causing Impacts 

There are numerous proposed Specific Plan policies and components of the proposed site plan that will 

have direct impacts that have been underestimated.  As mitigation, revisions must be made to certain 

plan features. Here are some examples. 

Page 4-6, Specific Plan: “Employment uses are clustered in the northwest, creating a job center” – this is 

one of the most sensitive places for wildlife movement. Structures, employees, and vehicles will have 

significant impacts on the wildlife corridor in this area.  Revisions to the plan are needed to avoid this 

impact. 

Specific Plan Figure 4.1-3 (FAR) doesn’t show 2.0, which is what much of the campus will be allowed.  

Permitting 2.0 FAR reflects a strictly urban plan.  There is no consideration of the site’s special landscape 

features or of its semi-rural location, or the people living in adjacent neighborhoods. The FAR should be 

reduced in highly visible scenic areas along Arnold Drive and in areas where wildlife movement is 

important. 

Specific Plan Page 4-7, Plan Impacts: Provide an “active jobs center for the broader Sonoma 

Valley” – this will generate thousands of extra vehicle trips that are unnecessary to meet the 

project objectives.  The state legislation does not mandate a job center nor is it appropriate in 

this semi-rural location, not on a transit corridor.  This land use is inconsistent with county city-

centered growth policies and should be identified as such in the DEIR land use policy 

consistency analysis. 

Page 4-10, Specific Plan: Creek buffer is only 50 feet – is this adequate for protection of wildlife 

movement? 

Specific Plan Permitted Uses Table 4-3 and Potential Impacts:   

• Laundry plant, fertilizer plant, etc. -  These uses would result in use of highly toxic chemicals, in close 

proximity to homes. This impact has not been analyzed.  

• Timberland Conversions – Impact 3.2-3 states that: “Further, the proposed plan does not 

contemplate allowing any timber harvesting activities in the area.” However, Table 4-3 of the 

Specific Plan allows Timber Conversions as a permitted use in both the Preserved Open Space lands 
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and in the Flex zone.  This is a significant impact that has not been identified.  Impact 3.2-3 must be 

modified to note this impact. 

• Tasting rooms would be permitted by right in flex zone - Please remove this from the list of 

permitted uses.  Glen Ellen and Sonoma have been overrun by tasting rooms and they do not 

benefit residents.  

• Resort permitted by right in Hotel Overlay zone and the flex zone - Elsewhere, a hotel is referenced, 

which is different from a resort.  Neither a resort nor hotel should be allowed by right, potentially 

circumventing public review and CEQA. 

• Both a conference center AND a 120 -room hotel are listed as permitted uses.  This combination of 

uses is not discussed or analyzed in the DEIR.  What was assumed for VMT of these two combined 

uses?  Why are both a conference center and a hotel allowed – this was never discussed with the 

community? 

Specific Plan Policy 4-3, “Require completion of at least 10,000 square feet of retail and eating and 

drinking establishments and of at least 200 housing units west of Arnold Drive before beginning 

construction of any housing east of Arnold Drive.”  This policy could hamper housing development. If the 

County truly wants to promote housing, why is there a condition limiting housing until at least 10,000 

square feet of commercial is developed?  This provision seems contrary to the purpose.   

Policy 5-K Arnold Drive Overlay: “Along Arnold Drive, development should maintain the feel and scale 
of the buildings and landscape along Arnold Drive, including with a variety of building types and scales, a 
continuous landscape setback, activity, and views into the SDC site.” 
This goal and its implementing policies must be modified to say “shall” and include provisions to protect 

views of Sonoma Mtn. and Mayacamas from Arnold Drive. Otherwise, there will be a potentially 

significant impact on both historic resources and visual resources (scenic views and scenic view 

corridor). There is no mention of protecting these views or the existing beautiful mature trees that line 

Arnold Drive.  Also, existing setbacks and lower building heights must be maintained along Arnold Drive.  

Current proposed policies don’t provide those protections that the community has requested, 

repeatedly. 

Policy 5-52 “Vary building heights and types along Arnold Drive to avoid a monolithic appearance and to 

foster an interesting streetscape, and the existing setbacks along Arnold Drive should be maintained.” 

This policy needs to be strengthened by replacing “should” with “shall.”   

Chapter 4 Alternatives 

Page 529, No Project Assumptions: “While this EIR cannot pre-judge the State’s actions, the EIR tries to 

frame these in light of the State Legislature’s established land use objectives for the site, per Govt. Code 

Section 14670.10.5. Furthermore, the State has already released a developer request for proposal for 

development of the site pointing to the Proposed Plan underway, and can enter into long-term ground 

leases with private developers—cited as a mechanism for the site in the Government Code for SDC 

redevelopment—so that the State retains planning control over the campus unfettered by local 

regulations to achieve these land use objectives, should the County be unwilling to plan and zone for 

these uses.” 
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Under the No Project alternative, it cannot be assumed that the state will take control of the site and 

that the county will have no land use authority.  If the state proceeds with sale of the property, any 

private developer would be subject to county land use controls. The RFP issued by the State clearly 

states that the property is being offered for sale.  There is nothing in the RFP referencing the possibility 

for a long-term ground lease with private developers. Furthermore, there is no documentation of how 

the EIR preparers derived the housing and job numbers for the No Project scenario.  The State legislation 

does not specify that jobs are a high priority. 

Historic Preservation Alternative: It appears that the Historic Preservation Alternative arbitrarily 

excludes some elements in order to make it look less environmentally superior.  For example, the road 

connection to Highway 12 (for emergency response) is not included.  As a result, the Draft EIR claims 

that the Historic Preservation Alternative has greater evacuation impacts than the proposed plan.  All 

things being equally compared, the proposed project will have substantially greater impacts on 

evacuation times.   

Page 533: “Thus, it is anticipated that some new development would occur under the Historic 

Preservation Alternative, and this alternative would prioritize market rate housing units over affordable 

housing units in order to generate adequate financial returns, undermining the State mandate and 

project objectives to promote affordable housing.” There is no documentation of this conclusion – 

please provide evidence to support this statement that market rate housing would be prioritized over 

affordable units.  In fact, compared to current and projected construction costs for new buildings, 

adaptive reuse is an effective way to reduce costs.  The alternative could still promote affordable 

housing, which may be more viable with lower adaptive reuse costs. Furthermore, there are financing 

mechanisms to fund affordable housing and policies can be included in the Specific Plan to promote 

more affordable housing.   

Page 570, Environmentally Superior Alternative: “Overall, the Historic Preservation Alternative is the 

environmentally superior alternative…” The text goes on to dismiss this alternative and minimize its 

environmental benefits. To say that the proposed plan’s impacts are “largely comparable” to the 

impacts of other alternatives is inaccurate and misleading.  The types of impacts may be the same, but 

the magnitude of impacts is much less with a reduced size alternative.  The Historic Preservation 

Alternative, in addition to reducing historic resources impacts, would substantially reduce impacts in the 

issue areas of traffic, biological resources, land use, visual, air quality, climate change, and public 

services, if properly compared to the proposed plan. Even if reuse of existing buildings may be more 

expensive than new construction, it would offset the significant greenhouse gas emissions and site 

disruption that will result from demolition and new construction.  The reuse analysis conducted by the 

planning team did not factor in the costs of mitigating greenhouse gas impacts, which will be 

substantial. Therefore, the Historic Preservation Alternative provides significant advantages over the 

proposed Specific Plan. 
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Growth-Inducing and Cumulative Impacts 

Section 5.1.1.2 Jobs/Housing Growth: It is completely inaccurate to say that the proposed job growth of 

940 jobs outside of an urban growth boundary, within the rural village of Glen Ellen is a “modest” 

number.  The number of jobs cannot be compared to the county-wide number.  Compared to jobs in 

Sonoma Valley, the addition of 940 jobs is significant and is growth-inducing.  Commercial businesses 

are struggling to find employees for existing retail services so it is not clear how the EIR can claim that 

there is a shortage of jobs.  Furthermore, the market study conducted for the Specific Plan determined 

that non-residential development did not generate overall revenues and was not a contributing factor 

for financial feasibility. As quoted in the SDC Alternatives Report (November 2021), "Commercial and 

industrial uses may support building construction costs but are unlikely to have a significantly positive 

impact on overall development feasibility.” 

While there is a large demand for affordable housing in Sonoma Valley, creating over 700 market-rate 

homes is a significant growth-inducing impact because there is no evidence to demonstrate the existing 

or projected demand for this high number of market-rate homes.  These housing units will not serve the 

existing Sonoma Valley population – they will attract people from outside the valley and outside of 

Sonoma County.   

Page 568, Historic Preservation Alternative, Growth Inducement: “The Historic Preservation Alternative 

would result in 600 jobs, which is much lower than both the historical employment level of 1,365 

employees at SDC prior to its closure, as well as jobs to fully balance the projected population and would 

thus not induce growth. Additionally, as with the Proposed Plan, all development will occur in already 

developed areas. The Historic Preservation Alternative would not induce substantial unplanned 

population growth in the Planning Area and the impact would be less than significant and comparable to 

the Proposed Plan. However, this Alternative would accommodate a lower proportion of the projected 

regional growth within the SDC campus, and lead to greater development pressures elsewhere in the 

region.”  

This is not a growth-inducing impact, yet the table shows it as having a greater impact than the 

Proposed Plan, which is absurd.  There is no basis provided for this conclusion and no evidence of 

regional growth projections that show this demand in Sonoma Valley. It cannot be justified that this site 

should accommodate a disproportionate amount of the Countywide projected growth. There is no large-

scale “projected growth” for this rural area because it is outside the urban growth boundary.  Growth 

should be placed in urban growth areas, consistent with city and county policies to avoid leapfrog 

development and urban sprawl.   

TRANSPORTATION POLICIES 

The County General Plan establishes Level of Service (LOS) standards for roadway operations.  Although 

CEQA no longer requires LOS analysis, the LOS standards still apply to the proposed Specific Plan.  The 

proposed Specific Plan is in direct conflict with these existing LOS standards.  This policy conflict must be 

evaluated and disclosed in the DEIR.  
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DEIR Section 7.2: Section 7.2 of the plan references additional project review but does not address any 

future CEQA review. 

