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August 29, 2024 
 
City of Petaluma 
Planning Division 
11 English Street 
Petaluma, CA 94952 
 
Ref:  Gas and Electric Transmission and Distribution 
 
Dear Petaluma Planning, 
 
Thank you for submitting EKN Appellation Hotel plans for our review. PG&E will review the 
submitted plans in relationship to any existing Gas and Electric facilities within the project area.  
If the proposed project is adjacent/or within PG&E owned property and/or easements, we will be 
working with you to ensure compatible uses and activities near our facilities.   
 
Attached you will find information and requirements as it relates to Gas facilities (Attachment 1) 
and Electric facilities (Attachment 2).  Please review these in detail, as it is critical to ensure 
your safety and to protect PG&E’s facilities and its existing rights.   
 
Below is additional information for your review:   
 

1. This plan review process does not replace the application process for PG&E gas or 
electric service your project may require.  For these requests, please continue to work 
with PG&E Service Planning:  https://www.pge.com/en/account/service-
requests/building-and-renovation.html.    
 

2. If the project being submitted is part of a larger project, please include the entire scope 
of your project, and not just a portion of it.  PG&E’s facilities are to be incorporated within 
any CEQA document. PG&E needs to verify that the CEQA document will identify any 
required future PG&E services. 
 

3. An engineering deposit may be required to review plans for a project depending on the 
size, scope, and location of the project and as it relates to any rearrangement or new 
installation of PG&E facilities.   

 
Any proposed uses within the PG&E fee strip and/or easement, may include a California Public 
Utility Commission (CPUC) Section 851 filing.  This requires the CPUC to render approval for a 
conveyance of rights for specific uses on PG&E’s fee strip or easement. PG&E will advise if the 
necessity to incorporate a CPUC Section 851filing is required. 
 
This letter does not constitute PG&E’s consent to use any portion of its easement for any 
purpose not previously conveyed.  PG&E will provide a project specific response as required.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Plan Review Team 
Land Management 

https://www.pge.com/en/account/service-requests/building-and-renovation.html
https://www.pge.com/en/account/service-requests/building-and-renovation.html
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Attachment 1 – Gas Facilities  
 
There could be gas transmission pipelines in this area which would be considered critical 
facilities for PG&E and a high priority subsurface installation under California law. Care must be 
taken to ensure safety and accessibility. So, please ensure that if PG&E approves work near 
gas transmission pipelines it is done in adherence with the below stipulations.  Additionally, the 
following link provides additional information regarding legal requirements under California 
excavation laws:  https://www.usanorth811.org/images/pdfs/CA-LAW-2018.pdf 

 
 
1. Standby Inspection: A PG&E Gas Transmission Standby Inspector must be present 
during any demolition or construction activity that comes within 10 feet of the gas pipeline. This 
includes all grading, trenching, substructure depth verifications (potholes), asphalt or concrete 
demolition/removal, removal of trees, signs, light poles, etc. This inspection can be coordinated 
through the Underground Service Alert (USA) service at 811. A minimum notice of 48 hours is 
required. Ensure the USA markings and notifications are maintained throughout the duration of 
your work. 
  
2. Access: At any time, PG&E may need to access, excavate, and perform work on the gas 
pipeline. Any construction equipment, materials, or spoils may need to be removed upon notice. 
Any temporary construction fencing installed within PG&E’s easement would also need to be 
capable of being removed at any time upon notice. Any plans to cut temporary slopes 
exceeding a 1:4 grade within 10 feet of a gas transmission pipeline need to be approved by 
PG&E Pipeline Services in writing PRIOR to performing the work. 
 
3. Wheel Loads: To prevent damage to the buried gas pipeline, there are weight limits that 
must be enforced whenever any equipment gets within 10 feet of traversing the pipe. 
 
Ensure a list of the axle weights of all equipment being used is available for PG&E’s Standby 
Inspector. To confirm the depth of cover, the pipeline may need to be potholed by hand in a few 
areas. 
 
Due to the complex variability of tracked equipment, vibratory compaction equipment, and 
cranes, PG&E must evaluate those items on a case-by-case basis prior to use over the gas 
pipeline (provide a list of any proposed equipment of this type noting model numbers and 
specific attachments). 
 
No equipment may be set up over the gas pipeline while operating. Ensure crane outriggers are 
at least 10 feet from the centerline of the gas pipeline. Transport trucks must not be parked over 
the gas pipeline while being loaded or unloaded.  
 
4. Grading: PG&E requires a minimum of 36 inches of cover over gas pipelines (or existing 
grade if less) and a maximum of 7 feet of cover at all locations. The graded surface cannot 
exceed a cross slope of 1:4. 
 
5. Excavating: Any digging within 2 feet of a gas pipeline must be dug by hand. Note that 
while the minimum clearance is only 24 inches, any excavation work within 24 inches of the 
edge of a pipeline must be done with hand tools. So to avoid having to dig a trench entirely with 
hand tools, the edge of the trench must be over 24 inches away. (Doing the math for a 24 inch 

https://www.usanorth811.org/images/pdfs/CA-LAW-2018.pdf
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wide trench being dug along a 36 inch pipeline, the centerline of the trench would need to be at 
least 54 inches [24/2 + 24 + 36/2 = 54] away, or be entirely dug by hand.) 
 
Water jetting to assist vacuum excavating must be limited to 1000 psig and directed at a 40° 
angle to the pipe. All pile driving must be kept a minimum of 3 feet away.  
 
Any plans to expose and support a PG&E gas transmission pipeline across an open excavation 
need to be approved by PG&E Pipeline Services in writing PRIOR to performing the work.  
 
6. Boring/Trenchless Installations: PG&E Pipeline Services must review and approve all 
plans to bore across or parallel to (within 10 feet) a gas transmission pipeline. There are 
stringent criteria to pothole the gas transmission facility at regular intervals for all parallel bore 
installations. 
 
For bore paths that cross gas transmission pipelines perpendicularly, the pipeline must be 
potholed a minimum of 2 feet in the horizontal direction of the bore path and a minimum of 24 
inches in the vertical direction from the bottom of the pipe with minimum clearances measured 
from the edge of the pipe in both directions. Standby personnel must watch the locator trace 
(and every ream pass) the path of the bore as it approaches the pipeline and visually monitor 
the pothole (with the exposed transmission pipe) as the bore traverses the pipeline to ensure 
adequate clearance with the pipeline. The pothole width must account for the inaccuracy of the 
locating equipment. 
 
7. Substructures: All utility crossings of a gas pipeline should be made as close to 
perpendicular as feasible (90° +/- 15°). All utility lines crossing the gas pipeline must have a 
minimum of 24 inches of separation from the gas pipeline. Parallel utilities, pole bases, water 
line ‘kicker blocks’, storm drain inlets, water meters, valves, back pressure devices or other 
utility substructures are not allowed in the PG&E gas pipeline easement. 
 
If previously retired PG&E facilities are in conflict with proposed substructures, PG&E must 
verify they are safe prior to removal.  This includes verification testing of the contents of the 
facilities, as well as environmental testing of the coating and internal surfaces.  Timelines for 
PG&E completion of this verification will vary depending on the type and location of facilities in 
conflict. 
 
8. Structures: No structures are to be built within the PG&E gas pipeline easement. This 
includes buildings, retaining walls, fences, decks, patios, carports, septic tanks, storage sheds, 
tanks, loading ramps, or any structure that could limit PG&E’s ability to access its facilities. 
 
9. Fencing: Permanent fencing is not allowed within PG&E easements except for 
perpendicular crossings which must include a 16 foot wide gate for vehicular access. Gates will 
be secured with PG&E corporation locks. 
 
10. Landscaping:  Landscaping must be designed to allow PG&E to access the pipeline for 
maintenance and not interfere with pipeline coatings or other cathodic protection systems. No 
trees, shrubs, brush, vines, and other vegetation may be planted within the easement area. 
Only those plants, ground covers, grasses, flowers, and low-growing plants that grow 
unsupported to a maximum of four feet (4’) in height at maturity may be planted within the 
easement area.  
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11. Cathodic Protection: PG&E pipelines are protected from corrosion with an “Impressed 
Current” cathodic protection system. Any proposed facilities, such as metal conduit, pipes, 
service lines, ground rods, anodes, wires, etc. that might affect the pipeline cathodic protection 
system must be reviewed and approved by PG&E Corrosion Engineering. 
 
12. Pipeline Marker Signs: PG&E needs to maintain pipeline marker signs for gas 
transmission pipelines in order to ensure public awareness of the presence of the pipelines. 
With prior written approval from PG&E Pipeline Services, an existing PG&E pipeline marker sign 
that is in direct conflict with proposed developments may be temporarily relocated to 
accommodate construction work. The pipeline marker must be moved back once construction is 
complete.  
 
13. PG&E is also the provider of distribution facilities throughout many of the areas within 
the state of California. Therefore, any plans that impact PG&E’s facilities must be reviewed and 
approved by PG&E to ensure that no impact occurs which may endanger the safe operation of 
its facilities.   
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Attachment 2 – Electric Facilities  
 

It is PG&E’s policy to permit certain uses on a case by case basis within its electric 
transmission fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) provided such uses and manner in which they are 
exercised, will not interfere with PG&E’s rights or endanger its facilities. Some 
examples/restrictions are as follows: 
 
1. Buildings and Other Structures: No buildings or other structures including the foot print and 
eave of any buildings, swimming pools, wells or similar structures will be permitted within fee 
strip(s) and/or easement(s) areas. PG&E’s transmission easement shall be designated on 
subdivision/parcel maps as “RESTRICTED USE AREA – NO BUILDING.” 
 
2. Grading: Cuts, trenches or excavations may not be made within 25 feet of our towers. 
Developers must submit grading plans and site development plans (including geotechnical 
reports if applicable), signed and dated, for PG&E’s review. PG&E engineers must review grade 
changes in the vicinity of our towers. No fills will be allowed which would impair ground-to-
conductor clearances. Towers shall not be left on mounds without adequate road access to 
base of tower or structure. 
 
3. Fences: Walls, fences, and other structures must be installed at locations that do not affect 
the safe operation of PG&’s facilities.  Heavy equipment access to our facilities must be 
maintained at all times. Metal fences are to be grounded to PG&E specifications. No wall, fence 
or other like structure is to be installed within 10 feet of tower footings and unrestricted access 
must be maintained from a tower structure to the nearest street. Walls, fences and other 
structures proposed along or within the fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) will require PG&E 
review; submit plans to PG&E Centralized Review Team for review and comment.   
 
4. Landscaping: Vegetation may be allowed; subject to review of plans. On overhead electric 
transmission fee strip(s) and/or easement(s), trees and shrubs are limited to those varieties that 
do not exceed 10 feet in height at maturity. PG&E must have access to its facilities at all times, 
including access by heavy equipment. No planting is to occur within the footprint of the tower 
legs. Greenbelts are encouraged. 
 
5. Reservoirs, Sumps, Drainage Basins, and Ponds: Prohibited within PG&E’s fee strip(s) 
and/or easement(s) for electric transmission lines.   
 
6. Automobile Parking: Short term parking of movable passenger vehicles and light trucks 
(pickups, vans, etc.) is allowed.  The lighting within these parking areas will need to be reviewed 
by PG&E; approval will be on a case by case basis. Heavy equipment access to PG&E facilities 
is to be maintained at all times. Parking is to clear PG&E structures by at least 10 feet.  
Protection of PG&E facilities from vehicular traffic is to be provided at developer’s expense AND 
to PG&E specifications. Blocked-up vehicles are not allowed. Carports, canopies, or awnings 
are not allowed. 
 
