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Re: Oyster Cove

Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>
Wed 4/19/2023 4:55 PM

To: Amir Navabpour <amirnavabpour@gmail.com>
Hi Amir,

Thank you for your email comment. Your comment will be included in the project record, which is
publicly available, and will be shared with review authori�es including the Planning Commission and City
Council when the project is presented for a public hearing before each of these review authori�es. The
project is tenta�vely scheduled for Planning Commission review at a public hearing on May 9, 2023.
Addi�onally, your comment will be shared with the project applicant.

While your comment is recorded in the project's public record and shared with review authori�es, you
can also email Planning Commission members and City Council members. Email addresses for these
members are available on the City's website at h�ps://cityofpetaluma.org/ccbs/ (select the Planning
Commission tab) and at h�ps://cityofpetaluma.org/city-council/, respec�vely.

Does this response answer your ques�on?

Best,

Andrew

Andrew Trippel
Planning Manager
City of Petaluma | Community Development
atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org

Curious about what is happening with
the Petaluma Fair and
Fairgrounds? Click to learn more.

From: Amir Navabpour <amirnavabpour@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 11:52 AM
To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>
Subject: Oyster Cove

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.---
Hi Andrew

Hope all is well.  I am a resident of petaluma, and concerned with what I read about the Oyster Cove
development. This type of high density housing deteriorates quality of life for residents, and is the

ATTACHMENT 15

https://cityofpetaluma.org/ccbs/
https://cityofpetaluma.org/city-council/
https://cityofpetaluma.org/
https://cityofpetaluma.org/climate-action/
https://www.facebook.com/cityofpetaluma/
https://www.instagram.com/thecityofpetaluma/
https://cityofpetaluma.org/fairgroundsupdate
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reason why we left Santa Clara County, where we saw significant increases in traffic, crime, congestion
and stress on schools due to over building.  Would you be able to please point me to where/who
residents like me can share their concerns with for future developments that are being considered?

Best,
Amir
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Re: OYSTER COVE PUBLIC COMMENT

Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>
Wed 4/19/2023 5:01 PM

To: deanstirrat@gmail.com <deanstirrat@gmail.com>
Hi Dean,

Thank you for your email comment. Your comment will be included in the project record, which is
publicly available, and will be shared with review authori�es, including the Planning Commission and
City Council, when the project is presented for a public hearing before each of these review authori�es.
The project is tenta�vely scheduled for Planning Commission review at a public hearing on May 9, 2023.
Addi�onally, your comment will be shared with the project applicant.

While your comment is recorded in the project's public record and shared with review authori�es, you
can also email Planning Commission members and City Council members. Email addresses for these
members are available on the City's website at h�ps://cityofpetaluma.org/ccbs/ (select the Planning
Commission tab) and at h�ps://cityofpetaluma.org/city-council/, respec�vely.

Best,

Andrew

From: Dean S�rrat <deans�rrat@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 10:41 AM
To: Petaluma Planning <petalumaplanning@cityofpetaluma.org>
Subject: OYSTER COVE PUBLIC COMMENT
 
---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.---

As a 24 year old who grew up in Petaluma and have been priced out of the community I appreciate this
kind of dense development. I wish there was less parking and more units but this is about as good as it
gets for such a conservative community as Petaluma. I hope the homeowners don’t use outdated
entitled logic to try and block this by saying it will cause traffic. Please let this be build as soon as
possible. And please allow taller buildings to be built in the areas surrounding the transit plaza,
downtown, the fairgrounds and the smart train stations. Hopefully by the time I have kids I can afford to
move back to a more walkable, bikeable, livable Petaluma.

Very Respectfully,
Dean Stirrat

https://cityofpetaluma.org/ccbs/
https://cityofpetaluma.org/city-council/
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RE: New submission from Feedback

Flynn, Peggy <PFlynn@cityofpetaluma.org>
Mon 7/11/2022 1:50 PM

To: Sands, Nancy <NSands@cityofpetaluma.org>;-- City Clerk <CityClerk@cityofpetaluma.org>;Trippel,
Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>;Baptiste, Erica <ebaptiste@cityofpetaluma.org>
Cc: My Petaluma <mypetaluma@cityofpetaluma.org>
Thanks Nancy—not on the agenda tonight, so am looping in project staff.
 