MISSING SPECIFIC PLAN POLICIES THAT WOULD HELP MITIGATE IMPACTS  

Despite the large number of policies in the proposed plan, there are numerous critical policy omissions. 

Here are suggested policy additions and modifications.  These policies should be incorporated into the 

EIR as mitigation measures. 

• Prohibit Big Box Developments – this type of development would significantly impact the site 

and surrounding area and draw large numbers of vehicles. 

• Prohibit exclusionary fencing within the campus, in order to allow wildlife movement 

throughout the campus. 

• Establish MANDATORY project phasing programs to ensure that housing development is 

prioritized over hotel and commercial development. 

• Require design features to incorporate permeability. 

• Establish performance standards to guide project phasing. 

• Establish mandatory policies to minimize demolition impacts associated with noise, air toxics, 

dust, etc. This should include project phasing. 

Thank you for carefully considering and addressing my comments. 

Regards, 

Vicki Hill, MPA 

Environmental Land Use Planner 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



24 
 

Vicki A. Hill 
Land Use and Environmental Planning 

 
September 13, 2022 

Sonoma County Planning Commissioners 

RE: Preliminary Comments on Draft SDC Specific Plan and Draft EIR for 9/15/22 Meeting 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

I am a land use planner and CEQA specialist in Sonoma County and have many concerns regarding the 

proposed large-scale SDC Specific Plan and the adequacy of the SDC Specific Plan Draft EIR. I am still 

reviewing the Plan and EIR and will submit detailed comments by the comment due date. However, I 

wanted to bring to your attention a few of the many issues that need to be addressed.  Overall, the DEIR 

reflects a bias towards the proposed dense development and tends to dismiss the proposed plan’s 

environmental disadvantages when comparing it to other reduced-scale alternatives. Substantial 

revisions are necessary to the EIR and Specific Plan to make the EIR adequate, under CEQA, and to 

create a plan that represents sound land use planning.  

Specific Plan Scale 

The planning process has failed to result in a plan that even remotely resembles a community-supported 

alternative. The promised community-driven process has not occurred.  Despite widespread, valid public 

concerns about the proposed high-density plan and the Board of Supervisors direction to evaluate a plan 

with 450 to 800 residential units, the proposed Specific Plan still includes an extreme amount of 

development (1000 plus homes, 410,000 square feet of commercial), which is totally out of scale for this 

location outside of an urban growth boundary and in the middle of the semi-rural village of Glen Ellen.  

There is no project comparable to this size in the entire Sonoma Valley.  This urban sprawl development, 

including a 120-room hotel and potential conference center, will, in effect, create a new city, in direct 

conflict with good land use planning principles and County growth policies.  Yes, we need and want 

housing, but there must be a balanced approach that factors in site constraints, impacts, surrounding 

land uses, historic resource values, and limited transportation network. This balanced approach is even 

reflected in the plan’s guiding principles (see DEIR page 5-6) but the plan fails to conform to these 

principles.  Project objectives to “balance redevelopment with existing land uses” and “balance 

development with historic resource conservation” have been ignored. 

The Draft EIR identifies significant, unavoidable impacts on historic resources and traffic from the 

proposed Specific Plan due to its size.  There is no mitigation identified for destroying so many historic 

buildings and converting the site to a new urban development. These issues could be addressed with a 

smaller alternative. 
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Environmentally Superior Alternative 

DEIR page 570 states: “Overall, the Historic Preservation Alternative is the environmentally superior 

alternative…” The text goes on to dismiss this alternative and minimize its environmental benefits. To 

say that the proposed plan’s impacts are “largely comparable” to the impacts of smaller alternatives is 

false and misleading.  The types of impacts may be the same, but the magnitude of impacts on traffic, 

climate change, historic resources, noise, biological resources, public services and land use would be 

much less with a reduced-scale alternative.  The Historic Preservation Alternative is feasible and its size 

and scale should be pursued as the preferred plan.  Some modifications to this alternative could be 

incorporated to further reduce impacts, such as even more adaptive reuse and more compact 

development design.  It appears that some impact-reducing elements included in the proposed plan 

were arbitrarily excluded from this alternative (e.g., the road connection to Highway 12 for emergency 

access), thus making this alternative appear less environmentally advantageous.  Also, there is no reason 

to conclude that this alternative couldn’t achieve affordable housing goals.  Compared to current and 

projected high construction costs for new development, adaptive reuse can be an effective strategy to 

reduce overall project costs and impacts.  

Deferral of Analysis 

The Draft EIR defers analysis of impacts on some resources to a future time when individual projects are 

proposed.  However, most if not all future projects will be exempt from CEQA under permit streamlining 

legislation so there will be no means to limit full buildout or implement much-needed future mitigation 

measures. 

Specific Plan Phasing 

SDC Planning Advisory Team (PAT) members and public comments stressed the importance of project 

phasing to reduce impacts on the environment and on the community.  There is only one requirement 

for phasing (Policy 4-3, which requires completion of at least 10,000 square feet of retail businesses and 

at least 200 housing units west of Arnold Drive before beginning construction of any housing east of 

Arnold Drive) and this policy does not reduce any environmental impacts. The Specific Plan itself has a 

section on “Recommended Phasing” but these provisions are advisory and not mandatory.  The EIR must 

identify phasing as mitigation to help further reduce traffic and other impacts.  

Need for Performance Standards 

Project phasing should be based on performance standards adopted for each environmental issue area.  

In this way, impacts can be monitored and additional mitigation measures developed, as needed.  For 

example, there is no certainty that massive demolition and construction activities, as well as the 

introduction of a large mobile population to the site, will not dramatically affect the surrounding open 

space resources. Before proceeding with full buildout, it should be proven that the site can actually 

accommodate the projected buildout. 
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Specific Plan Policy Language and Enforceability 

Many of the policies in the proposed plan are intended to reduce/avoid impacts but the wording is such 

that it is not mandatory and many policies are not carried forward to Appendix A, Standard Conditions 

of Approval.  Thus, these policies cannot be relied on to be implemented and fully mitigate impacts. Any 

policy that does not have a strong “shall” statement is not enforceable. 

Jobs/Housing Growth (DEIR Section 5.1.1.2) 

It is completely inaccurate to say that the proposed job growth of 940 jobs outside of an urban growth 

boundary is a “modest” number.  The number of jobs cannot be compared to the county-wide number – 

this methodology purposefully minimizes the impact.  Compared to the rest of Sonoma Valley, which is a 

distinct planning region, the addition of 940 jobs is significant and is growth-inducing.  Also, there is no 

documentation of the need for these jobs in Sonoma Valley.  The market study conducted as part of the 

Specific Plan alternatives report (November 2021, see sdcspecificplan.com/documents) determined that 

non-residential development did not generate overall revenues and did not contribute to financial 

feasibility.  The alternatives report states: "Commercial and industrial uses may support building 

construction costs but are unlikely to have a significantly positive impact on overall development 

feasibility.” Also, the EIR (page 11) states: “…the market demand for non-residential uses (with the 

exception of a hotel) is limited and higher employment levels will reduce financial feasibility.” 

While there is a large demand for affordable housing in Sonoma Valley, creating over 700 market-rate 

homes is definitely a significant growth-inducing impact because there is no existing demand for this 

high number.  These housing units will not serve the existing Sonoma Valley population – they will 

attract people from outside the valley and outside of Sonoma County.   

Comparison to Previous Institutional Use 

The EIR analysis, including the growth-inducing section as well as other sections, attempts to justify the 

large-scale plan by erroneously comparing the proposed plan population and employee growth to the 

previous institutional use and number of clients/employees.  This comparison is invalid and should not 

be used as a basis for over-developing the site due to the fact that: 

• As an institution, SDC tread very lightly on the environment and adjacent community.  At its 

most populous, most of the residents of SDC did not leave the property. They did not drive cars, 

they didn’t go offsite to schools, doctors, restaurants, etc.   

• Vehicle trips were primarily limited to employees divided into three shifts so that traffic was 

spread out, rather than concentrated at peak hours.  There were no retail commercial uses or a 

hotel to generate trips. 

• Because of the limited outdoor activities and absence of constant vehicle traffic onsite, people 

and cars did not interfere with wildlife movement; the campus was open, peaceful, and not 

occupied with uses that generated a substantial amount of traffic (e.g., hotel, restaurants, etc.). 



27 
 

• Employment and resident numbers at SDC reached a peak during a time over 50 years ago when 

there was very little cumulative growth in Sonoma Valley and both Arnold Drive and Highway 12 

were still well-functioning roadways.  

Nor is it valid to compare existing building square footage to proposed square footage in an attempt to 

minimize impacts, as it is the proposed use of the buildings that drives most of the impacts.  

EIR Traffic Assumptions 

There is no guarantee that people who live onsite will work there.  That cannot be assumed for purposes 

of analyzing traffic impacts.  Also, it cannot be assumed that the roadway connection to Highway 12 will 

be developed. Therefore, the traffic impacts are substantially underestimated in the EIR. 

Wildlife Corridor Impacts 

Despite many scoping comments, impacts on wildlife movement through the campus are not addressed 

in the EIR.  The campus itself is part of the wildlife corridor and must be acknowledged as such.  

Furthermore, there is no overall prohibition or restrictions on fencing within the campus (only 

prohibition on wooden fences) so wildlife will likely be blocked from movement through the campus. 

There will be significant impacts on wildlife movement from the introduction of thousands of people 

and vehicles, as well as fences. 

No Project Alternative Definition  

Under the No Project alternative, it cannot be assumed that the state will take control of the site and 

that the county will have no land use authority.  If the state proceeds with sale of the property, any 

private developer would be subject to county land use controls.  The RFP issued by the State clearly 

states that the property is being offered for sale.  The RFP contains no reference to the possibility for a 

long-term ground lease with private developers. Therefore, this is not a reasonable assumption. 

Financial Feasibility 

Despite making references to financial considerations, there is no definition or accurate assessment of 

the financial feasibility of the proposed plan or alternatives.  While financial feasibility is required, there 

is no mandate to maximize revenues at the cost of other resources and values, or at the cost of 

reasonable land use planning.    

 

Thank you for considering my comments.  Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or 

need clarification on any of these comments. 