7. Storage of Flammable, Explosive or Corrosive Materials: There shall be no storage of fuel or 
combustibles and no fueling of vehicles within PG&E’s easement. No trash bins or incinerators 
are allowed. 
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8. Streets and Roads: Access to facilities must be maintained at all times. Street lights may be 
allowed in the fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) but in all cases must be reviewed by PG&E for 
proper clearance. Roads and utilities should cross the transmission easement as nearly at right 
angles as possible. Road intersections will not be allowed within the transmission easement. 
 
9. Pipelines: Pipelines may be allowed provided crossings are held to a minimum and to be as 
nearly perpendicular as possible. Pipelines within 25 feet of PG&E structures require review by 
PG&E. Sprinklers systems may be allowed; subject to review. Leach fields and septic tanks are 
not allowed. Construction plans must be submitted to PG&E for review and approval prior to the 
commencement of any construction. 
 
10. Signs: Signs are not allowed except in rare cases subject to individual review by PG&E. 
 
11. Recreation Areas: Playgrounds, parks, tennis courts, basketball courts, barbecue and light 
trucks (pickups, vans, etc.) may be allowed; subject to review of plans. Heavy equipment 
access to PG&E facilities is to be maintained at all times. Parking is to clear PG&E structures by 
at least 10 feet. Protection of PG&E facilities from vehicular traffic is to be provided at 
developer’s expense AND to PG&E specifications.  
 
12. Construction Activity: Since construction activity will take place near PG&E’s overhead 
electric lines, please be advised it is the contractor’s responsibility to be aware of, and observe 
the minimum clearances for both workers and equipment operating near high voltage electric 
lines set out in the High-Voltage Electrical Safety Orders of the California Division of Industrial 
Safety (https://www.dir.ca.gov/Title8/sb5g2.html), as well as any other safety regulations. 
Contractors shall comply with California Public Utilities Commission General Order 95 
(http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/gos/GO95/go_95_startup_page.html) and all other safety rules.  No 
construction may occur within 25 feet of PG&E’s towers. All excavation activities may only 
commence after 811 protocols has been followed.  
 
Contractor shall ensure the protection of PG&E’s towers and poles from vehicular damage by 
(installing protective barriers) Plans for protection barriers must be approved by PG&E prior to 
construction.  
 
13. PG&E is also the owner of distribution facilities throughout many of the areas within the 
state of California. Therefore, any plans that impact PG&E’s facilities must be reviewed and 
approved by PG&E to ensure that no impact occurs that may endanger the safe and reliable 
operation of its facilities.   
 
 

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.dir.ca.gov_Title8_sb5g2.html&d=DwMFAg&c=Oo_p3A70ldcR7Q3zeyon7Q&r=g-HWh_xSTyWhuUJXV2tlcQ&m=QlJQXXVRUQdrlaqZ0nlw5K6fBqWhHCMdU7SP-o3qhQ8&s=GTYBpih-s0PlmBVvDNMGpAXDWC_YubAW2uaD-h3E3IQ&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=http-3A__www.cpuc.ca.gov_gos_GO95_go-5F95-5Fstartup-5Fpage.html&d=DwMFAg&c=Oo_p3A70ldcR7Q3zeyon7Q&r=g-HWh_xSTyWhuUJXV2tlcQ&m=QlJQXXVRUQdrlaqZ0nlw5K6fBqWhHCMdU7SP-o3qhQ8&s=-fzRV8bb-WaCw0KOfb3UdIcVI00DJ5Fs-T8-lvKtVJU&e=


cc: Olivia Ervin, City of Petaluma Principal Environmental Planner 

         

        Petaluma, CA 94952 

         

        August 29, 2024 

City of Petaluma 

22 Bassett Street 

Petaluma, CA 94952 

 

Dear Mayor, City Council members and Planning Commission members, 

 

     I am writing to formally oppose ANY building form overlay in Petaluma’s downtown area. 

 

     I am not opposed to high-density development in Petaluma. I am in favor of high-density 

development on non-downtown parcels within a half mile of a SMART station. 

 

     The proposed boundaries for a downtown building form overlay keep shifting, which is 

confusing and unfair to community members attempting to track and comment on this proposal. 

 

     I dislike 100% lot fill where alleys are not present because it places unsightly and odorous 

utility/garbage functions adjacent to pedestrian areas. In my opinion, the garbage collection 

systems at the 100% lot filled projects at Theatre Square are less than successful.  

 

     I disagree with Planning Manager Andrew Trippell’s claim that non-historic commercial 

structures in downtown Petaluma are “underutilized.” I oppose his recommendation that these 

buildings be bulldozed to make way for high-rise buildings with 100% lot fill to maximize 

economic benefit to the city. 

 

     Most of the parcels which Mr. Trippell has referred to as “underutilized” house successful 

businesses which serve our community well. Why threaten these businesses with relocation by 

encouraging redevelopment on these specific parcels? Why not instead focus on only the 

redevelopment of blighted properties (at a scale already allowed for in our General Plan)? 

 

     I am not convinced that downtown high-rise buildings are a panacea for Petaluma’s economic 

woes. I believe the economic impacts of same, as well as long-term downtown parking solutions, 

need much further study before this building form overlay can be adequately analyzed. 

 

    Lastly, I suggest that if city leaders wish to continue considering a downtown building form 

overlay, they educate and then poll residents to determine if this is something our community 

truly desires. 

 

     Thank you for considering my perspective. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Todd Gracyk 

 

Todd Gracyk 









          

 
 
Where the hotel is shown, in view 3, one can see how ugly it is and how it won’t fit into 
our cute downtown.   

 
It looks like a jail, doesn’t it?  



          I, and two others specifically brought up the hotel’s impact on a treasured Petaluma 
cultural tradition, the Butter and Egg Days Parade.  The impact of the hotel on the parade 
is not mentioned in the report.  The hotel sits in the middle of the route for both the Butter 
and Egg parade and the Veteran’s Day parade.  There is no plan on how to deal with 
parade guests checking in and checking out and their impact on the parades.   
          There are many concerns about traffic recorded in the EKN’s Draft EIR.  Concerns 
which are swept aside by assuming people will just use other routes than the most 
convenient ones.  The draft goes further and says, “Since the proposed  
project would not further degrade the intersection [Petaluma Blvd/D St] to LOS F, there 
would be no conflict with General Plan Policy 5-P-10.”  However, Petaluma’s 2025 
General Plan EIR says in section 5-P-10 that, “LOS should be maintained at Level D 
or better for motor vehicles due to traffic from any development project.” (emphasis 
added)   
          First Carbon Solutions did not take the concerns of Petalumans seriously in drafting 
this EIR.  They were concerned about the needs of their client, EKN.  They ignored 
specific requests to look at the project from a certain angle and only presented scenic 
views beneficial to their client.  
          They brushed aside concerns about traffic and made unverifiable assumptions 
about where people will choose to drive and that hotel guests will choose to use public 
transportation.   
          Worst of all, they misrepresented Petaluma’s General Plan and said that it allowed 
for a worse level of traffic, LOS F, when it calls for nothing greater than LOS D.  This 
misrepresentation is unacceptable and the City Council should reject First Carbon’s 
characterization a “less than significant” impact on our scenic resources, cultural 
traditions, and environment.   
          I urge the council to reject this Draft EIR and vote against the Overlay and the 
ridiculous, out-of-place hotel.  
 
Jeremy Hancock 
Petaluma 
 
 





Vernal Equinox 9am 

  
As measured by Google Earth, this shadow is about 150’ by 100’ and covers the street 
next to the hotel and half of the block behind Center Park.  This is neither incremental nor 
inconsequential.  
Vernal Equinox 12pm 

 
This shadow goes about 30’ out into the street and wraps 250’ around the building.  This 
is neither incremental nor inconsequential.  
 
  



Vernal Equinox 3pm.  

 
This shadow extends about 40’ across the street and about 140’ along the building.  This 
is neither incremental nor inconsequential. 
 
 
Summer Solstice 9am 

 
This one stretches 70’ across the street and about 70’ about 70’ down the block. This is 
neither incremental nor inconsequential. 
 
  



Summer Solstice 12pm 

 
Ah, finally an incremental shadow.  
 
 
Summer Solstice 3pm 

 
 
A second shadow that is not so bad.  
 



Autumnal Equinox 9am

 
And we’re back to the big shadows, it measures 130’ by 100’.  This is neither incremental 
nor inconsequential. 
 
 

Autumnal Equinox 12pm 

 
This shadow covers the entire sidewalk to the middle of the street and is along two faces 
of the hotel.  It is 40’ by 230’.  This is neither incremental nor inconsequential. 
 



Autumnal Equinox 3pm 

 
This 55’ by 130’ shadow reaches clear across the street. This is neither incremental nor 
inconsequential. 
 

 
Winter Solstice 9am 

 
This massive shadow entirely covers Center Park and darkens all the businesses behind 
it.  It is 160’ by 190’.  This is absolutely neither incremental nor inconsequential. 
 
  



Winter Solstice 12pm 

 
Another big one measuring 120’ by 40’ by 140’.  This is neither incremental nor 
inconsequential. 
 
 

Winter Solstice 3pm 

 
This last shadow crosses the street, covers up the face of the building on two sides across 
the street and a good chunk of the parking lot.  It is about 140’ by 140’.  This is neither 
incremental nor inconsequential. 



 
Faced with the way First Carbon is being less than straightforward about the 

impact of the hotel, our City Council should reject their conclusions and this draft EIR.  I 
urge council members to remember that they are not so much the leaders of this 
community but rather its representatives.  Petalumans have spoken clearly and 
consistently against this hotel.  It clearly is out of scale in that location and, their very own 
shadow analysis proves it.    
 
Jeremy Hancock 
Petaluma 
 



-----Original Message----- 
From: Marilyn Jaffe < >  
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2024 11:44 PM 
To: Petaluma Planning <petalumaplanning@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: Hotel at B St and Petaluma Blvd 
 
[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.--- 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
To Whom it May Concern, 
 
I am writing to express my strong opposition to the plan for this hotel. 
 
The design, as pictured in the Sunday Press Democrat, is, frankly, hideous. It could be a 
warehouse or a factory. It would be a blight on our charming downtown. It’s a big Box, 
devoid of charm and Way out-of-proportion. 
 
We all see the vacancies come and go from the “theater district.” Yes, it’s great have a 
movie theater but the large, unattractive building is quite a price to pay. We certainly don’t 
need another Big Box. 
 
Yes, this  hotel would  bring revenue to the city but it would come with a great cost - loss 
of character and loss of opportunity. The loss of our downtown character is obvious. It 
would also be a loss of opportunity. That piece of real estate, even if there was a single 
owner, could be designed to look like, perhaps, four separate buildings, rather than one 
gigantic Box. It could have retail or restaurants at street level, and apartments upstairs. 
 
We need homes for locals more than we need spaces for visitors. Let’s not have 
Healdsburg-envy or Sonoma-envy. We don’t want to become a caricature of ourself. Let’s 
keep our small town a small town. Let’s stay Petaluma. 
 
Please put local sentiment at the forefront, rather than going for the “glamour” of tourism. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marilyn Jaffe 
 



-----Original Message----- 
From: Matt Richman >  
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2024 11:13 AM 
To: Petaluma Planning <petalumaplanning@cityofpetaluma.org>; 
gpowell@cityofpetalua.org 
Subject: New Overlay plan comment 
 
[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important 
at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.--- 
 
Dear City of Petaluma Planning- 
 
I think changing the Zoning Plan to allow taller buildings, larger buildings, and larger 
footprints is a terrible terrible idea.  This amendment looks to destroy the wonderful 
character that makes Petaluma special. 
 
I don’t want tall buildings downtown.  I don’t want new buildings set against the edges of 
the lot.  I don’t want larger FAR or larger lot coverage. 
 