Peggy Flynn
City Manager
City of Petaluma | City Manager's Office
office. (707) 778-4345 |
PFlynn@cityofpetaluma.org
11 English St, Petaluma, 94952

      

  

Petaluma is in a drought. There are
many programs and incentives to help
you conserve water! Learn more
HERE.

From: Sands, Nancy <NSands@cityofpetaluma.org>
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2022 1:46 PM
To: -- City Clerk <CityClerk@cityofpetaluma.org>
Cc: My Petaluma <mypetaluma@cityofpetaluma.org>
Subject: Fw: New submission from Feedback
 
 

 

Nancy Sands
Management Analyst II
City of Petaluma | Economic Development
& Open Government
office. 707-778-4484 |
NSands@cityofpetaluma.org

      

  

Petaluma is in a drought. There are
many programs and incentives to help

tel:(707) 778-4345
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you conserve water! Learn more
HERE.

From: no�fy@proudcity.com <no�fy@proudcity.com>
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2022 1:44 PM
To: My Petaluma <mypetaluma@cityofpetaluma.org>
Subject: New submission from Feedback
 
---Warning: Use cau�on before clicking any a�achments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---

Name

 Laura Pearsall

Email

 lpearsall@gmail.com

Message

 

City Council members,
I am very distressed to read about the Oyster Cove development proposal.
It is a poor site for a large housing development:
- It’s too close to the river and wildlife habitat
- It would spoil the atmosphere of the park
- Over 250 parking spaces? E D Street is challenged enough with traffic, add in that many more cars and a new traffic
light and it will be much worse. It would impede the fire department getting to the east side.
- 2.5 or 3 baths per unit in this drought?!

 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcityofpetaluma.org%2Fwater-conservation%2F&data=05%7C01%7Catrippel%40cityofpetaluma.org%7C7e71372a02fb42b7b85808da637eea77%7C3251706cb8d941349f26dd04acbb79d0%7C0%7C0%7C637931694058800498%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=q3efoHhwDQCieYdboQOS7VeoOCG1tfCiS2KCLfFS5t8%3D&reserved=0
mailto:notify@proudcity.com
mailto:notify@proudcity.com
mailto:mypetaluma@cityofpetaluma.org
mailto:lpearsall@gmail.com
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FW: Oyster Cove

Harrison, Daniel <dharrison@cityofpetaluma.org>
Mon 7/11/2022 1:00 PM

To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>
Cc: Hines, Heather <hhines@cityofpetaluma.org>;PetalumaPlanning
<PetalumaPlanningDistro@cityofpetaluma.org>
Forwarding Oyster Cove public comment.
 
Thanks,
 

Daniel Harrison
Associate Planner
City of Petaluma | Planning
dharrison@cityofpetaluma.org

      

  

Petaluma is in a drought. There are
many programs and incentives to help
you conserve water! Learn more
HERE.

From: Gary McKinnon <garymck12@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 11, 2022 12:53 PM
To: PetalumaPlanning <PetalumaPlanning@cityofpetaluma.org>
Subject: Oyster Cove
 
---Warning: Use cau�on before clicking any a�achments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL SYSTEM.---
As a resident who lives just a few blocks away from the proposed Oyster Cove project I am truly disappointed that
the city would even consider such a problema�c development.

My objec�ons are these: 1. Traffic and parking.  Adding 121 new units means about 240 occupants and cars to
park with ingress and egress in one of the most congested, confusing, and dangerous intersec�ons in town. 
Simply adding a traffic light on Copeland would be an inconsequen�al effort considering the condi�ons that
already exist on D Street including the daily backups on Washington Boulevard and Lakeville.  Add a drawbridge
and bus and train sta�ons and you've got a tangle.

I am amazed at how this issue has been rushed to get approval for the project.  Judging from what I see in
Petaluma the ci�zenry generally choose to drive rather than use public transit of any sort, bus, train, whatever.  All
the wishful thinking in the world won't get them out of their jumbo vehicles carrying only one individual at a
�me.  Lest I seem hypocri�cal I don't own a car out of choice, strange as it may seem.