Regards, 

 

Vicki Hill, MPA 
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Email sent to Landmarks Commission: 

September 5, 2022 

Dear Landmarks Commissioners, 

I am unable to attend the Landmark Commission hearing regarding the SDC Specific Plan and Draft EIR 

but have the following comments. As a land use planner and CEQA specialist, I have serious concerns 

about the proposed Specific Plan and it’s impacts on historic resources (and many other environmental 

impacts).  These impacts could be substantially reduced by a smaller alternative, as identified in the 

Draft EIR. 

1. A redevelopment plan of this scale (over 1000 homes and 900 jobs) on the historic SDC campus 
will destroy multiple significant historic structures and the historic setting and values of the 
site.  Although the Draft EIR assumes 1000 homes, Specific Plan Table 4-2 identifies maximum 
buildout numbers, which total 1210 residential units.  This total does not include density 
bonuses that will likely be granted to the future developer.  It will not be possible to preserve 
the historic character of the site with a project of this size. 
   

2. The proposed plan is inconsistent with one of the fundamental project objectives, which calls for 
balancing development with historic resource conservation.  The high-density plan does not 
provide a balance and would not maintain the historic integrity of the site. The SDC site has 
been determined eligible for listing as a Historic District under the National Register of Historic 
Places. 
 

3. The Draft EIR identifies significant, unavoidable impacts on historic resources from the 
proposed Specific Plan.  There is no mitigation identified for destroying so many historic 
buildings and converting the site to a new urban city-like development, as called for in the 
proposed plan.  
 

4. The Draft EIR identifies the Historic Preservation Alternative as the environmentally superior 
alternative.  Because of its reduced size, impacts on historic resources would be less than 
significant under the Historic Preservation Alternative.  This alternative would also be consistent 
with the project objectives. Furthermore, this alternative has other environmental advantages, 
some of which have been dismissed in the Draft EIR.   
 

5. While financial feasibility is required, there is no mandate to maximize revenues at the cost of 
historic resources.   The Historic Preservation Alternative is feasible and its size and scale should 
be selected as the preferred plan.  Some modifications to this alternative could be incorporated 
to further reduce impacts, such as even more adaptive reuse and more compact development 
design.  It appears that some impact-reducing elements of the proposed plan were arbitrarily 
excluded from this alternative (e.g., the road connection to Highway 12 for emergency access). 
Also, there is no reason to conclude that this alternative couldn’t achieve affordable housing 
goals.  Compared to current and projected high construction costs for new development, 
adaptive reuse can be an effective strategy to reduce overall project costs and impacts.  
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6. The Draft EIR defers analysis of impacts on individually significant historic resources to a future 
time when individual projects are proposed.  However, many future projects will not be subject 
to CEQA and therefore the analysis cannot be deferred – it must take place as part of the 
Specific Plan EIR and mitigation measures must be identified. 
 

Thank you for considering my comments during your deliberations. 

Regards, 

Vicki Hill, MPA 

Environmental Land Use Planner 

(707) 935-9496 

 

 



From: Support
To: Brian Oh
Cc: Mike McGuire; Cecelia Aguiar-Curry; district4; James Gore; district5; Susan Gorin; David Rabbitt;

engage@sdcspecificplan.com; PlanningAgency; Greg Carr; Caitlin Cornwall; Pat Gilardi; Larry Reed; Jacquelynne
Ocana; Gina Belforte; Kevin Deas; Shaun McCaffery; Belen.Grady@sonoma-county.org; Tennis Wick; Rajeev
Bhatia; Logan Pitts; gerald.mclaughlin@dgs.ca.gov; Senator.Dodd@senate.ca.gov

Subject: “What we want” in the EIR from Sonoma Mountain Preservation
Date: Tuesday, October 4, 2022 3:16:44 PM
Attachments: SMP SDC DEIR what we want comments 10.4.22.pdf

EXTERNAL

Mr. Brian Oh, Comprehensive Planning Manager, Permit Sonoma 

County of Sonoma 
2550 Ventura Avenue Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Brian.Oh@sonoma-county.org

Sent via email 10.4.22; PDF attached  

RE: “What we want” 

Dear Mr. Oh,

At the Planning Commission tour of SDC on 9.29.22, you asked for “what we want.” This
letter is a summary response, condensing the many prior, comprehensive letters SMP has
sent. 

Set specific goals for riparian zone buffers, 30 acres of protected wetlands, and the two
lakes, along with policies that require implementation. 

1.     Elevate creek protection and wildlife corridor flexibility by expanding buffers
significantly. See section 3.1.3.3 policies, implementing actions, and policies; Wildlife
Corridor Policies (p40), People/Wildlife Interface (p 41), and policy 2-25 (p
42). Policies 2-21, 2-23, 2-25, 2-27, and 2-30 must be made consistent. Note that
reputable studies of viable creek buffers suggest 325 feet; an absolute minimum of 100
feet riparian zone buffers, with 200 feet preferable, should be policy around all creeks. 

2.     Enhance and protect rare, vulnerable wetlands and species there through setting them
aside and abandoning the road through them.

If there were goals and policies that supported wetlands, there would be no proposed new
road from Arnold Drive to Highway 12. A road will create substantive, adverse effects:
on the protected wetlands that support documented endangered species, the wildlife
corridor, and fire egress in the face of Diablo winds coming from the East (the road will
be in the direct path of 2017 fires.)

Specify open space acreages and minimum boundaries on both the east and west sides of
Arnold Drive, and limit allowed uses on these acreages to passive recreational uses such
as hiking, mountain biking, horseback riding, photography, etc. Guarantee (permit) only
small scale farmer’s market-type agricultural use. Note that the County’s Regional Parks
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Mr.	Brian	Oh,	Comprehensive	Planning	Manager,	Permit	Sonoma		
County	of	Sonoma		
2550	Ventura	Avenue	Santa	Rosa,	CA	95403	
Brian.Oh@sonoma-county.org	


Sent	via	email	10.4.22;	PDF	attached			


RE:	“What	we	want”	
	
Dear	Mr.	Oh,	
	
At	the	Planning	Commission	tour	of	SDC	on	9.29.22,	you	asked	for	“what	we	want.”	This	letter	
is	a	summary	response,	condensing	the	many	prior,	comprehensive	letters	SMP	has	sent.	
	
Set	specific	goals	for	riparian	zone	buffers,	30	acres	of	protected	wetlands,	and	the	two	lakes,	
along	with	policies	that	require	implementation.		
	


1. Elevate	creek	protection	and	wildlife	corridor	flexibility	by	expanding	buffers	
significantly.	See	section	3.1.3.3	policies,	implementing	actions,	and	policies;	Wildlife	
Corridor	Policies	(p40),	People/Wildlife	Interface	(p	41),	and	policy	2-25	(p	42).	Policies	
2-21,	2-23,	2-25,	2-27,	and	2-30	must	be	made	consistent.	Note	that	reputable	studies	of	
viable	creek	buffers	suggest	325	feet;	an	absolute	minimum	of	100	feet	riparian	zone	
buffers,	with	200	feet	preferable,	should	be	policy	around	all	creeks.	


	
2. Enhance	and	protect	rare,	vulnerable	wetlands	and	species	there	through	setting	them	


aside	and	abandoning	the	road	through	them.	
If	there	were	goals	and	policies	that	supported	wetlands,	there	would	be	no	proposed	
new	road	from	Arnold	Drive	to	Highway	12.	A	road	will	create	substantive,	adverse	
effects:	on	the	protected	wetlands	that	support	documented	endangered	species,	the	
wildlife	corridor,	and	fire	egress	in	the	face	of	Diablo	winds	coming	from	the	East	(the	
road	will	be	in	the	direct	path	of	2017	fires.)	


	
Specify	open	space	acreages	and	minimum	boundaries	on	both	the	east	and	west	sides	of	
Arnold	Drive,	and	limit	allowed	uses	on	these	acreages	to	passive	recreational	uses	such	as	
hiking,	mountain	biking,	horseback	riding,	photography,	etc.	Guarantee	(permit)	only	small	
scale	farmer’s	market-type	agricultural	use.	Note	that	the	County’s	Regional	Parks	and	Open	
Space	staff	agreed	during	discussions	of	the	SDC	open	space	in	2017	that	the	bottom	land	was	
suitable	only	for	truck	farmers/market	gardeners.	Delete	Table	4-3	(commercial	ag,	tasting	
rooms,	lumber,	etc)	entirely	from	the	EIR,	as	entirely	inappropriate	to	open	space	use.		
	
Note	that	in	section	3.4.1.3,	the	DEIR	mentions	policy	LU10-a	for	establishing	maximum	
densities	and	siting	standards	for	wetlands,	sensitive	natural	communities,	and	areas	of	
essential	habitat	connectivity,	(see	local	land	use	regulations,	Sonoma	County	General	Plan	
2020)	yet	the	same	DEIR	offers	none	of	these.		







	
Reduce	the	scale	of	the	proposed	redevelopment	of	the	180-acre	core	campus	for	
compatibility	with	the	wildlife	corridor,	fire	safety,	and	the	established	rural	character	of	the	
area.	This	requires	actually	analyzing	the	environmental	impact	of	the	HPA	proposal,	which	is	
not	currently	done.	
	
Delineate	clear	boundaries	for	the	open	space	to	be	transferred,	identify	a	mechanism	of	
transfer,	clearly	identify	the	entities	that	a	developer	must	work	with	to	facilitate	transfer.	
Explicitly	require	a	developer	to	ensure	that	redevelopment	of	the	core	campus	be	done	in	
such	a	way,	and	with	sufficient	buffers,	as	to	protect	the	natural	values	of	the	open	space.	
	
	
Respectfully,		
	
	
Meg	Beeler,	Chairperson	
On	behalf	of	the	Board	of	Directors	
Sonoma	Mountain	Preservation	







and Open Space staff agreed during discussions of the SDC open space in 2017 that the
bottom land was suitable only for truck farmers/market gardeners. Delete Table 4-3
(commercial ag, tasting rooms, lumber, etc) entirely from the EIR, as entirely inappropriate to
open space use.

Note that in section 3.4.1.3, the DEIR mentions policy LU10-a for establishing maximum
densities and siting standards for wetlands, sensitive natural communities, and areas of
essential habitat connectivity, (see local land use regulations, Sonoma County General Plan
2020) yet the same DEIR offers none of these. 