It seems especially sad to me that it’s all being proposed because of one hotel project 
that is out of scale for our town.  Destroying the character of Petaluma to entice tourists 
seems like a self-defeating plan. 
 
Mark me down as a hard “NO” to the General Plan Amendment. 
 
Thank you, 
Matt Richman 

 
Petaluma, CA 94952 
 



From: David Keller < >  
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2024 1:09 AM 
To: Brian Oh <boh@cityofpetaluma.org>; Olivia Ervin <oervin@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Cc: McDonnell, Kevin <kevin-mcd@comcast.net>; Petaluma Planning 
<petalumaplanning@cityofpetaluma.org>; -- City Clerk <cityclerk@ci.petaluma.ca.us>; 
don.frances@arguscourier.com; Jim Sweeney <jim.sweeney@pressdemocrat.com> 
Subject: RE: On-site Public Notice for EKN Hotel/Zoning Overlay proposals and 
hearings. 
Importance: High 
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
TO: City of Petaluma Community Development Department 
Brian Oh, Director of Community Development 
Olivia Ervin, Principal Environmental Planner 
City of Petaluma 
11 English Street 
Petaluma, CA 94952 
Phone: 707.778.4556 
Email: oervin@cityofpetaluma.org 
 
September 10, 2024 
Dear Mr. Oh and Ms. Ervin: 
RE: On-site Public Notice for the following proposed Projects is absent, wholly 
inadequate and misleading. 
Comments on the CEQA Environmental documents for the following projects: 
 
        •  Proposed EKN Hotel and Downtown Housing and Economic Opportunity Overlay 
Project  
        State Clearinghouse No. 2024040565 
         Hotel site APNs 008-063-008, 008-063-009, and 008-063-011 
        •  Proposed Downtown Housing and Economic Opportunity Overlay (Overlay), 
approximately 
        12.18-acres and is located within Downtown. The Overlay comprises Areas A, B, 
and C (Exhibit 2-2) 
        •  Area A: Boundary: B St. (north); D St. (south); Petaluma Blvd. S (east); 4th 
St.(west) 
APNs: 008-063-005; 008-063-006; 008-063-007; 008-063-008; 008-063-009; 008-063-
011; 008-063-012; 
008-064-002; 008-064-004; 008-064-005; 008-064-007; 008-064-008; 008-064-010 
        •  Area B: Boundary: South side of Western Ave. between Kentucky St. (east) and 
Keller St. (west) 
APNs: 008-051-024; 008-051-025 
        •  Area C: Boundary: Washington St. (north); Western Ave. (south); Telephone Aly. 
(east); Liberty St./Court 
St. (west) 
APNs: 006-361-028; 006-361-030; 006-361-033; 006-361-039; 006-361-040; 006-362-



001; 006-362-002; 
006-362-003; 006-362-009; 006-362-010; 006-362-012; 006-362-014; 006-362-015; 
006-362-021; 006- 
362-022; 006-362-023; 006-362-024; 006-362-025; 006-363-001; 006-363-004; 006-
363-005; 006-363- 
007; 006-363-023; 006-363-025; 006-363-026 
         ° CITY RECORD NUMBERS: PLGP-2023-0001, PLZA-2023-0002 & PLSR 2022-
0017 
 

 
 
 
In my written and verbal comments for this Project's EIR NOP meeting (May 1, 2024), 
and at the 2023 IS/MND City Council CEQA meeting and joint Planning and HCPC 
CEQA meeting, I requested that the city provide on-site, up-to-date and clear billboard, 
sign, or poster notifications and images of the Project proposed for the proposed EKN 
Hotel parcels.   
 
I also explicitly requested that the City provide clear and informative on-site signs, 
billboards and/or posters marking each and every one of the proposed Zoning Overlay 
parcels, per those designated in Areas A, B and C (Exhibit 2-2, above).   
 
However, as of yesterday afternoon, Sept. 9, 2024, there are absolutely no on-site 
public notices located at or near any (no less all) of the parcels proposed for the EKN 



Hotel (see photos, attached), nor at any parcels to be included in the Zoning Overlay 
(Areas A, B, and C). For people working, visiting or residing in the proposed Areas, 
there is nothing to help provide an informed public and stakeholders of the scope or 
magnitude of proposed changes, no less for the upcoming public CEQA hearings.   
 
The City has already agendized the first CEQA hearing for comments on the limited EIR 
at the Planning Commission for Tuesday, September 24 (in approximately 2 weeks); 
and at the City Council on Monday, Oct. 7th (in approximately 4 weeks). 
 
While there does not appear to be any legal CEQA requirement to post notices at the 
sites for proposed projects, most all cities and agencies will do so as a courtesy to the 
public, and to better understand the context and impacts of proposed projects. This 
failure here, given the highly controversial nature of these proposals, to timely provide 
what should be a minimum of on-location public information (including a brief 
description of the Project, renderings of the Hotel, where additional information is to be 
found, and proposed CEQA meeting dates) is a demonstrable shortcoming on the part 
of the City, and I believe is disrespectful to the interested and engaged members and 
stakeholders of our community.   
 
In my experiences as a prior City Council member, (and as co-chair of the well 
publicized and successful Central Petaluma Specific Plan Citizens Advisory Committee, 
member of the Petaluma River Access and Enhancement Plan Citizens Advisory 
Committee, and participant in the City's and SMART's (2) Station Area Plans), this is a 
clear sign of neglect of one of local government's primary goals: to inform and engage 
its citizens. 
 
Time is of the essence.  Please let me know what the city will be doing promptly to 
remedy these material omissions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David Keller 
Petaluma, CA 
 
 
 
 
 





Dear Uriel Orozco, City of Petaluma 
 
 
I’m writing today to voice my comments, concerns and suggestions to you regarding the 
proposed Appellation Petaluma Hotel. These fall into four categories: Location, Design, Noise 
and Traffic. 
 
LOCATION:  
My first question about the proposed hotel is why build it there? 
Wouldn’t both the goals of hoteliers Palmer/Hunsberger, of EKN, and of the city of Petaluma 
be better served by building the hotel within the CPSP location? Please allow me to 
elaborate: 
 
    • Our location in southern Sonoma produces many of the nation’s prime artisanal, organic 
delicacies. You name it, we’ve got it: from wines to beers, sustainable seafood to world-class 
bakeries, world-renown dairy and meat products, the list goes on…  
Why not expand the vision of the Appellation Petaluma to reflect this richness, include a food 
court on the lower level and/or the surrounding area… an arcade of local shops…  thus 
helping to expand retail opportunities, grow our local economy, …as well as capitalize on the 
burgeoning food tourism in our area.  
 
This would be best achieved within the CPSP area, where planning could supply ancillary 
structures, walkways and landscaping…  not in the proposed location -- the footprint of which 
is already circumscribed, and curtailed by traffic. 
 
 
    • With our commitment to carbon neutrality by 2030, Petaluma is exemplary in our 
adherence to and implementation of green practices, and climate resiliency.  Why not make 
the Appellation Petaluma reflect our green identity, by becoming a one-of-a kind, state-of-the-
art green hotel? As a traveler, I know how traveling green is not incompatible with traveling in 
comfort.  Travelers enjoy the opportunity to explore green products and practices, to align our 
actions with our values. It would enhance EKN’s efforts to be a destination hotel, and it would 
have “Petaluma” written all over it. 
 
With these defining attributes, and within the CPSP target location, Appellation Petaluma 
could well become the fulcrum of highly-energized urban life… utilizing the nearby train and 
bus line transit stations, and its proximity to the 101,…as well as meeting our CPSP goal: 
drawing resources to central Petaluma, uniting the east and west sides.  
 
Let’s envision the area replete with demonstration gardens, landscaped walkways, parklets 
and performance spaces … with the Appellation Hotel Petaluma at its heart. 
 
 
DESIGN/ARCHITECTURE:  
Petaluma already has its own unique architectural vernacular. In addition, our city is home to 
sculptors and ceramicists, and a variety of other makers of public art. Why not incorporate the 
playfulness-mixed-with-utility that is integral to our civic palette?  Sadly, EKN’s visuals of the 
future hotel reflect only the blandest of corporate aesthetics…. It says nothing about our 
location, our community or our history! It would be wise if Appellation Hotel hired local 



architects and artists to consult. For example: many of the sculptors in the area famously 
work with metal… the entry metalwork could be much more relevant to our community if 
designed and fabricated by one of our own! 
 
NOISE:   
“At 50 feet, amplified music would generate a noise level of 72 dBA. Based on the height of 
the Hotel building, and attenuation provided by the parapet of the Hotel building and the 
building itself, noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptor will be approximately 56 dBA 
which is within the noise limits established by the City. “ (pg 87)  
 
I realize the dBA levels have already been established by the city, but it’s worth noting: most 
bands are well above 80 dBAs…more like 110 dBAs. From the proposed outdoor rooftop bar 
sound waves could be carried by evening winds.  In the evening, marine air blowing eastward 
through the Petaluma Gap, branches into southward and northward streams and could 
attenuate the reach of noise. Many of us experience this on an ongoing basis, with the 
roaring of the racetrack, or the sound of rock bands blaring from the fairgrounds.  If the 
rooftop’s bar’s operating hours extend to 2 am (as most do) the noise would be unacceptable, 
and in violation of our noise ordinance. 
 
TRAFFIC:  
With multiple, ongoing truck deliveries, passenger drop-offs, and the plan for ongoing events, 
not to mention the 93+ guests, I have concerns about how local residents and shopkeepers 
will deal with the jump in traffic and difficulty with parking. 4th street becomes a one way at B 
street.  Parking on 4th between B and Western is difficult, and not much relieved by the 
parking lot.  I believe we’re asking for trouble to invite the kind of congestion a hotel in that 
spot will create.  At such times when hotel parking is maxxed out, I suspect a valet service 
will be called in to park cars on neighborhood streets…only to frustrate multi-resident 
households with more than one car… and compromise safety for pedestrians and bicyclists.  
 
D is already experiencing its slow down, 5th is soon to be a “slow street,” leaving the streets 
bordering the proposed hotel -- B, 4th and Petaluma Blvd-- to shoulder subsequent traffic 
fallout.  
 
 
Again, I urge our city planners to consider the CPSP location for the Appellation Petaluma, 
where both the city and the hotel could only benefit. 
 
 
Thank you for reading this letter and giving it your attention. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
Barbara Lowe 
Petaluma  
94952 
 







SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

September 18, 2024

Olivia Ervin 
Principal Environmental Planner 
City of Petaluma 
11 English Street 
Petaluma, CA 94952
oervin@cityofpetaluma.org

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE DOWNTOWN HOUSING 

AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY OVERLAY AND EKN APPELLATION HOTEL 

PROJECT, DATED AUGUST 23, 2024 STATE CLEARINGHOUSE # 2024040565

Dear Olivia Ervin,

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) received a Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (DEIR) for the Downtown Housing and Economic Opportunity Overlay 

and EKN Appellation Hotel Project (Project). Implementation of the Overlay would 

require a General Plan Amendment to increase the maximum allowable floor area ratio 

from 2.5 to 6.0, a Zoning Text Amendment to increase the allowable building height 

from 45 feet to 75 feet with a Conditional Use Permit, allow ground floor residential 

uses, and establish development and design controls for properties within the Overlay. 

A Zoning Map Amendment is also required to establish the Downtown Housing & 

Economic Opportunity Overlay on applicable parcels.

The EKN Appellation Hotel component of the project proposes construction of a 6-story 

hotel over a below-grade parking garage, comprising 93 hotel rooms, an event space, 

and food service uses at 2 Petaluma Boulevard. The below-grade parking garage would 

provide valet parking for up to 58 vehicles using mechanical parking lifts. A restaurant 

mailto:oervin@cityofpetaluma.org
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2024040565/2
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with indoor and outdoor seating for up to 150 guests is proposed on the ground floor. 