Reduce the scale of the proposed redevelopment of the 180-acre core campus for
compatibility with the wildlife corridor, fire safety, and the established rural character of
the area. This requires actually analyzing the environmental impact of the HPA proposal,
which is not currently done.

Delineate clear boundaries for the open space to be transferred, identify a mechanism of
transfer, clearly identify the entities that a developer must work with to facilitate transfer.
Explicitly require a developer to ensure that redevelopment of the core campus be done
in such a way, and with sufficient buffers, as to protect the natural values of the open
space.

Respectfully,

Meg Beeler, Chairperson

On behalf of the Board of Directors

Sonoma Mountain Preservation
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Mr.	Brian	Oh,	Comprehensive	Planning	Manager,	Permit	Sonoma		
County	of	Sonoma		
2550	Ventura	Avenue	Santa	Rosa,	CA	95403	
Brian.Oh@sonoma-county.org	

Sent	via	email	10.4.22;	PDF	attached			

RE:	“What	we	want”	
	
Dear	Mr.	Oh,	
	
At	the	Planning	Commission	tour	of	SDC	on	9.29.22,	you	asked	for	“what	we	want.”	This	letter	
is	a	summary	response,	condensing	the	many	prior,	comprehensive	letters	SMP	has	sent.	
	
Set	specific	goals	for	riparian	zone	buffers,	30	acres	of	protected	wetlands,	and	the	two	lakes,	
along	with	policies	that	require	implementation.		
	

1. Elevate	creek	protection	and	wildlife	corridor	flexibility	by	expanding	buffers	
significantly.	See	section	3.1.3.3	policies,	implementing	actions,	and	policies;	Wildlife	
Corridor	Policies	(p40),	People/Wildlife	Interface	(p	41),	and	policy	2-25	(p	42).	Policies	
2-21,	2-23,	2-25,	2-27,	and	2-30	must	be	made	consistent.	Note	that	reputable	studies	of	
viable	creek	buffers	suggest	325	feet;	an	absolute	minimum	of	100	feet	riparian	zone	
buffers,	with	200	feet	preferable,	should	be	policy	around	all	creeks.	

	
2. Enhance	and	protect	rare,	vulnerable	wetlands	and	species	there	through	setting	them	

aside	and	abandoning	the	road	through	them.	
If	there	were	goals	and	policies	that	supported	wetlands,	there	would	be	no	proposed	
new	road	from	Arnold	Drive	to	Highway	12.	A	road	will	create	substantive,	adverse	
effects:	on	the	protected	wetlands	that	support	documented	endangered	species,	the	
wildlife	corridor,	and	fire	egress	in	the	face	of	Diablo	winds	coming	from	the	East	(the	
road	will	be	in	the	direct	path	of	2017	fires.)	

	
Specify	open	space	acreages	and	minimum	boundaries	on	both	the	east	and	west	sides	of	
Arnold	Drive,	and	limit	allowed	uses	on	these	acreages	to	passive	recreational	uses	such	as	
hiking,	mountain	biking,	horseback	riding,	photography,	etc.	Guarantee	(permit)	only	small	
scale	farmer’s	market-type	agricultural	use.	Note	that	the	County’s	Regional	Parks	and	Open	
Space	staff	agreed	during	discussions	of	the	SDC	open	space	in	2017	that	the	bottom	land	was	
suitable	only	for	truck	farmers/market	gardeners.	Delete	Table	4-3	(commercial	ag,	tasting	
rooms,	lumber,	etc)	entirely	from	the	EIR,	as	entirely	inappropriate	to	open	space	use.		
	
Note	that	in	section	3.4.1.3,	the	DEIR	mentions	policy	LU10-a	for	establishing	maximum	
densities	and	siting	standards	for	wetlands,	sensitive	natural	communities,	and	areas	of	
essential	habitat	connectivity,	(see	local	land	use	regulations,	Sonoma	County	General	Plan	
2020)	yet	the	same	DEIR	offers	none	of	these.		



	
Reduce	the	scale	of	the	proposed	redevelopment	of	the	180-acre	core	campus	for	
compatibility	with	the	wildlife	corridor,	fire	safety,	and	the	established	rural	character	of	the	
area.	This	requires	actually	analyzing	the	environmental	impact	of	the	HPA	proposal,	which	is	
not	currently	done.	
	
Delineate	clear	boundaries	for	the	open	space	to	be	transferred,	identify	a	mechanism	of	
transfer,	clearly	identify	the	entities	that	a	developer	must	work	with	to	facilitate	transfer.	
Explicitly	require	a	developer	to	ensure	that	redevelopment	of	the	core	campus	be	done	in	
such	a	way,	and	with	sufficient	buffers,	as	to	protect	the	natural	values	of	the	open	space.	
	
	
Respectfully,		
	
	
Meg	Beeler,	Chairperson	
On	behalf	of	the	Board	of	Directors	
Sonoma	Mountain	Preservation	



From: Vivien Hoyt
To: PlanningAgency
Cc: Susan Gorin; Sonoma Action; Sonoma CA
Subject: SDC
Date: Wednesday, October 5, 2022 8:17:29 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sir/Madam,

Despite my many letters, zoom meetings and phone calls, the planning commission insists on
pushing their agenda to build up SDC on a massive scale.  I went on the “tour” of the property
with Brian Oh and am convinced more then ever that the 1000 homes is much too big for our
little town, roads, water supply and fire danger.  

Again, I’d like to see the property preserved for wildlife, historical preservation, community
center, no more then 200 affordable homes, educational space for green technology, and
growing organic food.  It would be an environmental disaster to use the suggested plan and
puts lives in danger when the next fire comes and people are trapped on the small roads.  The
suggestion that this plan would only impact evacuation by a few minutes is ludicrous. 

Our vote and tax dollars matter so I hope you will listen to what the community wants.  

Best regards,

Vivien Hoyt
Glen Ellen

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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California State Department of General Services 
Mr. Gerald McLaughlin, Asset Management Branch, SDC Project Manager 

707 3 rd Street, 5 th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95605 

Regarding: Sonoma Developmental Center (SDC) Sale to Galen's Gardens/Samaritan Housing Society 

Aug 26, 2022 

Dear: Too Whom This May Concern; for Preliminary Discussions, 

Galen's Gardens/Samaritan Housing Society's offer is $18 for "Improvements to the Environment" at 

Sonoma Developmental Center (SDC) to such an extent as to offset the value & price of any other offer. 

The current process has gone off track, while Permit Sonoma's efforts at creating an EIR & Specific Plan 

process for development of SDC have produced Yeomen's effort of planning & exceptional avenues for 

creative visioning at SDC, they have shot clear past the demarcations of the community's desires/needs. 

Galen's Gardens/Samaritan Housing Society offer is a "Null Hypothesis Project" proposal for " Improve

ment of the Environment" at SDC and Historic Restoration of the Historic main building ("Professional 

Education Building/PEC"), which exempts the proposal from CEQA. We in America suffer from a lack of 

vision, we have been convinced that the proper thing to do is to "Think Global ly, but Act Locally" only. 

This is not correct, this is unscientific, it is anti-scientific and anti-American, we need to "Think Loca lly, 

and Act Globally", because that is scientific. What we want locally around us, we should want for al l, and 

similarly with what we don't want near us. We've lost the Public will. See Appendix"A"Term Offer Sheet. 

Our offer is simple: create a Climate Crisis Center; establish a Polytechnic Environmental Institute; reuse 

as many of the buildings and facilities as possible; prevent waste & GHG emissions in the demolition of 

the County Proposed Project Alternative (CPPA) of ~161,000 tons waste along with the replacement of 

these same buildings with another ~161,000 tons of future waste (L =134yrs waste); establish 6-Agencies 

with 100units/ each of affordable housing, with each reserving 10 of these units for "short t erm rentals". 

We will use Camp Via as an RV site, and re-establish the water & waste treatment systems for wetlands. 

The value of this proposal to the State is $1.133 Billion, and we would return all the property to the 

State at any time they wish (subject to the Housing & School Leases, and $100M Rehab Loan). Our only 

conditions for the creation of the Climate Crisis Center, the Polytechnic Environmental Institute and the 

affordable housing is $100M Endowment from California Coastal Conservancy, $25M/yr Operating 

Budget (per Cal Poly Humboldt) for the Polytechnic Institute, and the use of the property until it's return 

to the State. Please see attached Appendices for details. 

Your Humble Servant 

Thomas Chase Ells, ED, Galen's Gardens/Samaritan Housing Society 

Anthropologist, RCE 40655, MS Tax Law, MS Fin, MS Acc. 
UCI Administrative Law Certificate in Hazardous Materials & Emergency Management 
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Appendix "A": Term Offer Sheet, Valuations, to State of California as Consideration for Sonoma Developmenta l Center (SDC). pg 1 
From Thomas Ells, Californ ia Registered Civil Engineer, RCE 40656, and University trained Environmental Engineer, practicing since 1980. 

SDC: Galen's Gardens/Samaritan Housing Society Offers to the State of Cal ifornia a Proposal for " improvement of the Environment" at SDC, 
per Gov Code 14670. l 0.5( c)( 1) "The Director may, upon ... best interests of the State, enter ... d isposition process ... carried out by the department". 

State to receive from the SOC Transaction= EIR N ull Project Hypothesis (a Proposal for Environmental Improvement) w/ Historic Reuse for 
Professional Education Building/PEC, and 745Ac Open Space Preservation. 

I Polytechnic Environmental Institute connecting originally w ith CalPoly Humboldt University, eventually to become affiliated to another CSU. 
Value to State is equal to that paid to CSU Humboldt to convert to Cal Poly= $600M. 

(We require$ l00M Grant for Perpetuity Endowment from California Coastal Conservancy, for Climate Crisis Center to fu nction beside the 
Polytechnic Environmental institute, and $25M/yr State General Fund Grant for operating expenses). 
Example: Sonoma County Economic Development Plan 2020; upon our Recommendation for Engineering School incl uded in Plan, result was 
Engineering School & Technical Library @ SSU (Schulz Library & Information Center). 

2 Climate Crisis Center: Lytton, BC had 122degF and burned the next day; Watershed Rehabilitat ion and Native Cultural Burn Practices; potential 
unknown value ~many $ IO0M. See Ancillary Beuefits below. 