Floors 2 through 5 would comprise 93 hotel rooms and a fitness room for hotel guests. 

Floor 6 would include a 1,444 square foot event space, and a 5,514 square foot exterior 

bar/event space with seating for 60 guests. DTSC has identified that this Project may 

impact multiple sites within its boundaries therefore, we request the consideration of the 

following comments:

1. The Project encompasses multiple active and nonactive mitigation and clean-

up sites where DTSC has conducted oversight that may be impacted as a 

result of this Project. This may restrict what construction activities are 

permissible in the proposed areas in order to avoid any impacts to human 

health and the environment.

2. Due to the broad scope of the proposed Project, DTSC is unable to determine 

all of the locations of the proposed Project sites, whether they are listed as 

having documented contamination, land use restrictions, or whether there is 

potential for these sites to be included on a list of hazardous materials sites 

compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, DTSC 

recommends providing further information on these sites and areas that may 

fall under DTSC's oversight within the DEIR. Please review the Project area in 

EnviroStor; DTSC’s public-facing database.

3. DTSC recommends the City of Petaluma enter into a voluntary agreement to 

address contamination at brownfields and other types of properties or receive 

oversight from a self-certified local agency, DTSC or Regional Water Quality 

Control Board. If entering into one of DTSC’s voluntary agreements, please 

note that DTSC uses a single standard Request for Lead Agency Oversight 

Application for all agreement types. Please apply for DTSC oversight using 

this link: Request for Agency Oversight Application. Submittal of the online 

application includes an agreement to pay costs incurred during agreement 

preparation. If you have any questions about the application portal, please 

contact your Regional Brownfield Coordinator.

DTSC believes the City of Petaluma must address these comments to determine if any 

significant impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) will occur 

https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
https://dtsc.ca.gov/local-agency-resources/
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdtsc.fluxx.io%2Fuser_sessions%2Fnew&data=05%7C02%7C%7C946c341c66004410986a08dcc78e8ea2%7C3f4ffbf4c7604c2abab8c63ef4bd2439%7C0%7C0%7C638604662312900741%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=A64Edncf8heqHYYvJv8RHZ%2F70JXHgxuSISSVXCbr%2Bxk%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdtsc.ca.gov%2Fbrownfields%2Fcontact-information%2F&data=05%7C02%7C%7Ccecee1840089430b41a408dcc85dd425%7C3f4ffbf4c7604c2abab8c63ef4bd2439%7C0%7C0%7C638605553320178275%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Mc%2BVs75Pb7dRsH0FC7o8tOnNGzL9e0pS7jUZB%2F9Xq9g%3D&reserved=0
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and, if necessary, avoid significant impacts under CEQA. DTSC recommends the 

department connect with our unit if any hazardous waste projects managed or overseen 

by DTSC are discovered.

DTSC appreciates the opportunity to comment on DEIR for the Downtown Housing and 

Economic Opportunity Overlay and EKN Appellation Hotel Project. Thank you for your 

assistance in protecting California’s people and environment from the harmful effects of 

toxic substances. If you have any questions or would like any clarification on DTSC’s 

comments, please respond to this letter or via email for additional guidance.

Sincerely,

Dave Kereazis  
Associate Environmental Planner 
HWMP - Permitting Division – CEQA Unit 
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov

cc: (via email)

Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research State Clearinghouse
State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

Tamara Purvis 
Associate Environmental Planner 
HWMP – Permitting Division - CEQA Unit 
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov

Scott Wiley 
Associate Governmental Program Analyst 
HWMP – Permitting Division - CEQA Unit 
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Scott.Wiley@dtsc.ca.gov

mailto:CEQAReview@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
mailto:Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov
mailto:scott.wiley@dtsc.ca.gov






From: THPO@gratonrancheria.com <THPO@gratonrancheria.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 8:13 AM 
To: Olivia Ervin <oervin@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Cc: Buffy McQuillen <BMcQuillen@gratonrancheria.com>; Hector Garcia 
<HGarcia@gratonrancheria.com> 
Subject: RE: NOA DEIR Hotel and Overlay Petaluma 
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
Hi Olivia,  
 
Please see the Tribe’s comments below regarding the DEIR for the Hotel EKN + Overlay 
Project: 
 

• The Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources section should be separated to their 
own section.   

• Add a mitigation measure that includes a FIGR Tribal Monitor for cultural 
awareness training, testing, and for all ground disturbing activities.  

• Add a mitigation measure for avoidance.  

• Tribe needs to be consulted with during each phase: cultural identification, 
assessment, monitoring, discovery & post-discovery, reburial, etc.  

 
Sincerely,  
Buffy McQuillen 
Tribal Heritage Preservation Officer (THPO) 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) 
Office: 707.566.2288; ext. 137 
Cell: 707.318.0485 
FAX: 707.566.2291 
 
 
Hector Garcia Cabrales 
Cultural Resources Specialist 
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria 
6400 Redwood Drive, Suite 300 
Rohnert Park, CA 94928 
Office: 707.566.2288, ext. 138 
Mobile: 707.478.1737 
Email: hgarcia@gratonrancheria.com 
P please consider our environment before printing this email. 
 

mailto:THPO@gratonrancheria.com
mailto:THPO@gratonrancheria.com
mailto:oervin@cityofpetaluma.org
mailto:BMcQuillen@gratonrancheria.com
mailto:HGarcia@gratonrancheria.com
mailto:hgarcia@gratonrancheria.com


Sept. 20, 2024 

City of Petaluma Planning Commissioners 

Re: Downtown Housing and Economic Opportunity Overlay Project 

 

Dear Commissioners, 

The Overlay Proposal is causing significant agitation in town. I hope you will take the following 
observations into consideration when you vote on the Draft EIR for the Downtown Overlay Project.  

First, let me make it clear that I’m not against higher density in parts of town, recognizing the 
necessity to avoid sprawl. I’m fine with modern building mixing in with historic ones. (Historicist 
architecture is often dismal anyway.) I support the Central Petaluma Specific Plan. I continue to 
object to a developer-driven overlay being considered concurrent with a general plan update. 
Petaluma will have less control over aspects of the plan and associated ramifications under this 
process.   

Understanding that community concerns about the overlay may not carry the day, please think 
carefully about these aspects that I hope remain in your purview. I’ve moved to Petaluma in 1987, 
but had a period of four years living in new apartments in Redwood City (2016-2020). I know what it 
means to live in and be surrounded by the kinds of buildings being proposed, as well as potential 
pitfalls. (For those who may not know, Redwood City has built many several-story apartments and 
business in the last years and is a useful reference for what is being proposed in Petaluma.)  

• Recent state density bonus laws: Much higher density than zoned may be allowed should 
the developer meet certain housing-type guidelines, and the city would have no say over 
this additional height. Has this probability been fully considered?  

• Alleys: Advocates for the overlay mention that the historic downtown is built to the sidewalk 
edge. The overlooked fact is the presence of alleys for garbage/recycling/deliveries.  

In Redwood City, the recycling and trash dumpsters would be dragged onto the streets, 
reducing street parking, the day prior to pickup, leaking all over the street, and there they 
would sit until apartment sta[ got around to pulling them back into the building in the next 
day. (There was no accommodation for green waste pickup in either Redwood City 
apartment. That would have added a third dumpster to the street for each property.) That’s 
what Western and other streets will look like two days a week. Additionally, facades on 
Western will need to accommodate those dumpsters, meaning big utility doors. These 
details, as well as the utilities and fans, aren’t traditionally shown on renderings. Facades 
on Western and on B Street won’t be as appealing as you may like to imagine. Do you have 
the ability to require alleys? Or o[-street garbage pickup?  

• Environmental infrastructure:  



o Setbacks: I found the neighborhoods where apartments are being built in Redwood 
City to be dispiriting and harsh where there were no setbacks. There was too little 
room for decent street trees and the sun glared o[ the buildings, making it 
unpleasant to walk one’s errands, or the dog, on warm days.  

o Green space: Associated with a lack of setbacks, in that crowded environment, I 
longed for green spaces and there were too few. The nearest green area I could find 
in downtown Redwood City when out for a stroll with my dog was a courtyard at 
Kaiser. That was also a dispiriting detail. (Decent parks were available, but not near 
enough for everyday use and they could be quite crowded.)  

o Open space: Developers may tell you that their rooftop gardens qualify as open 
space. Please don’t buy this line. These areas are rarely green and often so occupied 
as to be unavailable, or, being on an exposed roof, too sunny to be enjoyed. As an 
adjunct space, they are fine but shouldn’t qualify as contributing to park area. As to 
a “public open space” – does that mean if one buys a drink and a meal? Any space 
owned by a developer is not truly public. They can change the rules and access.  

Open space will be a challenge – but again, we’re operating outside the general plan 
where we could have that fuller discussion. Can you even consider if we’ll have 
su[icient park area or green space when you vote on the overlay? 

o Green roofs and solar panels: Since you are not considering this project within our 
usual channels, do you have the ability to require the addition of elements such as 
green roofs or solar panels?  

• Parking: Even though both apartments in which I Iived were minutes for Caltrain and there 
were many good jobs right in Redwood City, the apartment parking garages were full. We all 
hope for a day when we won’t all need or want our own vehicles, but for the foreseeable 
future and an aging population, that’s pie in the sky, with ice cream on top.  

• Aesthetics: Back to the subject of historic downtown – there is a range of building types and 
styles – doorways, window shapes and sizes, building styles. This is one of the chief charms 
of a historic downtown. Without a design review committee, we ought not be surprised by 
inexpensive design and construction for much of the area. I served on SPARC when Basin 
Street brought their downtown plans through, and I know we improved the appearance and 
usability of those projects. With so little City control and with bonus density options, we 
may find we are stuck with tall AND harsh buildings – an overall reduction in livability and 
charm.  

We are all passionate about this town. I hope that my perspective can help inform your own.  

Thank you for your consideration.  

 

Janet Gracyk 

Petaluma 



From:  >  
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 4:48 PM 
To: Olivia Ervin <oervin@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Cc: Greg Powell <gpowell@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: PUBLIC COMMENTS / Draft EIR for the Downtown Housing and Economic 
Opportunity Overlay and EKN Appellation Hotel 
  
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
Hi, Olivia and Greg, 
  
Please include my attached public comments regarding the DEIR for the Hotel & 
Overlay.  I wanted to get them on the record prior to next week’s 9/24/24 Planning 
Commission Meeting, even though the 45-day Public Comment period does not 
technically end until 10/6 or 10/7. 
Which leads me to the question of whether the Planning Commission should even be 
conducting a Public Hearing on this subject before the 45-day public comment period is 
up.   
  
Regards, 
  
Lydia Asselin 

 
Petaluma, CA  94954 

(mobile) 
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Draft EIR Downtown Housing & Economic Opportunity Overlay and EKN Appellation Hotel 
Public Comment Submitted by Lydia Asselin 
September 20, 2024 
 
In deciding what to comment on regarding the 414-page DEIR for the Hotel and Overlay, I am 
struck by the lack of much new information since the October 2023 IS-MND.  The content in 
the DEIR is just a reformatted and repackaged, repetitive version of information in the IS-MND.  
The only measurably new content in the DEIR consists of these three items. 

• Higher quality visual simulations.  
• A new Vehicle Miles Traveled assessment. 
• A Historic Built Environment Impacts Assessment for the hotel by South Environmental, 

supplemental to Diana Painter’s report. This information codifies why Rex Hardware and 
Bank of the West should not be considered as historic contributing buildings. 

 
Still having a problem with the combined DEIR?   

• Once again, we have a combined Hotel and Overlay document, which provides a “nothing 
to see here” programmatic approach to any Environmental Impact from the Overlay 
because there are no proposed buildings to evaluate.  At times the proposed Hotel project 
is discussed as if the Overlay was a fait accompli. 

 
Have a problem with Aesthetics?  Pretty hard to quantify this topic, since a project’s design is 
subjective, right?  So, really nothing to see here. 

• In Aesthetics / AES-1, CEQA asks if the proposed project infringes on scenic vistas.  Not 
from the specific vantage points selected by the preparers of the DEIR, so nothing to see 
here.  It may not block vistas of our surrounding hills, but the building’s bulk and height 
dominate the neighborhood. 

• In Aesthetics AES-3, CEQA  asks if the project is in an urbanized area, would it conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?  Well, yes, it does—in 
allowable building height, FAR, and lot coverage. But the Overlay, you say…? 

• Aesthetics “Mitigation Measures” are the responsibility of HCPC and the Planning 
Commission to adjudicate with the discretionary HSPAR review process.  Have a Problem 
with Aesthetics?  Just register your concerns with the Planning Commission  and HCPC. 
These two groups of citizens have already voiced their discomfort with the bulk, massing, 
and design of this hotel building. So have numerous Petaluma residents. Nobody seems to 
be listening.  

Have a problem with shadows cast from a six-story building?   

• Sorry, in AES-5, CEQA doesn’t consider this an environmental impact. Nothing to see here. 

Have a problem with Cultural & Historic Resources?  

• In Cultural & Historic Resources CUL-1 CEQA asks if the proposed project could cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource. Does a historic 
resource need to abut the proposed project? The DEIR goes to great extents to prove that 
post-fire Rex Hardware and North Bay Savings & Loan (Bank of the West) are not considered 
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to be historically contributing buildings. Nothing to see here, despite Rex Hardware’s best 
attempts at recreating their pre-fire building.   

• Beyond just looking at buildings that are immediately adjacent to the proposed hotel, there 
is the issue that the Hotel parcel sits within the boundary of the National Register 
Downtown Commercial District. As such, this site acts as a gateway to Petaluma’s historic 
downtown, and any building erected there should be worthy of this location. We are offered 
the same Mitigation Measures—Planning Commission, HCPS, HSPAR can weigh in on the 
Conditional Use Permits and the merits of the design. 

• In Cultural & Historic Resources CUL-2  and CUL-3 CEQA asks if the proposed project 
could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource.  
Or if the proposed project could disturb human remains, The DEIR indicates that any issues 
uncovered during excavation or via canine alerts can be mitigated via longstanding 
archaeological protocols.  No issues here. 

 
Have an ongoing problem with Land Use and Planning?  Now you’re talking. (Also see Aesthetics 
AES-3, above.) This building does not conform to existing zoning requirements, which is why the 
Overlay was created. Which came first, the chicken or the egg?  The Hotel or the Overlay? 

• In Land Use and Planning LAND-2: CEQA asks if the proposed project could cause a 
significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The 
DEIR (as did the IS-MND) says the Discretionary Review Process and the need for 
Conditional Use Permits to exceed the height limits are sufficient mitigators. 

• These Mitigation Measures that are stipulated in the DEIR are taken word-for-word from 
the laundry list of possible public benefits that must be achieved to get a Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP)--first to go from 45 feet to 60 feet, then another CUP to go from 60 feet 75 feet, 
and a third CUP to go to 100% lot coverage from 80%.  The developer worked with the 
Petaluma Planning Department in coming up with this laundry list of public benefits after 
the hotel had already been designed. Nothing to see here, folks—the developer is in the 
driver’s seat. 

• The project doesn’t need to achieve compliance with everything from the laundry list 
nor meet full consistency with all General Plan Goals.   

o Pick two out of three listed public benefits and you can move up to 60 feet!   
o Pick one out of three more listed public benefits, and you can achieve 75 feet!   
o But you’ll have to meet all five public benefits to achieve 100% lot coverage!   

• For example, you don’t need to demonstrate “exceptional architecture and design” to meet 
the first 60-foot threshold.  And if you have underground parking, you can automatically 
meet the second 75-foot threshold.  Seriously! How were these metrics weighted?  

 

Do you have a problem with the Conditional Use Permit process being the Mitigation Measure 
for Aesthetics, Cultural and Historic Resources, and Land Use and Planning? 

• Who gets to weigh in on whether the developer satisfactorily meets the laundry list’s 
requisite number of items? The members of the Planning Commission and HCPC. This 
would be done at the HSPAR Review.  It puts an onerous load on a group of volunteers, none 
of whom are architects.  
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• Is it possible to meet the requirements of the two CUP hurdles and still not be approved on 
the design merits of the project. Technically yes.  This hotel’s mass and bulk and generic 
design have always been contentious points of discussion. Aesthetics Do Matter. 

Perhaps you have a problem with traffic or parking?   

• Sorry, CEQA’s “Vehicle Miles Traveled” methodology gives projects within a half mile of the 
SMART station a designation of no significant impact.   

• Common sense might lead you to think that out-of-town tourists staying at a high end hotel 
will not be arriving to Petaluma via SMART train from the Santa Rosa Airport.  Or San 
Franciscans looking for a weekend getaway will leave their Teslas home and Uber up 101.  
But CEQA sets the parameters. Nothing to see here. 

• As a courtesy, the previous metric, “Level Of Service” (used in the current General Plan’s EIR 
back in 2008) was briefly discussed in the DEIR. Back then, the Petaluma Boulevard/D 
Street intersection was problematic (LOS=D). The DEIR notes, however, “…under future and 
future-plus-project scenarios, the Petaluma Boulevard/D Street intersection would degrade 
to LOS E. Furthermore, this intersection would operate unacceptably regardless of the 
proposed project. Since the proposed project would not further degrade the intersection to 
LOS F, there would be no conflict with General Plan Policy 5-P-10. But no matter; CEQA uses 
VMT as a metric. Nothing to see here.  

 
Do you have problems with Cumulative Impact (or lack thereof)? 

• The DEIR document tells us there is no significant environmental impact for this proposed 
hotel project.  But what about taking into account those other “pipeline projects” like the 
nearby Oyster Cove (132 dwelling units; 2100 sq ft commercial), or the proposed Haystack 
Landing (182 dwelling units; 14,516 sq ft commercial) Adobe Winery (13,718 sq ft 
commercial)?   

• Well, CEQA says since these projects were apparently designed to meet current zoning 
requirements, and the current land use maps would have foreseen this kind of development 
on vacant parcels, there would be no measurable impact.  Adding the Hotel into the mix 
might have some cumulative impact, but that could be mitigated through the Conditional 
User Permit (CUP) process. Nothing to see here.  

• As for the Hotel, the DEIR again uses the Conditional Use Permit process as the Mitigation 
Measure that would make this a project that conforms to the General Plan and zoning 
ordinances.  Thus—less than significant cumulative impact.  This is all dependent on 
simultaneously approving the Overlay, of course. 

 

In Conclusion 

• The DEIR gives us a big dose of Nothing to See Here in terms of any environmental impact. 
• So I for one will move on to the next step--reiterate and reframe the issues I have with the 

Hotel and talk about its inappropriate size, bulk, scale, height, and blandly uninspiring 
architectural design. 

• And I will continue to argue in front of the Planning Commission and the members of the 
Historic and Cultural Preservation Committee that THIS hotel is wrong for THIS location.  







Questions 
 
1. How many months will be required excavate the soil at 2 Petaluma Blvd North? 
 
2. Will the excavation work be performed during nighttime hours and how many vehicles 
will operate simultaneously? 
 
3. Will traffic on Petaluma Blvd be impaired or shutdown during excavation? 
 
4. What is the anticipated noise level (dB) at street level during steel pile driving 
operation? 
 
5. What large digging, drilling, crane operations, semi-trucks and other heavy equipment 
(above the City 10,000 pound vehicle limit) will be onsite and staged in public property 
during construction? 
 
6. What is the duration in months relating to the above for the excavation as well as for 
the entire construction period? 
 
7. What is the anticipated peak retrieval rate when cars are parked and retrieved 
simultaneously? 
 
8. For optimized APS retrieval processes, a parked car may be retrieved minutes before 
owner arrives.  In this case, where does the attendant park the car outside the facility? 
 
9. How will APS preventive and corrective maintenance as well as catastrophic repairs 
affect nearby business and traffic? 
 
10. Should a prolonged catastrophic repair interval occur, will the owner expect or require 
special consideration from nearby businesses or the City? 
 
11. In the event of a power outage, will a backup generator be used to continue service 
at a defined performance level? 
 
12. Which street/s will provide APS access? (especially noteworthy on the busy Petaluma 
Blvd) 
 
13. Will urgent needs to address catastrophic repairs require the City to make special 
accommodations that may inconvenience nearby businesses and traffic flows? 
 
14. Does the owner's policy include providing customers free short-term rental car usage 
in the event of a protracted service outage? 
 
15. What is the expected life expectancy of the APS and what is the anticipated nearby 
business impact, traffic flow considerations and estimated upgrade/replacement time? 
 



16. Will the owner have staff to perform corrective maintenance as electrical wire break, 
electric motor failure, bearings/belts/chains lubrication/breakage, hydraulics problems, 
sensor replacements, optical camera failures, mechanical and electrical calibration, 
computer problems, emergency shutoff misfunction?   
 
17. If not, what is the process and expected time interval to have a qualified repairman 
on site? 
 
18. What are the flood mitigation plans for the APS? 
 
19. Has the owner addressed underwater springs, considering the regular water seepage 
(underground spring) at the downtown United States Post Office at 120 4th St? 
 
20. During the winter rain season and considering the above as well as the depth of the 
APS, what are the estimated gallons per hour are estimated to be pumped into the City 
storm drains? 
 
21. What security measures (closed-circuit recording cameras, coded and/or key locked 
machinery and computer operation, have been planned to ensure the APS is secure from 
unauthorized access, including vandalism? 
 
22. Aside from customer parking, specifically who else will be using the APS? 
(management, employees, service vehicles, catering, food and laundry services, storage, 
staging, etc) 
 
23. Regarding the depth of the APS and the building height, what additional earthquake 
mitigation will be required and how will it affect the construction project? 
 
24. Will the Fire Department require additional equipment and training to access the APS 
in the event of an emergency? 
 
25. During daily operations for deliveries, pickups, customer and guest traffic, what will 
be the additional impact on City streets and where will delivery, pickup and traffic not 
entering the APS be staged? 
 
26. Has the owner entertained purchasing the adjacent BMO (Bank of the West) lot should 
the scope of the APS environmental impact be insurmountable and/or nearby businesses 
and Petaluma residents have overwhelming objections? 
 
APS Illustrative Video Information 
 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=a1zgsyP32Cg 
Utron Slide - Automated Parking Systems 
 







From: David Keller < > 
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2024 4:15 PM 
To: Brian Oh <boh@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Cc: McDonnell, Kevin < >; Olivia Ervin <oervin@cityofpetaluma.org>; 
Petaluma Planning <petalumaplanning@cityofpetaluma.org>; -- City Clerk 
<CityClerk@cityofpetaluma.org>; don.frances@arguscourier.com 
<don.frances@arguscourier.com>; Jim Sweeney <jim.sweeney@pressdemocrat.com>; Peggy 
Flynn <PFlynn@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: Re: On-site Public Notice for EKN Hotel/Zoning Overlay proposals and hearings. [v4]  
  
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR 
EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
CITY CLERK: 
Please ensure that this email is timely distributed to all members of the Petaluma City Council, 
the Petaluma Planning Commission, and the Historic and Cultural Preservation Committee. 
 