3 Rehabilitate/Reuse 730,000-750,000sf of Residential Buildings for Affordable Housing; ~600 Units (at a probable estimated cost of$ l00k/each), 
for a projected construction value of $500k/each = $300M. 

4 Rehabilitate/Reuse~ 170,000sf of Institutional Buildings for Vocational Training (Fire Prevention), Junior College & College Classes; ~= $ 100.2M. 

5 Rehabilitate/Reuse~ l70,000sfofSchool Buildings and ancillary Buildings for Polytechnic Environmental Institute, Community Events, Local 
Store, and Childrens' School Buildings; value ~$50M. 

6 Rehabilitate/Reuse ~90,000sf of Shops buildings for Maker Spaces, in conjunction with Facil ity Maintenance Shops; valued at $20M-$30M. 

7 Rehabilitat ion of Camp Via 100 RV CampSites: $ 100/night for 90nights/yr = $ IM/yr income; value ~ $ I OM 

8 Rehabili tate/Reuse 1.35M Gal of freshwater storage tanks with potable water treatment facil ity, and Chemicals Tanks, as well as, 
ancillary buildings, also fo r W ildfire Fighting Fire Flow; value ~$1 OM. 

9 Rehabilitate/Reuse Easts ide Wetlands with Sewer Treatment Facili ty and create wastewater treatment ponds, per CalPoly H umboldt City of Arcata 
Wastewater Treatment Facilities Improvements Project treatment wastewater wetlands, as restored wetlands near horse faci lities; value ~$5M. 
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Appendix "A": Term Offer Sheet, Valuations, to State of California as Consideration for Sonoma Developmental Center {SOC). Continued .. pg 2 
From Thomas Ells, California Registered Civil Engineer, RCE 40656, and University trained Environmental Engineer, practicing since 1980. 

IO SOC Building Reuse wi ll prevent demolition solid waste of -135,000 cu yds, (= 135,000 person years of waste= 20,454 days = 56 years of solid 
waste per EIR for County Proposed Project; -dump fees= $18.5M + delivery charges). An equal additional waste will be created by the County 
Proposed Project Alternative, of -135,000 cu yds in future waste. Proposed Alternative creates together 112yrs equivalent waste, by the demolition. 

11 Create watershed protection plan for westside open space to recharge groundwater basin for Mill (aka Hill) Creek, as well as, watershed drainage 
below 1 M gal tank; value -$2M. 

12 Reuse of Boiler/Chiller/Power House, characterizes Hazardous Waste/diesel fuel tank site, begin mushroom/fungal site treatment, value - $1 OM. 

13 Reuse Paint Shop " In-Situ": Characterize Hazardous Waste Remediation, examine encapsulation in place; unknown value. 

14 Reuse Corporate Yard, Bui ldings, Shack & Shed "In-Situ", Hazardous Waste characterization and reuse, value - $2M. 

15 Preservation/Demonstration 765Ac Open Space Preserve; as demonstration; potential unknown value - many $1 00M. See Ancillary Benefits. 

Total - $1.133B. Complete Reuse timeline to be within 5yrs, vs the County Proposed Project of 15-20 years. (+$100M Endowment + Income). 

1/4 
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Mr Brian Oh, Comprehensive Planning Manager, SOC 

Permit Sonoma, County of Sonoma 

2550 Ventura Ave. 

Santa Rosa, CA 95403 

Regarding: Sonoma Developmental Center (SOC) Specific Plan (SP) & Program DraftEIR (EIR)Comment 3a 

Sept 23, 2022 

County's evidentiary record is anecdotal @best. Sonoma Valley represents a nationa l treasure, as 

described as, "The Valley of the Moon". Sonoma is the Native Indigenous American name for the valley. 

When White settlers asked what Sonoma meant, Natives pointed to the trace of the Moon setting and 

rising behind the eastern ridgetops during certain times of the year, the White's interpretation was that 

"Sonoma" meant 'the valley that the Moon touches' ("The Valley of the Moon"). My Anthropology 

studies and linguistic avocation has taught me to hear the phonetic sounds (the basic phonemes), 

particularly for significant language words, words that have cultural, spiritual, or international usage, 

such as words which are adopted into a language from another. The basis of this study is Multi-critical 

analysis as opposed to diacritical analysis. Typically there will be very little understanding of the actual 

meaning of an adopted word. Then, if it reta ins a high referential standing, it indicates it's an adopted 

word, not merely a forgotten word. Typical adopted words with high Referential standing and forgotten 

meanings are: Alleluia, precious, and Amen. 

In this case we have Sonoma: what are the phonemes for "Sonoma", they are "Tsu" (not Tso) & "Noma"; 

so in this case our supposition is correct, because these are two very important international words. 

"Tsu" or "Tzu" represents the name given by the Chinese to one of their greatest Philosophers, "LaoTzu" 

the founder of Taoism (from UCI Anthropology studies "Chinese, Taoism & Confucianism", 1983), 

"LaoTzu" was originally named "LoTzu", meaning "Man-Master" (Philosopher) and when he was older it 

was changed to "LaoTzu", meaning "Old-Man-Master" (or Great Philosopher): Therefore "Tzu" means 

"Master". "Noma" is the Aramaic word for 'name' establishing the identity and essence of a thing and 

thereby giving man control over the substance, and in the Greek "Nomo" means "law or control" , again, 

in Western parlance the essence is unknowable but the manifestation is controllable by the 'name': so 

control and name are the same thing, therefore "Noma" means "name" (from participation in 

Antiochian and Greek culture, which develops from a mult i-cr itical analysis as opposed t o diacritical). 

"Sonoma" therefore means "The Master's Name", and in a Spiritual sense, it means the highest name 

above all names. "The Master's Holy Name", in an Eastern Spiritua l sense describing God's, the 

Creator's, or Great Spirit's control over the location by the Moon's contact w ith the Earth, not Man's 

control over God by invocation of the Name. This we hear many times from Joseph Campbell, man's 

search for control vs man's search for God. 
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Also, in another form of Transcendence, both "Tsu" and "Noma11 mean "control", so they are like 

conjoined twins, in a simple manifestation of the l{Rosetta Stone". Looked at separately, we call this a 

"Translation", but conjoining them is a form of transcendence in the physical plane of existence. The 

name {{Sonoma" appears to be used as a descriptive tool, by connecting physical transcendence 

(translation of place) with the location of a Spiritual Transcendence (in reference to the verticality of the 

Moon's touching the Earth), it again mirrors the "Rosetta StoneN representing two kinds of 

Transcendence, with the Earthly 'T' crossing the Spiritual vertical demarcation. 

More than the mere analysis of the word and its application to the space, is the significance of 
11 Sonoma 11 in the cross-cultural linguistic representation of deification using ancient language references 

from across the sea, and linked only by many thousands of years. There is no other place name which 

connects so perfectly the unity of man, the Name itself transcends both the ages and the seas, thus we 

have the essence of a World Heritage Cultural Site. Like many other UNESCO World Heritage Sites, 

which are in disrepair and in danger of destruction, Sonoma 1s "Valley of the Moon 11 is suffering an 

existential threat from the Proposed Project Alternative. Located at near the exact geographic center of 

Sonoma Valley, 10 miles from it's head along Hwy 12, and 12 miles from it's outlet at Skagg's Island. And 

transected by a vital Wildlife Corridor connecting 2 Mountain Parks: Sugarloaf/Hood and Jack London 

Parks; no discussion or analysis has been given to the significance of this World Heritage Cultural Site, or 

the impacts or any mitigation from the significantly new1 taller, and dense construction within the 

Program Draft EIR-SP Project analysis (cursory discussion was given to light pollution, but none to the 

physicality of the presence of tall, dense, populous village construction in the midst of an Historic 

Treasure, McDonalds centered in Teotihuacan). 

The significance of this Spiritual location was not lost on those who created the Sonoma Developmental 

Center for a healing center for their developmentally disabled children. We should hope that at this 

more enlightened time, and consistent with CEQA, the Historical Preservation Act, and the 50th 

Anniversary of the World Heritage Convention (Sept 17, 2022), we should be prepared to preserve both 

the content and the context, as much as is physically possible, for this National Treasure, "The Valley of 

the Moon". Under the UNESCO World Heritage Convention, which the United States was signatory 

(though withdrawn from 2018), we should "strengthen Credibility of the World Heritage List, ensure 

Conservation of World Heritage properties, promote Capacity-building measures, increase public 

awareness, involvement and support for World Heritage, and enhance the role of Communities in 

implementation of the World Heritage Convention". What has been done here appears to be the 

opposite, a complete neglect of not only Native American cultural values, but World Heritage 

Convention values. 
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Engineering is one of the most complex problems in supply & demand, as evidenced by the number of 

divorces in custom home remodeling and construction, and why Public Works requires Licensed Civil 

Engineers. 

Our critique is not meant to characterize the work of any Engineers having completed reports for the 

SDC EIR-SP, since we do not know what instructions they were given. 

But we contend that recommended demolition for over 1.2Msf without analysis of 400,000sf, and 

recommended demolition of~7S,000sf of Hospital Treatment Building rated at "not requiring any 

updates", represents an incomplete analysis at best, and certainly a neglect of the impacts on the 

resources being analyzed. 

As we spoke of backward-and-forward analysis in design, this is required in Planning as well, unless a 

truncated process is employed. It is far easier to make the facts fit the design, than to make the design 

fit the facts. lfyourtimeline is short, it is far easier for you to establish the Project, and make the 

analysis fit the Project by not addressing impacts except in a standard way, such as, "(h)owever the 

Proposed Plan aims to be self-mitigating". "from Program Draft EIR 5.3 Significant and Unavoidable 

Impacts" 

Subsequent to the very specific State Law being passed to sell SDC, incorporating significant intent for 

community participation, many meetings were held with studied interest and good comments. 

Comments were sent to Permit Sonoma and the Planners involved in SDC's NOP of Program Draft EIR & 

SP, but these comments were not incorporated in the evaluation nor in the Proposed Alternative Project 

SP, nor were they forwarded to the Planning Commission, nor were they provided to other participants 

or commenters to the EIR & SP. 