RE: On-site Public Notice for the following proposed Projects is absent, wholly 
inadequate and misleading. 
• Comments on the CEQA Environmental documents for the following projects: 
        •  Proposed EKN Hotel and Downtown Housing and Economic Opportunity Overlay Project  
        State Clearinghouse No. 2024040565 
 
Dear Director Oh, and Mayor and Members of Petaluma City Council, Petaluma Planning 
Commission and Historic and Cultural Preservation Committee: 
 
• Comment: It is now abundantly clear that the City is not willing to place even posters, no less 
signs or other physical notices on the actual locations, buildings or parcels of the proposed 
Zoning Overlay Areas A, B and C.  The public, stakeholders, business owners, and visitors will 
have to rely on the imaginations suggested by virtual and off-site presentations. In-context, on-
site building heights, density changes and any other potential or reasonably likely impacts of the 
proposed Zoning Overlay will not easily happen for most people. 
 
I am saddened that the City has chosen to pursue this disconnected and truncated path to 
public information engagement.  You still have a chance to correct your choices.  Given the high 
level of controversy and the diminished public engagement to date, I truly hope that you take 
that path. 
 
• Question: can you confirm whether or not comments received from the public, agencies, 
Council, Planning Committee and HCPC on last year's IS/MND for the Proposed EKN Hotel 
and Downtown Housing and Economic Opportunity Overlay Project will be incorporated as 
comments included on this year's DEIR for the Proposed EKN Hotel and Downtown Housing 
and Economic Opportunity Overlay Project?   
If the answer is "No", does the public and officials then have to resubmit their relevant 
comments and questions to be included as comments and questions on the current DEIR? 
I would appreciate a clear, timely and definitive answer for this important public process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David Keller 
 





away from downtown.  We cannot even imagine what people who live close to the 
proposed hotel will have to deal with daily if this project gets built.  And where would 
hotel employees park?  How inconsiderate to not accommodate them.  
Why is there no discussion about modifying the size of this hotel?  The exterior is 
generic, unoriginal, and does not fit the character of our beloved town. Why not try and 
make it fit in a little more, or make it look more unique to this town?  If the council feels 
another downtown hotel is necessary, why not build on a preexisting space that is not 
being utilized?  Why not make it a boutique hotel with fewer rooms with adequate 
parking?  Not to mention, we love our Rex Hardware.  It is part of the feeling of 
downtown Petaluma and the culture we have. How will such unique small businesses 
deal with being in the shadow of a wine country hotel behemoth next door?   
If the city council is hoping the building of this hotel will bring more people to Petaluma 
to patronize shops, restaurants, etc., why not insist that developers provide enough 
parking for all it offers?  And why would you inconvenience the people who live close to 
this proposed hotel who will be directly affected by this project forever?  Will we be 
sporting resident parking permit on our cars? Why are we making Petaluma more for 
visitors than for the residents who love it here and are committed to it?  We love seeing 
the downtown thriving and families strolling on a summer evening or winter holiday 
shopping at our small businesses. When we mention that we live in Petaluma folks 
invariably say, I LOVE Petaluma.  How sad it will be if they one day add, But I don’t 
come anymore.  No place to park. 
We urge you to rethink this hotel project and overlay.  There has to be a better way.  
Thank you for your time.   
Sincerely, 
Jeanne Gaskin and Howard Termo  
 





 
3. There is a potential in bringing in this type of development to increase the cost of goods 
and services to the local community. It is fantastic to live in Petaluma and be able to afford 
to dine out knowing that other locals are doing the same. It creates and supports 
community; you don't feel like your town has been overwrought with tourists with big 
pocket books, which is the case in Healdsburg. It is so lovely to dine in Petaluma knowing 
the prices are less than the Bay Area. Bring in a huge development like this proposal and 
the cost of goods and services will soar.  
 
4. Opening the door to this development will lead to more similar developments in the 
future. It is imperative that the City Planning Department uphold the historic architecture 
and feel of this town and not dramatically alter the architectural landscape with a higher 
rise building. You have to take a stand now and not allow this development because it will 
open the door to more future development and risk destroying what makes Petaluma so 
special. 
 
To summarize, the ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY OVERLAY & EKN APPELLATION 
PROJECTS would be terrible for the town of Petaluma. The local architecture, culture and 
economy will suffer greatly for those of us who love this town which serves locals so 
greatly. The majority of residents in this town according to the Petaluma Argus Courier on 
September 23, 2024 are against this development. It should not be built. We do not want 
it built. It is your duty as public officials to hear our concern and act on that concern and 
vote to stop the development. The EIR was created by the developers who want it built 
which is inherently biased. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration of this public comment. Again I express my 
opposition to these projects.. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sarah Wilson 
Petaluma, CA 
 





From: susan kirks < > 
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2024 10:13 PM 
To: Orozco, Uriel <uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: Public Comment - Agenda Item 1  
  
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
Dear Members of the Planning Commission,  
 
I would like to associate myself with Lydia Asselin's public comment for this agenda item  
 
I certainly wish she had received an appointment to the Planning Commission when she 
applied. 
 
I also want to associate myself with the public comment from Mickles' Enterprises. 
 
It is a waste of your time to be reviewing this limited DEIR for the proposed over-sized 
and too tall steakhouse hotel and fabricated overlay zone. 
 
When we see City leaders who are elected to make best decisions for the Petaluma 
community, when we improve what has been an inadequate General Plan Update 
process, when we collaborate to bring innovative economic development and protect the 
downtown historic character and architecture, we will be on the best path for downtown 
businesses, visitors to Petaluma, and residents and voters here  
 
That is not this. 
 
With the current dynamic of of several City Council members trying to push this hotel and 
overlay zone with the for-profit M Group consulting firm that IS the City's Planning 
function, and the paid consultant, Dave Alden, also on GPAC and the Transit Advisory 
Committee, pushing this proposal for his client, we have a proposal that benefits the 
developer and a proposal that is out of sync with Petaluma's downtown and does not 
provide public benefit  
 
As Planning Commissioners, you should not approve this DEIR. 
 
And notably, the elected official, Brian Barnacle, and appointed Planning Commissioner 
and your former Chair, Blake Hooper, actively promoting the hotel and overlay zone, who 
at an election forum last week tried to walk back their expressed support positions - during 
election season - should align with the support they have previously and publicly 
expressed. The positions are .contradictory to creative thinking, listening to residents and 
voters, and leadership and service for the greater community.  
 
I hope we can find a better use of your time as Planning Commissioners. 
 
Susan Kirks 











From: Barbara Stowe < > 
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 10:28 AM 
To: Orozco, Uriel <uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: Overlay  
  
[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.--- 
 
Dear members of city council, 
 
I am unable to attend tonight’s meeting as I will be working .  I moved to Petaluma in 
2019 and was drawn here by the preserved historic downtown , the many acres 
of  farmland and the thriving community. 
I am shocked and dismayed that this overlay is being considered at all- as if city 
planners have no regard for the treasure we hold here. 
        So few towns/cities have preserved their historical buildings and overall feel of 
community - and it seems the city council is trying to lead us in the same direction . 
Additionally, it seems the council is being deceitful in  seeking an EIR that does not truly 
delve into all the myriad ways these overlays could impact our community . 
As elected members, you are tasked with listening to residents and preserving a healthy 
thriving community. You  are not given permission to enable profiteers to come in and 
rape our cityscape for their own benefit. You are tasked with enabling local business to 
thrive and succeed yet you act as a barrier for local businesses. 
I am confused and disturbed by your agenda and ask that you would stop and consider 
the long term implications of your decisions today. What are you doing to Petaluma ? 
What are you preserving for our children and grandchildren? What are you saying about 
the importance of caring for what we have ? 
I intend to Vite in November and my vote will be cast for candidates who seek to 
preserve Petaluma’s history as part of a thriving community. 
 
Sincerely , 
Barbara Stowe 
Sent from my iPhone 
 







From: Cindie Raab < > 
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 12:17 PM 
To: Orozco, Uriel <uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: Public comment  
  
[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.--- 
 
I am writing in regard to the Downtown Housing & EKN Appellation Hotel Project. I, like 
most of the Petaluma community am against this project. 
I would like to have our historic downtown preserved.The hotel will not only be an 
eyesore to our historic downtown, but the lack of parking will cause further traffic and 
parking problems. 
WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE DOWNTOWN HOUSING & ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
OVERLAY!!! 
Sincerely, 
Cindie Raab 
Lonnie Raab 
Sent from my iPhone 
 











From: Heather Kratt < > 
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 2:02 PM 
To: Orozco, Uriel <uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org>; Darren R 
< >; r  >; 

 < >;  
>; Heidi Bauer < >; 
 < > 

Cc: -- City Clerk <cityclerk@cityofpetaluma.org>; -- City Council 
<citycouncil@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: PUBLIC COMMENT: Overlay and EKN Draft EIR  
  
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
Petaluma Public and Planning Commissioners: 
 
The draft EIR for the downtown overlay and EKN Hotel development falsely concludes 
that a 6-story hotel crammed onto 1/3 of an acre in our historic downtown presents "less 
than significant" impact.   
 
The draft EIR wrongly assumes the overlay has already been approved, ignoring the 
underlying issue that the hotel does not conform with existing zoning.  It also doesn't 
mention the impact of traffic or parking, instead concluding that a 58-car underground 
valet parking lot is sufficient parking for hundreds of guests and employees.  I saw no 
mention of water usage and the impact this hotel might have on the existing sewer 
system.  This draft EIR is flawed at best.   
 
I would like the Planning Commissioners to consider these questions: Who hired - not 
paid for, but established the relationship between the hotel developer and - the EIR 
consultant?  Why does it seem that the M-Group can find a way around any environmental 
obstacle for rich developers?  Has anybody in the city government or Planning 
Commission ever questioned the credibility of the M-Group's choice of 
contractors?  Because you should.   
 
I'd like to remind the public that the Planning Commission and City Council at large both 
opted to side with the outsourced for-profit M-Group planners in their assertion that my 
100% mobile, zero development, outdoor community marketplace on my own vacant 2/3-
acre lot would somehow be an assault on the community.  There is a clear record of the 
M-Group's disparate treatment of small business owners and their favoritism and coddling 
of rich developers.  This is the inherent conflict of interest - putting profit over the best 
interests of the community - that will always exist when you outsource a critical 
government function to a for-profit firm.   
 
Thanks, 
 
Heather Kratt 
NorCal Food Truck Association 
The Floodway Community Marketplace 
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The content of the Draft Environmental Impact Report DEIR is by and large a repeat of the same 
information that was put forth in the Initial Study Mitigated Negative Declaration ISMND from 
October 2023. This EIR is extremely thin on new or in-depth content, extremely narrow in its scope 
and does not provide the public with much needed information on the true impacts of the proposed 
Hotel and especially on the proposed overlay zones. The primary responsibility of an EIR is to 
identify potential negative environmental impacts and to mitigate those impacts to acceptable 
levels. This Draft EIR does not come close to fulfilling that responsibility. 

Further analysis of the following should be required: 

1. Impacts of parking and circulation for both the hotel and the overlay areas. It’s real. It 
cannot be avoided. The hotel is car dependent. The overlay zones are purported to be for 
housing which will also bring cars. This must be quantified and addressed. CEQA’s “Vehicle 
Miles Traveled” methodology gives projects within a half mile of the SMART station a 
designation of no significant impact. Obviously, this hotel will be heavily car dependent 
both for employees and hotel guests and will have significant impacts.  
 
 

2. Impacts on aesthetics. The DEIR states these concerns will be mitigated in the future by 
leaving those decisions to the discretionary review processes of Planning Commission, 
Historic Committee and HSPAR. This favors developers and puts the public at a distinct 
disadvantage. The public must be able to read the 414 page EIR of a proposed project, 
understand the rules of the process and actively work on each and every proposal that 
comes forward while the developers have a full time paid team of attorneys and planners 
and engineers to get their projects moved through. This is not an acceptable mitigation.  
 