This is not standard practice, and violates CEQA Code 15004(a)&(b)(1}-(3); "(a) Before granting any 

approval of a project subject to CEQA, every lead agency or responsible agency shall consider a final EIR 

or negative declaration or another document authorized by these guidelines ... (b) Choosing the precise 

time for CEQA compliance involves a balancing of competing factors, El R's and negative declarations 

should be prepared as early as feasible in the planning process to enable environmental considerations 

to influence project program and design and yet late enough to provide meaningful information for 

environmental a::;sessment." 

(b)(1) "With public projects, at the earliest feasible time, project sponsors shall incorporate 

environmental considerations into project conceptualization". 

The timeframe window for "cumulative impacts" evaluation was limited to after Proposed Alternative 

Project completion, leaving out the demolition and construction of the entire project, let alone the life 

cycle embedded costs, GHG's and energy to be demolished as a consequence from the new 

construction. 

This time frame results in unsubstantiated conclusions for the Proposed Project Alternative in ES.3 

Alternatives to the Proposed Plan, "As discussed in Impacts 3.6-2, the Proposed Plan would thus support 

and reflect the increasingly stringent State and local goals and regulations that seek to increase energy 

.efficiency, reduce energy consumption, and prioritize renewable energy- reinforcing that the Proposed 
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Plan would not result in cumulatively considerable impact with respect to wasteful, inefficient, or 

unnecessary consumption of energy resources." They left out 161,000 tons of waste. 

15004 (b)(3), "With private projects, the Lead Agency shall encourage the project proponent to 

incorporate environmental considerations into project conceptualization, design, and planning at the 

earliest feasible time." 

This truncated analysis appears to be the type that establishes priorities, goals, and objectives before 

the certification of the EIR is complete, therefore "limiting alternatives or mitigation measures". 

This truncated analysis would violate CEQA Code 15004 (b)(2), "public agencies shall not undertake 

actions concerning the proposed public project that would have a significant adverse effect or limit the 

choice of alternatives or mitigation measures, before completion of CEQA compliance";"and for 

example, agencies shall not:(b)(Z)(B)", "Otherwise take any action which gives impetus to a planned or 

foreseeable project in a manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation measures that would 

ordinarily be part of CEQA review of that public project". 

Given that Permit Sonoma will only provide the public's comments to the Planning Commission upon 

final EIR Certification, and a series of comments have been made to the SOC Comprehensive Planning 

Manager which has not incorporated the public's comments into the Proposed Project Alternative, "at 

the earliest feasible time", they appear to have violated See's 15004(a)&(b)(1H3), inclusive. 

What we contend here is, that the proper "back-and-forth" process has not occurred, as within the 

planning process proper, within the design process proper, within the EIR process, as would be the same 

within the Court's evaluation of the EIR process itself, from San Mateo Gardens remand from the 

California State Supreme Court, which constitutes proper Authority to all jurisdictions within California. 

We also contend that "particular expertise" and "the exacting standard that an agency must apply" is 

not available to the review that the "judicial review must reflect", without a Licensed Civil Engineering in 

Responsible Charge of "Fixed Works" Planning, BPC 6731. 

CEQA Guideline 15149 "USE OF REGISTERED PROFESSIONALS IN PREPARING EIRS" suggests nontechnical 

preparation of EIR documents, but this does not exempt Program El R's completed in conjunction with 

Specific Plans from the "particular expertise" and "exacting standards" of the Court, nor from State Law 

BPC 6731 declaring "City and Regional Planning to be Civil Engineering" requiring "responsible charge 

engineering" 

Your Humble Servant 

Thomas Chase Ells, ED, Galen's Gardens/Samaritan Housing Society 
Anthropologist, RCE 40655, MS Tax Law, MS Fin, MS Acc. 
UCI Administrative Law Certificate in Hazardous Materials & Emergency Management 

See Appendix of additional CEQA Guideline Violations, following: 
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15126.4 CONSIDERATION AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION MEASURES PROPOSED TO MINIMIZE 
SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS. (a) Mitigation Measures in General. 
(1) An EIR shall describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts, including 
where relevant, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy. 
(A) The discussion of mitigation measures shall distinguish between the measures which are proposed 
by project proponents to be included in the project and other measures proposed by the lead, 
responsible or trustee agency or other persons which are not included but the lead agency determines 
could reasonably be expected to reduce adverse impacts if required as conditions of approving the 
project. This discussion shall identify mitigation measures for each significant environmental effect 

identified in the EIR. (Bl Where several measures are available to mitigate an impact, each should be 
discussed and the basis for selecting a particular measure should be identified. Formulation of 
mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time. However, measures may specify 
performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be 
accomplished in more than one specified way. (C) Energy conservation measures, as well as other 
appropriate mitigation measures, shall be discussed when relevant. Examples of energy conservation 
measures are provided in Appendix F. (D) If a mitigation measure would cause one or more significant 
effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the effects of the 
mitigation measure shall be discussed but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as 

proposed. (Stevens v. City of Glendale (1981) 125 Cal.App.3d 986.) (2) Mitigation measures must be fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments. In the case of 
the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other public project, mitigation measures can be 
incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design. 

15126.6. CONSIDERATION AND DISCUSSION OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT. 
(a) Alternatives to the Proposed Project. An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate 
the comparative merits of the alternatives .... There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of 
the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of 
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376). 
(b) Purpose. Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project 
may have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of alternatives 
shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree 
the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. 
(c) Selection of a range of reasonable alternatives. The range of potential alternatives to the proposed 
project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and 
could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly describe 
the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any alternatives 
that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and 
briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination. Additional information explain
ing the choice of alternatives may be included in the administrative record. Among the factors that may 
be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are:(i) failure to meet most of the 
basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. 
(d) Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the 
major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to 
summarize the comparison. If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to 
those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be 
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discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed. (County of Inyo v. City 
of Los Angeles (1981) 124 Cal.App.3d 1). 
(e) "No project" alternative. (1) The specific alternative of "no project" shall also be evaluated along with 
its impact. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision makers 
to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the 
proposed project. The no project alternative analysis is not the baseline for determining whether the 
proposed project's environmental impacts may be significant, unless it is identical to the existing 
environmental setting analysis which does establish that baseline (see Section 15125). (2) The "no 
project" analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published, 
or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as 
what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, 
based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the "no project" alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 
(3) A discussion of the "no project" alternative will usually proceed along one of two lines: 
(A) When the project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing 
operation, the "no project" alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation 
into the future. Typically this is a situation where other projects initiated under the existing plan will 
continue while the new plan is developed. Thus, the projected impacts of the proposed plan or 
alternative plans would be compared to the impacts that would occur under the existing plan. 
(B) If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development project on 
identifiable property, the "no project" alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not 
proceed. Here the discussion would compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in its 
existing state against environmental effects which would occur if the project is approved. If disapproval 
of the project under consideration would result in predictable actions by others, such as the proposal of 
some other project, this "no project" consequence should be discussed. In certain instances, the no 
project alternative means "no build" wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained. 
However, where failure to proceed with the project will not result in preservation of existing 
environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the practical result of the project's non-approval 
and not create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to preserve the existing 
physical environment. 
(C) After defining the no project alternative using one of these approaches, the lead agency should 
proceed to analyze the impacts of the no project alternative by projecting what would reasonably be 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. 
(f) Rule of reason. The range.of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a "rule of reason" that 
requires the El R to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The 
alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 
of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency 
determines could feasibly attain most ofthe basic objectives of the project. The range offeasible 
alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and 
informed decision making. 
(1) Feasibility. Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of 
alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, 
other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant 
impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, 
control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). 
No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives. (Citizens of 
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553; see Save Our Residential Environment v. City 
of West Hollywood (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 1745, 1753, fn. 1). 
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15130. DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS (a) An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project 
when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in section 15065 (a)(3). 
Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not "cumulatively 
considerable," a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall briefly describe its basis 
for concluding that the incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable. (1) As defined in Section 
15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the 
project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not 
discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR. (2) When the 
combined cumulative impact associated with the project's incremental effect and the effects of other 
projects is not significant, the EIR shall briefly indicate why the cumulative impact is not significant and is 
not discussed in further detail in the EIR. A lead agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting the 
lead agency's conclusion that the cumulative impact is less than significant. 

15355. Def. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS "Cumulative impacts" refers to two or more individual 
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts. (a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a 
number of separate projects. (b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely 
related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can 
result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time. 

15144. FORECASTING Drafting an EIR or preparing a Negative Declaration necessarily involves some 
degree of forecasting. While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best 
efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can. Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public 
Resources Code; Reference: Sections 21003, 21061, and 21100, Public Resources Code. 

15151_ 'Standards of Adequacy of EIR: good faith effort at full disclosure'. Re Historical Preservation Alt. 

Guidelines Information Only 
[15152 Tiering: Program EIR] 
[15168 Program EIR] 

[15182 Art 12 Special Situations; Residential Project to S.P. No Further EIR] 
[15183.3 Streamlinging] 
[15231-15233 Writ Article 15 Litigation] 

Definitions: 
15355 Cumulative 
15364 Feasible 
15370 Significant refers to "Adverse" 
15384 Substantial Evidence 
15387 Urbanized Area= 1000 residents/1 Sq-Mi 



From: Alice Horowitz
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Project Number: PLP22-0024; Sonoma Developmental Center Specific Plan
Date: Wednesday, October 5, 2022 11:41:38 AM

EXTERNAL

Project Number:  PLP22-0024; Sonoma Developmental Center Specific Plan

Dear Planning Commissioners,

My name is Alice Horowitz, and I am a 29-year resident of Glen Ellen. Almost five years ago, I created the
eldridgeforall.org website, which has become an important community resource for sharing information on
the SDC Specific Plan process. The Eldridge For All data base has grown from just 1 (me!) to well over
500, with 1,300 visitors to the site over the course of the past month. As website curator, I do my best to
keep our community informed of the latest developments, post important calendar items and official
notices, suggest community actions, and document public response throughout the process. I regularly send
out newsletters, the content of which is contributed and vetted by community activists, groups, and
nonprofit organizations. 

Should you peruse eldridgeforall.org - and I encourage you to do so! - you will see that there is very little
public support for Permit Sonoma’s proposed SDC Specific Plan and a great deal of head scratching
regarding the DEIR. This is not because I refuse to post anything positive about the Specific Plan/DEIR, but
rather because no one submitting materials/comments/suggestions to Eldridge For All is in favor of Permit
Sonoma’s vision. Over the years, I have received the occasional supportive email, but those are extremely
rare and always highlight the need for more affordable housing; an issue also supported by the vast majority
of those not in favor of the plan. In addition to learning about what people don’t want to happen to the SDC
property, you will also find a good bit of information as to what they do want in terms of housing, wildlife
corridor protection and enhancement, and community benefits.

Since the Planning Commission will soon be taking action on the SDC Specific Plan, I urge you all to take a
few moments to become familiar with eldridgeforall.org. The webpages most relevant to this final stage of
the process include:

Note: After landing on a page, SCROLL DOWN for additional content. All of these pages are quite long,
but you will only see the content by SCROLLING DOWN the page.
HOME:https://eldridgeforall.org/
SP & DEIR TALKING POINTS:https://eldridgeforall.org/sp-%26-deir-talking-points (includes pdfs of
comment letters submitted to Permit Sonoma by a wide array of individuals and organizations)
PROPOSALS:https://eldridgeforall.org/proposals
NEWS FLASH:https://eldridgeforall.org/news-flash
ACTIONS YOU CAN TAKE: https://eldridgeforall.org/actions-you-can-take-1

Should you want to take a deep dive into community response throughout the last several years, please visit:
NOP TALKING POINTS: https://eldridgeforall.org/nop-talking-points
PUBLIC RECORD: https://eldridgeforall.org/public-record
INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS: https://eldridgeforall.org/individual-comments

You’ll also find a wealth of materials in DOWNLOADS, although I gave up trying to include every
important document coming down the pipeline ages ago.

At times, I wonder why on earth I took on this laborious website project; it definitely keeps me busy. The

mailto:eldridgeforall@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org
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answer is quite simple. It’s a labor of love; love for my community, love for nature and the plants and
animals the wildlife corridor supports, love for the place that is the SDC - the heart of Sonoma Valley and
quite dear to my own.

Thank you and best regards,

Alice Horowitz, Ph.D

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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	urban area, with existing frequent transit service) and is inconsistent with General Plan policies regarding transit-oriented development.  The following policy conflicts would occur, as a result of the proposed plan.  These policies need to be addressed in the DEIR. It is likely that there are other relevant policies not listed below that need to be analyzed as well. OPEN SPACE/AESTHETIC POLICIES  Goal OSRC-1: Preserve the visual identities of communities by maintaining open space areas between cities and 
	COMMENT: Arnold Drive is a designated scenic corridor.  It serves as a scenic component of the village of Glen Ellen; it provides expansive views of both the Mayacamas and Sonoma Mountain; it instills a sense of calm and peacefulness with its beautiful large mature treescape. The proposed land uses, development and new roadway construction will NOT be compatible with the preservation of scenic values along this scenic corridor.  The policies in the proposed plan do not protect these scenic values, as the pl
	specific provisions that impact development for scenic landscape units and scenic corridors within the county. Such requirements include that structures should be sited below ridgelines, be screened by vegetation, and that development should be clustered. Further, Article 64 outlines requirements regarding Community Separators which also apply to the Planning Area. Except for most of the Core Campus area, the SDC site is located within a local voter-approved Community Separator overlay that preserves lands 
	is impossible to evaluate the reasonableness of either those factors or the resulting trip generation estimates. This information is critical to understand and independently review the DEIR conclusions. Underestimation of impacts:  The transportation analysis must evaluate a reasonable worse-case scenario, meaning it should be assumed that the large amount of proposed commercial space could accommodate regional businesses that generate a high volume of vehicle trips (e.g., Amazon distribution center or larg
	of the SDC site, vehicles exiting the multitude of private driveways (including the several hundred apartments just south of SDC) will have an extremely difficult time trying to turn onto Arnold Drive.  The existing hazardous condition will be significantly exacerbated with the addition of project-related traffic. Page 409, Highway 12 Connection: The DEIR refers to Caltrans comments regarding the proposed Hwy 12 connection, “noting that the new connector should not be designed to increase vehicular throughp
	occurred.  “…estimated to have generated approximately 3,800 vehicle trips per day in 2015 when it was fully operational.” It wasn’t fully operational in 2015 – the clients had dramatically decreased. Table 3.14.3 Traffic Volumes:  How can it be that the proposed plan results in lower traffic volumes than No Project? This makes no sense and is not valid. The assumptions for the No Project Alternative need to be revised to reflect a truly No Project scenario. Proposed Project Scenario – The traffic analysis 
	shared parking areas, and eliminate existing on-street parking along Arnold Drive north of the Core Campus.”    This area is not part of the campus, is it?  It is in the county road right of way and is an extremely popular trail access and should NOT be deleted.  People with disabilities use this parking area to access the paved pathway because it is the closest area to park to pavement. Removal of this parking area will have adverse impacts on recreation access. This policy should be removed from the plan.
	and in the Flex zone.  This is a significant impact that has not been identified.  Impact 3.2-3 must be modified to note this impact. • Tasting rooms would be permitted by right in flex zone - Please remove this from the list of permitted uses.  Glen Ellen and Sonoma have been overrun by tasting rooms and they do not benefit residents.  • Resort permitted by right in Hotel Overlay zone and the flex zone - Elsewhere, a hotel is referenced, which is different from a resort.  Neither a resort nor hotel should 
	Under the No Project alternative, it cannot be assumed that the state will take control of the site and that the county will have no land use authority.  If the state proceeds with sale of the property, any private developer would be subject to county land use controls. The RFP issued by the State clearly states that the property is being offered for sale.  There is nothing in the RFP referencing the possibility for a long-term ground lease with private developers. Furthermore, there is no documentation of 
	Growth-Inducing and Cumulative Impacts Section 5.1.1.2 Jobs/Housing Growth: It is completely inaccurate to say that the proposed job growth of 940 jobs outside of an urban growth boundary, within the rural village of Glen Ellen is a “modest” number.  The number of jobs cannot be compared to the county-wide number.  Compared to jobs in Sonoma Valley, the addition of 940 jobs is significant and is growth-inducing.  Commercial businesses are struggling to find employees for existing retail services so it is no
	DEIR Section 7.2: Section 7.2 of the plan references additional project review but does not address any future CEQA review. 
	MISSING SPECIFIC PLAN POLICIES THAT WOULD HELP MITIGATE IMPACTS  
	Despite the large number of policies in the proposed plan, there are numerous critical policy omissions. Here are suggested policy additions and modifications.  These policies should be incorporated into the EIR as mitigation measures. 
	Thank you for carefully considering and addressing my comments. 
	Regards, 
	Vicki Hill, MPA 
	Environmental Land Use Planner 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Land Use and Environmental Planning 
	 
	September 13, 2022 
	Sonoma County Planning Commissioners 
	RE: Preliminary Comments on Draft SDC Specific Plan and Draft EIR for 9/15/22 Meeting 
	Dear Planning Commissioners, 
	I am a land use planner and CEQA specialist in Sonoma County and have many concerns regarding the proposed large-scale SDC Specific Plan and the adequacy of the SDC Specific Plan Draft EIR. I am still reviewing the Plan and EIR and will submit detailed comments by the comment due date. However, I wanted to bring to your attention a few of the many issues that need to be addressed.  Overall, the DEIR reflects a bias towards the proposed dense development and tends to dismiss the proposed plan’s environmental
	Specific Plan Scale 
	The planning process has failed to result in a plan that even remotely resembles a community-supported alternative. The promised community-driven process has not occurred.  Despite widespread, valid public concerns about the proposed high-density plan and the Board of Supervisors direction to evaluate a plan with 450 to 800 residential units, the proposed Specific Plan still includes an extreme amount of development (1000 plus homes, 410,000 square feet of commercial), which is totally out of scale for this
	The Draft EIR identifies significant, unavoidable impacts on historic resources and traffic from the proposed Specific Plan due to its size.  There is no mitigation identified for destroying so many historic buildings and converting the site to a new urban development. These issues could be addressed with a smaller alternative. 
	 
	Environmentally Superior Alternative 
	DEIR page 570 states: “Overall, the Historic Preservation Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative…” The text goes on to dismiss this alternative and minimize its environmental benefits. To say that the proposed plan’s impacts are “largely comparable” to the impacts of smaller alternatives is false and misleading.  The types of impacts may be the same, but the magnitude of impacts on traffic, climate change, historic resources, noise, biological resources, public services and land use would b
	Deferral of Analysis 
	The Draft EIR defers analysis of impacts on some resources to a future time when individual projects are proposed.  However, most if not all future projects will be exempt from CEQA under permit streamlining legislation so there will be no means to limit full buildout or implement much-needed future mitigation measures. 
	Specific Plan Phasing 
	SDC Planning Advisory Team (PAT) members and public comments stressed the importance of project phasing to reduce impacts on the environment and on the community.  There is only one requirement for phasing (Policy 4-3, which requires completion of at least 10,000 square feet of retail businesses and at least 200 housing units west of Arnold Drive before beginning construction of any housing east of Arnold Drive) and this policy does not reduce any environmental impacts. The Specific Plan itself has a sectio
	Need for Performance Standards 
	Project phasing should be based on performance standards adopted for each environmental issue area.  In this way, impacts can be monitored and additional mitigation measures developed, as needed.  For example, there is no certainty that massive demolition and construction activities, as well as the introduction of a large mobile population to the site, will not dramatically affect the surrounding open space resources. Before proceeding with full buildout, it should be proven that the site can actually accom
	 