 

3. Making height limit approvals the result of a series of conditional use permits is not an 
acceptable mitigation. The conditions required to gain approval of a permit for various 
heights of any given building in the overlay zones are coincidentally exactly what the hotel is 
proposing for their project. Who is the author of these requirements?  It looks like it’s the 
EKN team.  For instance, a project doesn’t need to demonstrate “exceptional architecture 
and design” to meet the first 60-foot height approval and if you have underground parking, 
you can automatically gain approval for the 75-foot height limit.  

 



Draft EIR Downtown Housing & Economic Opportunity Overlay and EKN Appellation 
Hotel 

Public Comment  

Jane Hamilton 
  

Petaluma, CA 94952 
 
September 24, 2024 

2 
 

4. Alternatives to the project must be explored! Alternatives were briefly mentioned but 
quickly dismissed because the project as currently proposed was determined to not have 
any significant environmental impacts. This is not reasonable. The reason so many 
people are opposed to these changes is because we know they will have significant 
environmental impacts.  

5. Historical Context is not adequately addressed! The Hotel parcel sits within the boundary 
of the National Registry for the Downtown Commercial District. This is a gateway to 
Petaluma’s historic downtown, and any building erected there should be complimentary 
and not detrimental to it. No new historical architectural experts were consulted, and no 
new reports were generated for the DEIR. We are offered the same Mitigation Measures—
Planning Commission, HCPS, HSPAR can weigh in on the Conditional Use Permits and the 
merits of the design.  
 

6. The subterfuge presented in the DEIR around density needs to be clear and more 
straightforward so the public can understand the ramifications.  The DEIR states “The 
proposed Overlay would retain existing land use designations and residential density 
requirements  which is 30 dwelling units per acre. However, the proposed Overlay would 
include a General Plan text amendment that would raise the maximum allowable FAR 
from 2.5 to 6.0 for nonresidential uses.” In general, at 30 DU’s/acre, any Overlay housing 
wouldn’t exceed 2 to 3 levels of residential.  So much for the overlay zones being targeted to 
bring in high density housing downtown. Furthermore, it is suggested that the overlay rules 
being proposed now would sunset upon the adoption of the General Plan update. This 
points to the obvious conclusion that the overlay zoning proposal is written for the 
hotel with no serious analysis given to the impacts that such a rules change will mean 
to Petaluma.  
 
 

This zoning change presents a dramatic change to the landscape of our Historic downtown and 
when many people are extremely interested in it, why has the city made it so hard for the public 
to be informed? There has been a complete lack of signage at each overlay zone.  Most 
members of the public, even those quite interested in the proposals, could not tell you exactly 
where the boundary of each zone is. The notification of the locations for the overlay zones 
has been egregiously inadequate. 
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The staff report appears to be asking the Planning Commission and the Historic Committee to 
vote to approve the DEIR tonight and recommend that the City Council move ahead to the Final 
EIR before the close of public comment, which is on October 7th, 2 weeks from now. So, without 
the benefit of hearing matters and issues that the public may bring forward, the planning 
Commission is being asked to just move this along, rubber stamp it if you will, to accommodate 
an arbitrary schedule. And that serves who?  EKN? How is this even legal? The Planning 
Commission and Historic Committee can and should insist that they will not make their 
decision before the 45-day close for public comments.  

  

 

  

  

 





another part of town. 
 
4) The notices given to the public about this overlay are woefully inadequate. The 
proper signage didn’t even get posted at the hotel site until just a few days ago. Many 
citizens in Petaluma are completely unaware that this rezoning is even being 
considered. 
 
5) Our 8 year "2023-2031 Housing Element” plan has already been approved, and no 
housing was proposed for the downtown area. Why is this suddenly being changed? 
There is clearly not enough thought given to the consequences of doing this. 
 
6) The Overlay Project does not take into consideration the possibility of state-
mandated “Density-Bonuses” that the city may be subject to if we approve 6-story 
housing developments in our historic downtown. This could lead to the real possibility of 
9-story buildings being erected in our downtown. 
 
 
Clearly, many of the conclusions reached in this DEIR have no relationship to reality. 
This DEIR needs to be rejected and re-written to conform with reality and current zoning 
laws. 
 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Lance Kuehne 
 
===================== 
Lance Kuehne 
Petaluma, California 
===================== 
 
 





This plan has not been well thought out at all and What about WATER??  We've been 
rationing for years and now the city wants to put up a huge hotel which will require lots of 
water, sewage services  and also drain our electrical  stores during summer months. 
 
If all of the above isn't enough to prevent this outrageous project, there is also pollution - 
noise pollution, air pollution and bumper to bumper traffic causing exhaust pollution. 
 
I strongly oppose the overlay and the hotel unless they comply with current historic 
guidelines.  This is not my first letter about this and as much as you say community 
members are not giving enough input, most of us feel that town committees just don't 
listen.  You ask for input and then say, "yes, but" and do what you want, which has mainly 
giving more money to developers and builders. Input about the EIR was limited to certain 
components so much of local complaints have not been addressed.  I have heard that 
most of the M group members live out of town, so they won't have to endure all the new 
hardships this project would entail.  The M group should be fired and local community 
members should be on all town committees and commissions. 
 
In addition,giving community members 3 min to talk is not enough.  The last meeting I 
attended, people were not allowed to cede their 3 min to another speaker, which is totally 
unfair and violated your own rules. 
 
Thank you, 
Laura Gavre 
Retired Teacher and 27 yr resident of Petaluma 
 



From: Lori Pratt < > 
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 4:16 PM 
To: Orozco, Uriel <uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Cc: -- City Clerk <cityclerk@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: Public Comment  
  
[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important 
at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.--- 
 
Joint Planning Commission and Historic & Cultural Preservation Committee, 
 
 
I disagree with the DEIR. I believe that the overlay will open up Petaluma to buildings in 
the historic downtown at six to nine stories tall and this would forever change our 
beautiful downtown. I disagree that the parking for 58 cars when the demand for parking 
may be as high as 200 cars will be sufficient. 58 parking spaces is not enough. I enjoy 
going downtown on the weekends and on several occasions I have had to circle the 
block several times before finding a parking space. I cannot imagine trying to park 
downtown if the hotel and overlay are approved. I also disagree that no alternative site 
evaluations were necessary. There are several locations that could be considered. 
 
 
Thank you, 
Lorraine Pratt 
Petaluma Resident 
 



From: Maureen Gottschall < > 
Date: September 24, 2024 at 3:57:25 PM PDT 
To: citycouncil@cityofpetaluma.org, cityclerk@cityofpetaluma.org 
Cc: petalumaplanning@cityofpetaluma.org 
Subject: Planning Commission Meeting September 24, 2024: Feedback on General 
Plan Draft 
  
Dear City Council and Planning Department, 
 
I attended the public feedback session on the general plan this past Saturday, where I 
spent two and a half hours trying to understand each project and rezoning proposal. I 
would like to commend the staff for their courtesy and helpful explanations. 
 
My expectation for this session was to receive specific details on the draft general plan, 
including its impacts, pros and cons, state requirements, and triggers based on 
percentages of low-income housing per project. I wanted to understand how we will 
meet our state requirements across all city projects, the parking requirements for each 
proposed project, the infrastructure needed to meet those requirements, and whether 
our current infrastructure can support them. Additionally, I was interested in the impact 
of current projects in the pipeline on existing infrastructure. 
 
However, my experience was quite different. The materials provided showed images 
labeled "current" and "proposed" that appeared identical, necessitating clarification from 
staff. While I appreciated the opportunity to provide input on what I would like to see, it 
seemed this feedback should have been solicited before the draft was created, not 
afterward. I am puzzled as to why the planning commission did not engage the public 
earlier on such significant changes that will affect every Petaluma resident. 
 
I left the session more confused about what is being proposed and felt there was 
insufficient analysis to help me provide meaningful feedback. Consequently, I opted for 
"no change" or the lowest impact changes, such as 2-4 story buildings, without fully 
understanding their implications. 
 
I have serious concerns about the potential high/moderate density planning that lacks 
adequate parking and major public transportation upgrades. Many residents commute 
out of town, and an increase in population will exacerbate this issue. As a current 
commuter to the East Bay, I find there are no viable options that wouldn't double my 
commute time. The SMART train has limited destinations and cannot realistically 
support the proposed growth. Even when my son travels home from San Francisco, we 
have to pick him up from the ferry because the SMART train connections are neither 
easy nor efficient. Any additional moderate/high-density planning should be contingent 
upon multicounty infrastructure upgrades. 
 
The concept of a 15-minute neighborhood is appealing but unrealistic. It overlooks our 
cultural shift towards technology and convenience, such as shopping on Amazon or 
using DoorDash and Instacart. This trend is increasing annually. Petaluma also has an 



aging population that may not be able to walk for 15 minutes, and the density required 
to support neighborhood shops financially loops back to the infrastructure issue. 
 
I oppose the proposed 6-9 story hotel in the historic district for several reasons. Firstly, 
its aesthetic is inconsistent with the rest of the historic district. Such hotels are not seen 
around Sonoma Square or in Healdsburg's historic downtown. I would prefer Petaluma 
to remain consistent with these towns rather than resemble Santa Rosa. Hotels like the 
Eldorado Hotel and Healdsburg Hotel are more in line with Petaluma’s heritage and are 
part of what attracts visitors.The surrounding neighborhoods would be impacted by 
increased traffic and the need for additional parking to support the hotel, even with the 
proposed underground garage. The city has recently reduced parking on D Street by 
over half, which one of the zones would back up against, raising concerns about 
coordinated planning. This could be a planning failure, affecting residents and visitors of 
the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
Given the recent bankruptcy of Vintage Wine Estates and broader concerns about the 
wine industry's future and inflation, investing in a large, high-end hotel with $400-$500 
per night rooms seems risky. Sonoma County's average hotel occupancy rate is 60%, 
with a median room price of $212.61 Sonoma County Quick Facts. This hotel room's 
rate will be substantial over the median room price furthering the risk that it will succeed. 
It appears this hotel is driven more by an outside developer than the needs of Petaluma. 
My fear is that we will be left with a large, empty building in a few years. A smaller 
boutique hotel, as mentioned earlier, would be a better alternative.  
 
My overall recommendation is that this draft is premature and should be returned to the 
planning commission for further vetting and public feedback. We need to preserve the 
integrity of our historic downtown and learn from existing examples like Old Elm Village 
and its parking impacts. The plan should be realistic with low/moderate density projects 
that account for future infrastructure support, including roads, bridges, and public 
transportation, over the next twenty years and not plan for a future that will not exist in 
that timeframe.   
 
Best, 
Maureen Gottschall 
 
 



From: Morgan Bellinger < >  
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 12:24 PM 
To: Petaluma Planning <petalumaplanning@cityofpetaluma.org>; Orozco, Uriel 
<uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org>; Greg Powell <gpowell@cityofpetaluma.org>; Isabel 
Castellano <icastellano@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: Draft EIR Public Comment 
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
Please include the following comment for tonight's meeting. 
 
I generally support the overlay and the hotel project, but I think any parking requirements 
the city might put on the hotel developers and within the proposed overlay zone are unfair 
as long as there's free public street parking in the area. 
 
It's absurd to think that hotel guests arriving on Saturday after 4pm wouldn't just park on 
the street near the hotel, within 2 hour zones that aren't enforced on Sundays. If they just 
parked on the street, they wouldn't have to deal with the valet or wait to pick up their car. 
 
So how does that fact fit into an EIR? I'm not sure, but I think a good starting point would 
be to recognize that resident parking permits and meters are inevitable in Petaluma, that 
those systems are expensive, and to maybe require developers to pay a fee towards the 
implementation of a permit/meter system in lieu of required off street spaces. The only 
alternative is to keep increasing the required parking space count for development, when 
those spaces may well go unused given the other spaces available. 
 