	Specific Plan Policy Language and Enforceability 
	Many of the policies in the proposed plan are intended to reduce/avoid impacts but the wording is such that it is not mandatory and many policies are not carried forward to Appendix A, Standard Conditions of Approval.  Thus, these policies cannot be relied on to be implemented and fully mitigate impacts. Any policy that does not have a strong “shall” statement is not enforceable. 
	Jobs/Housing Growth (DEIR Section 5.1.1.2) 
	It is completely inaccurate to say that the proposed job growth of 940 jobs outside of an urban growth boundary is a “modest” number.  The number of jobs cannot be compared to the county-wide number – this methodology purposefully minimizes the impact.  Compared to the rest of Sonoma Valley, which is a distinct planning region, the addition of 940 jobs is significant and is growth-inducing.  Also, there is no documentation of the need for these jobs in Sonoma Valley.  The market study conducted as part of t
	While there is a large demand for affordable housing in Sonoma Valley, creating over 700 market-rate homes is definitely a significant growth-inducing impact because there is no existing demand for this high number.  These housing units will not serve the existing Sonoma Valley population – they will attract people from outside the valley and outside of Sonoma County.   
	Comparison to Previous Institutional Use 
	The EIR analysis, including the growth-inducing section as well as other sections, attempts to justify the large-scale plan by erroneously comparing the proposed plan population and employee growth to the previous institutional use and number of clients/employees.  This comparison is invalid and should not be used as a basis for over-developing the site due to the fact that: 
	Nor is it valid to compare existing building square footage to proposed square footage in an attempt to minimize impacts, as it is the proposed use of the buildings that drives most of the impacts.  
	EIR Traffic Assumptions 
	There is no guarantee that people who live onsite will work there.  That cannot be assumed for purposes of analyzing traffic impacts.  Also, it cannot be assumed that the roadway connection to Highway 12 will be developed. Therefore, the traffic impacts are substantially underestimated in the EIR. 
	Wildlife Corridor Impacts 
	Despite many scoping comments, impacts on wildlife movement through the campus are not addressed in the EIR.  The campus itself is part of the wildlife corridor and must be acknowledged as such.  Furthermore, there is no overall prohibition or restrictions on fencing within the campus (only prohibition on wooden fences) so wildlife will likely be blocked from movement through the campus. There will be significant impacts on wildlife movement from the introduction of thousands of people and vehicles, as well
	No Project Alternative Definition  
	Under the No Project alternative, it cannot be assumed that the state will take control of the site and that the county will have no land use authority.  If the state proceeds with sale of the property, any private developer would be subject to county land use controls.  The RFP issued by the State clearly states that the property is being offered for sale.  The RFP contains no reference to the possibility for a long-term ground lease with private developers. Therefore, this is not a reasonable assumption. 
	Financial Feasibility 
	Despite making references to financial considerations, there is no definition or accurate assessment of the financial feasibility of the proposed plan or alternatives.  While financial feasibility is required, there is no mandate to maximize revenues at the cost of other resources and values, or at the cost of reasonable land use planning.    
	 
	Thank you for considering my comments.  Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or need clarification on any of these comments. 
	Regards, 
	 
	Vicki Hill, MPA 
	Email sent to Landmarks Commission: 
	September 5, 2022 
	Dear Landmarks Commissioners, 
	I am unable to attend the Landmark Commission hearing regarding the SDC Specific Plan and Draft EIR but have the following comments. As a land use planner and CEQA specialist, I have serious concerns about the proposed Specific Plan and it’s impacts on historic resources (and many other environmental impacts).  These impacts could be substantially reduced by a smaller alternative, as identified in the Draft EIR. 
	   
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Thank you for considering my comments during your deliberations. 
	Regards, 
	Vicki Hill, MPA 
	Environmental Land Use Planner 
	(707) 935-9496 
	 
	 
	From:David EicharTo:PlanningAgencyCc:Brian OhSubject:Brown Act - public commentDate:Saturday, October 1, 2022 1:19:57 PMEXTERNALPlease forward to the Planning Commissioners.Commissioners;At the SDC walk-through, there was one member of the public who wasreluctant to fill out a speaker card.  That member of the public shouldhave been respected and allowed to speak without filling out a speaker card.Please read the following concerning the requirement for members of thepublic to provide their name during publ
	From:David EicharTo:PlanningAgency; Brian OhCc:BOSSubject:SDC Specific Plan Workshop, October 6th, further commentsDate:Saturday, October 1, 2022 4:20:31 PMEXTERNALCommissioners;As I mentioned during public comment at the SDC tour, I have not been able to find any statedocument or legislation requiring the SDC Specific Plan to be financially feasible.  The closestI can find is in the state legislation in authorizing Sonoma County to develop the SDC SpecificPlan.State of California, Government Code Section 1
	Boyes Hot Springs* Based upon the affordable housing nexus studies prepared by Keyser Marston Associates,Inc. for the City of Sonoma in 2017.
	From:Tiare WelchTo:PlanningAgencySubject:Regarding SDC upcoming meeting…Date:Tuesday, October 4, 2022 3:07:04 PMEXTERNALI’m not able to attend so wanted to be sure to add my input.Of great importance is the quality of limited low lighting that is planned for any developmentin the future.The city of Santa Fe, New Mexico has figured this out.Migratory birds and Nocturnal animals require dark skies to function.The SDC  land is primarily a watershed and wild habitat so let’s please put these issues at thetop of
	From:VICKI HILLTo:PlanningAgencyCc:Susan GorinSubject:Planning Commission Comments for 10-06-22 Meeting - What the Community WantsDate:Wednesday, October 5, 2022 7:16:35 AMAttachments:SDC DEIR & Specific Plan Comments-9-26-22- Vicki Hill.pdfEXTERNALHello,Please distribute this email and attachment to the Planning Commissioners at yourearliest convenience, so that they may read it in advance of tomorrow's meetingregarding the SDC Specific Plan.Dear Planning Commissioners,I am a professional environmental lan
	TCE Investment Securities* $ Stocks* $ Agency* & Municipal Bonds* Real Estate Consulling $ Properly Management ENGINEERING I 54 B,merj/y Ln, #232 Santa Rosa. CA 95407 Pim 707-508-80/ 1 1i10111asel/s40!@gmail.co111 Fonnerly NASD Series 7 & 63 Registered Rep, & Series 66 Financial Advisor. Thomas C Ells, RCE 40656 *Securities Not Available* MS Tax, MS Fin, MS Ace ED, Galen's Gardens/SHS California State Department of General Services Mr. Gerald McLaughlin, Asset Management Branch, SDC Project Manager 707 3rd 
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	Appendix "A": Term Offer Sheet, Valuations, to State of California as Consideration for Sonoma Developmental Center (SDC). pg 1 From Thomas Ells, California Registered Civil Engineer, RCE 40656, and University trained Environmental Engineer, practicing since 1980. SDC: Galen's Gardens/Samaritan Housing Society Offers to the State of California a Proposal for "improvement of the Environment" at SDC, per Gov Code 14670. l 0.5( c)( 1) "The Director may, upon ... best interests of the State, enter ... dispositi
	Appendix "A": Term Offer Sheet, Valuations, to State of California as Consideration for Sonoma Developmental Center {SOC). Continued .. pg 2 From Thomas Ells, California Registered Civil Engineer, RCE 40656, and University trained Environmental Engineer, practicing since 1980. IO SOC Building Reuse will prevent demolition solid waste of -135,000 cu yds, (= 135,000 person years of waste= 20,454 days = 56 years of solid waste per EIR for County Proposed Project; -dump fees= $18.5M + delivery charges). An equa
	TCE Investment Securities* $ Stocks* $ Agency* & Municipal Bonds* Real Estate Consulting $ Property Manage111e111 ENGINEERING 154 Burre,Jl.r Lu, #232 Sa11ta Rosa, CA 95407 P/111 707-508-80/ I tho111ase//s40@.,m,ai/.co111 Fonnerly NASD Series 7 & 63 Registered Rep, & Series 66 Financial Advisor. Thomas C Ells, RCE 40656 *Securities Not Available* MS Tax, MS Fin, MS Ace ED, Galen's Gardens/SHS Mr Brian Oh, Comprehensive Planning Manager, SOC Permit Sonoma, County of Sonoma 2550 Ventura Ave. Santa Rosa, CA 954
	TCEENGINEERING JJ4 Butteifly Ln, #232 Santa Rosa, C.A. 95407 Phn 707-508-801 l thqmasells4n@=ail.com Also, in another form of Transcendence, both "Tsu" and "Noma11 mean "control", so they are like conjoined twins, in a simple manifestation of the l{Rosetta Stone". Looked at separately, we call this a "Translation", but conjoining them is a form of transcendence in the physical plane of existence. The name {{Sonoma" appears to be used as a descriptive tool, by connecting physical transcendence (translation o
	TCEENGINEERING 15.J Bu1£erfZv Ln. =231 San/a Rosa. ('A 95-!-07 l'hn 707-508-t!0J I 1//,,m.1_,,,f\.J.I} a ,,muil.c m,1 Engineering is one of the most complex problems in supply & demand, as evidenced by the number of divorces in custom home remodeling and construction, and why Public Works requires Licensed Civil Engineers. Our critique is not meant to characterize the work of any Engineers having completed reports for the SDC EIR-SP, since we do not know what instructions they were given. But we contend tha
	TCEENGINEERING 15./-Buuerjiy Ln, 0232 Santa Rosa, CA 95./07 Phn 707~508-8011 riJy11u.,di.1-!lhi. ''ma,!.com Plan would not result in cumulatively considerable impact with respect to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources." They left out 161,000 tons of waste. 15004 (b)(3), "With private projects, the Lead Agency shall encourage the project proponent to incorporate environmental considerations into project conceptualization, design, and planning at the earliest feasible time." 
	TCEENGINEERING 15-/. Butte,jly Ln, i=232 Sama Rosa, CA 95--J()i Phn 707-508-R0J 1 ;,';;;;1u.><·i/,-/./,' t:gJJ1a;i.~·om 15126.4 CONSIDERATION AND DISCUSSION OF MITIGATION MEASURES PROPOSED TO MINIMIZE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS. (a) Mitigation Measures in General. (1) An EIR shall describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts, including where relevant, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy. (A) The discussion of mitigation measures shall distinguish between the measures wh
	TCEENGINEERING 15-f. Burteijly In, ~232 Santa Rosa, ('A 95-1-07 Phn 707-508-8011 rhu11w.,.·if,-f.1hi <>mail.com discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed. (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1981) 124 Cal.App.3d 1). (e) "No project" alternative. (1) The specific alternative of "no project" shall also be evaluated along with its impact. The purpose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision makers to compare the impacts of approvi
	TCEENGINEERING 15-1 Butreijly Ln, ::232 Santa Rosa, ('..,1 95..J.(r Phn 707-508-H0J J r!wm,1_,,·i_!.::, ... -+1j (l;,;111,;il c1;/1' 15130. DISCUSSION OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS (a) An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project's incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in section 15065 (a)(3). Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not "cumulatively considerable," a lead agency need not consider that effect significant, but shall 