The other massive real-world oversight captured in this document is that bicycles 
regularly get stolen from street bicycle parking all over the Bay Area, and that the result 
is an environmental impact from folks choosing to drive instead of risk bike theft. Can we 
please require developers to partner with BikeLink to have lockers installed to mitigate 
this impact? Or at least publicly-accessible secure bike rooms? Lockers take up more 
space than simple metal racks but several can fit in a single street parking space. 
 
Thanks. 
 
Morgan Bellinger 
 

  
 

 
 



From: Nathan Spindel < > 
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 3:13 PM 
To: Orozco, Uriel <uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org>;  
< >;  < >; 

 < >; Blake Hooper 
< >;  < >; 

 < >; Janice Cader-
Thompson <jcaderthompson@cityofpetaluma.org>;  
< >;  < >; 

 < >;  
< >;  < > 
Subject: Public Comment on Agenda Item 1  
  
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
Dear Planning Commission and Historic & Cultural Preservation Committee, 

 
My young family has lived and worked in West Petaluma for five years. We plan to stay here for 
decades. Every day I go downtown to work, shop, eat, and stroll. I love walking in our historic 
neighborhoods and downtown; it is one of the primary reasons we moved to Petaluma. 
 
I believe our downtown should be upzoned for higher density commercial and residential uses. 
We need more housing, downtown activity, and activated street space. Such density has many 
benefits from livability to affordability and climate adaptability. More downtown activity and 
housing has a significant economic benefit to our city; increased revenues and more affordable 
housing will go hand in hand to improve all Petalumans’ quality of life. Decreased downtown 
activity and more expensive housing? Not so much. 
 

With the above in mind, I support the Downtown Overlay proposal. Six stories is a fine height for 
buildings in our downtown (there’s already a number of buildings around that height). A few new 
five/six story buildings is SO much preferred over the status quo of vacant and under-built lots 
— our town deserves better than that. I am embarrassed to walk visitors by Walnut Park among 
the many sad, ugly, fenced off empty lots. I fear that if we don’t allow and incentivize more 
intense building that our town will weaken in the coming decades as more people move out; 
largely due to unaffordable housing, boarded up buildings, uncomfortably empty streets, and 
blighted lots. That’s the opposite of what I want for Petaluma. I want to see more housing, more 
activated streets, and more small businesses with more beautiful views of our river and hills! 
 
Successful places grow. Growth either happens up or out. If growth doesn’t happen, successful 
places get expensive. If you want affordability, you need to increase building. All new building — 

commercial, high end residential, anything - helps increase supply and takes pressure off the 
market. Building up is the only logical choice given our city’s climate stance and policies. 
Building up makes sense in the commercial core. 
 
Regarding historic aesthetic and/or preservation concerns that I’ve heard many community 
members raise: the Overlay could be further designed to consider historic/aesthetic context. Our 
City Attorney indicated that this could be done at the public meeting on July 12 2023. There is 
precedent for such objective design policy in many other cities (Napa, Healdsburg, Santa 
Barbara, Pasadena, San Diego, Boston, New Orleans); I encourage our committees and staff to 
explore if there is a way to include this in the Overlay, a followup ordinance to the Overlay, or the 
General Plan Update. That would allow for increased density while alleviating historic/aesthetic 
concerns. We need a path forward for a strong and vibrant future for Petaluma. 
 

Thank you, 
Nathan Spindel 





From: sherry sandberg < >  
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 3:02 PM 
To: Orozco, Uriel <uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Cc: -- City Council <citycouncil@cityofpetaluma.org>; Greg Powell 
<gpowell@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: PUBLIC COMMENT on Draft EIR 
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
Dear City Representatives,  
 
I reviewed the Draft EIR and still oppose approval of the EKN Hotel and the Overlay/Spot 
Zone changes to our downtown. There is not sufficient detail to demonstrate that the 
environmental impacts can be reduced to a less than significant levels. The report merely 
states that all CEQA impacts can be reduced but not how it could or would be done.  
 
I would like our city representatives to respect the existing zoning regulations for 
downtown development.  
I understand that property owners may prefer to sell their land to developers that do not 
wish to  abide by zoning requirements.  If our representatives believe that downtown is 
blighted in certain areas, perhaps they should consider implementing a vacancy tax for 
those properties.  
 
So my vote is NO on proceeding with this Draft EIR. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sherry Sandberg 
Petaluma property owner 
 
 



From: s. herman < > 
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 9:37 AM 
To: Orozco, Uriel <uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: Comments  
  
[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.--- 
 
No to EKN and overlay! 
 
Please don’t ruin what makes Petaluma so appealing to most if not all of we residents, 
homeowners, and tourists, thank you. 
 
Susan & Ted Herman 
94952-4748 
 



From: Suzanne Biaggi < >  
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 4:09 PM 
To: -- City Clerk <CityClerk@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Cc: ; ; ; 

; ; ; 
; Janice Cader-Thompson <jcaderthompson@cityofpetaluma.org>; 

; ; ; 
 

Subject: FW: Public Comment on the DEIR for Downtown Housing and Economic Opportunity 
Overlay Project 
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR 
EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
Dear Commission Members, 
I am writing to go on the record in opposition to the approval of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the EKN hotel and accompanying overlay for the following reasons: 

1. This DEIR states that the hotel conforms to a zoning law that doesn’t even exist. The 
overlay has not been approved  

2. The impact of the additional parking has not been addressed adequately  
3. It seems unbelievable that the reason no other sites were considered ( I have written 

numerous times suggesting other sites that are much more appropriate and designs that 
are four stories that would fit into this site). because “There are no significant and 
unavoidable impacts associated with the proposed project”  I have not spoken to one 
person that feels the design and height are appropriate for the selected location 

4. The Overlay Project does not take into consideration the possibility of state-mandated 
“Density-Bonuses” that the city may be subject to if we approve 6-story housing 
developments in our historic downtown. This could lead to the real possibility of 9-story 
buildings being erected in our downtown. 

I have read the rebuttal to this by our planning department –  I will not reiterate it here, but suffice 
it to say if that reasoning were true the proposal for this hotel would not have gotten so far. 
 
My understanding is that is not a FULL EIR report.  I request that before any further action is taken 
that we do a full and proper EIR report that will addresses, air quality, traffic circulation etc. issues 
that have only be partially or not addressed at all in this report. 
 
Suzanne biaggi, 

. 
Petaluma, Ca 94952 
 

 
               Landscape  Design  +   Sculpture 
 
           SUZANNE  BIAGGI 
           susanna@sbiaggi.com 
               707.483.5314 





From: Taryn Obaid < > 
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 8:21 PM 
To: Orozco, Uriel <uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Cc: -- City Council <citycouncil@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: public comment for Overlay EIR  
  
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
Petaluma can and must do more than the bare minimum on this EIR. The wellbeing, 
safety, and health of Petalumans must be City's first concern. That is the #1 role of our 
city government. 
 
Using the excuse that law does not require assessing parking or traffic, 
pollution/emissions, or economic impacts doe not preclude us from doing so. 
 
Excuses by consultants for not doing a thorough, full, and excellent job with the EIR 
because it's not required is not acceptable.  
 
Our elected leaders must insist on full, thorough EIR to protect Petalumans and our quality 
of life. Especially for seniors and families (not everyone can ride a bike!). 
 
Taryn Obaid 
 





From: Veronica Olsen < > 
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 4:19 PM 
To: Orozco, Uriel <uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org>; -- City Clerk 
<cityclerk@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: EKN Draft EIR: Negative Impacts on Historic Downtown/Unintended 
Consequences  
  
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
Dear Planning Commissioners and Historic Preservation Committee,  
 
 
Firstly, it is important to note that the EKN Appellation Hotel proposal and the "Housing 
& Economic Overlay" are two separate proposals that have been combined to facilitate 
the construction of a hotel. While this approach may seem practical from a developer's 
standpoint, it lacks significant benefits for Petaluma. Moreover, the potential adverse 
effects of the oversized, poorly designed hotel and the proposed six-story 
building heights on our historic downtown have not been thoroughly evaluated. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) inadequacies: 
  
I concur with Lydia Asselein's analysis and also support JF Hancock's concerns 
regarding shadowing and the destruction of significant viewsheds. It is evident that the 
EIR consultant did not conduct a comprehensive analysis, and the DEIR project scope 
does not include the previous written and spoken public comments and concerns from 
previous meetings, including the DEIR scoping meeting. Furthermore, I share David 
Keller's concerns about the lack of notice and communication regarding the significant 
increase in heights for all the parcels. I also stand behind Lance Kuehne's comments 1-
6. Additionally, it is concerning that the adjoining historic neighborhood, Oak Hill, and its 
potential impacts on historic resources have not been addressed.  
 
Thank you for your attention. 
 
 
Best, 
 
 
Veronica Olsen 
 











(17) Emergency evacuation, enough room for everyone? Petaluma has always been a 
haven during disasters, how will this impact our role when Windsor burns again? I’m 
sure the hotel management will lower rates and welcome our neighbors in need. 
(18) We had one boondoggle with the Hampton Courts and their lovely view of Lakeville 
street and/or the propane depot, we’re thinking we’ll have another if this hotel gets built. 
(19) Also, the fabled Caulfield connector, allegedly to help in a few decades from now 
won’t help us who are aging in place. 
 
We were hoping to limit this to 10 or 12 items and look what we did.  As you can guess, 
we are strongly opposed to the concept of the Overlay and hope you see right by us 
and kill this effort before it ruins more political futures of bright and newbie city council 
members. 
 Thank you, 
John Sergneri/Athena Sargent 

 
Petaluma CA 94952 

 
 



From: Heather Kratt < > 
Sent: Saturday, September 28, 2024 3:09 PM 
To: Orozco, Uriel <uorozco@cityofpetaluma.org>; Darren R 
< >;  < >; 

 < >;  
< >; Heidi Bauer < >; 

 < >; -- City Council 
<citycouncil@cityofpetaluma.org>; -- City Clerk <cityclerk@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: Public Comment: EKN Hotel Developer - Loan Default and Foreclosure  
  
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM 
OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---  
City Council and Planning Commission:  
 
I assume most of you are aware of the recent San Francisco Chronicle article about EKN 
Development's default on their $110M loan, the foreclosure and impending auction of their 
property, and the blighted lot that sits in worse shape than before they promised a great 
hotel to that community.  This is, of course, the same developer that wants to violate our 
zoning laws with their oversized misplaced hotel in our historic downtown.  A link to the 
article is below: 
 
https://www.sfgate.com/renotahoe/article/filing-historic-tahoe-casino-foreclosure-
auctioned-19789717.php 
 
What is especially disturbing about this news is that some of you have continued to insist 
that this hotel is the miracle cure for our alleged economic woes.  Brian Barnacle, for 
example, has been campaigning on the premise that our city will go broke if this hotel is 
not approved.  The "put all of our eggs in one basket" approach is incredibly shortsighted 
and insulting to the many small businesses that have a much greater impact on our 
economy but are not treated equally by the city and M-Group.  While trying to push this 
hotel through, you have collectively ignored the many storefronts that sit vacant and small 
business and property owners who are waiting years for simple permits because the M-
Group considers them to be such a low priority.   
 
The application the city recently released for cannabis dispensaries is an overbearing list 
of requirements and financial review that stops just short of demanding a blood sample 
from the applicant.  But nobody ever thought to verify that this developer had the funds to 
complete the hotel?  This is yet another example of where rich developers (or those who 
claim to be) and large corporations are given a free pass in Petaluma, and small 
businesses are unnecessarily put through the ringer.  If you are as concerned about the 
economy as you claim, then this injustice needs to be addressed. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Heather Kratt 
Petaluma, CA 
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