And what happened to the proposed developments on the other side of D Street.  I was under the impression
that was to be well along by now.  The community had �me to adjust to this idea of mixed use and convenience. 
One would not even have to cross D Street to get to the train pla�orm or the bus sta�on, it's nice flat land and
near the river.  Those people could then  use the park which should occupy the land where some want Oyster
Cove! to be, which begs the ques�on why hasn't the city acquired that land?  LA has Griffith Park, NYC, Central
Park, Petaluma deserves the equivalent.
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https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2Fcityofpetaluma%2F&data=05%7C01%7Catrippel%40cityofpetaluma.org%7Ce9fdf5fe8c624f9e572b08da6377f059%7C3251706cb8d941349f26dd04acbb79d0%7C0%7C0%7C637931664046836797%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=tuumKzqkUV872ls%2B%2FIsH%2BffivgTmDuDW35Jpp45pbLM%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.instagram.com%2Fthecityofpetaluma%2F&data=05%7C01%7Catrippel%40cityofpetaluma.org%7Ce9fdf5fe8c624f9e572b08da6377f059%7C3251706cb8d941349f26dd04acbb79d0%7C0%7C0%7C637931664046836797%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=A3119N8CeSBp06u3bV8ZnkU96MdGJ6TOcKb0%2FwcH92o%3D&reserved=0
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2.  Environmental concerns.   For all the jawboning about climate and habitat considera�ons when it comes to
real efforts to mi�gate the toll humans take on nature this is another example of the priority for profits, either for
individuals or for the city in the case of an increased tax base.  We are already seeing impending flooding
mi�ga�on necessary in the Bay Area.  What happens in a decade or two when OC! and everything on it is flooded
or behind expensive levies.  Even I know that global warming is happening even faster than experts expected.  The
developer will no longer be in the picture and the city would be le� to literally mop up the situa�on.  And won't
that look nice from the D Street Bridge?  This is an obvious example of the lack of real commitment despite the
rhetoric.  What about the loss of wildlife habitat?

There need to be significant changes to the way traffic is handled in Petaluma.  The inland traffic from D Street
needs to be rerouted further south on the western edge of town as a "truck or express route"  where there are
fewer intersec�ng elements and wider streets.

3.  Given that we've only seen  only a rendering published in the newspaper, the architecture appears not to be up
to the  standards Petaluma deserves.  The renderings are of structures (Oyster Cove!) which could be anywhere. 
Every square inch is accounted for and valued.  This can leave a bad taste of monotony to residents and visitors. 
Unfortunately the public may get used to second or third rate architecture and won't expect more.  

When business people want to do business in a place like Petaluma they see the poten�al that many of us have
seen.  Some of us don't have the need to exploit every square inch of the town.  This is a valuable place and we
should make the most of that so that it doesn't, like some communi�es I know well, have gone south a�er too
much corporate influence (commercializa�on) erases the very quali�es that make the place unique and desirable.

For those business people who welcome an increase of popula�on and customer base, more people also means
more compe��on.  That could be good for customers but not necessarily for businesses.  For the city and its
managers it means more infrastructure and more maintenance which means more taxes.  A bigger tax base
means a bigger government bureaucracy, more ci�zens requires more city employees.

My comments come from the concern that if this project is approved that the city will long regret having given it
the go ahead.  It's not a 0 sum game.  We can have development, like the previously touted project on the north
side of D Street, but it has to be done with thought for the future.  Petaluma is a special place, corny as it sounds,
let's keep it that way.  Maybe Oyster Cove! should be changed to Pearl Dock and open to the public.

Gerald McKinnon

--
h�ps://garymckinnon.tv
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7. Study Session Oyster Cove

Janice Cader-Thompson <janicecader@gmail.com>
Mon 6/27/2022 4:15 PM

To: PetalumaPlanning <PetalumaPlanningDistro@cityofpetaluma.org>;Benedetti-Petnic, Gina
<GPETNIC@cityofpetaluma.org>;McDonnell, Kevin <kmcdonnell@cityofpetaluma.org>;Ellis, Evelyn
<eellis@cityofpetaluma.org>;-- City Clerk <CityClerk@cityofpetaluma.org>;Trippel, Andrew
<atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>
Cc: Blake Hooper <bmhooper1@gmail.com>;Heidi Rhymes/Bauer
<heidibauer2000@gmail.com>;sandi.lee.potter@gmail.com
<sandi.lee.potter@gmail.com>;darrenracusen@gmail.com
<darrenracusen@gmail.com>;rogermcerlane@mac.com <rogermcerlane@mac.com>;arider@archamy.com
<arider@archamy.com>;rwhisman@yahoo.com <rwhisman@yahoo.com>

1 attachments (15 KB)
Oyster Cove Project .docx;

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.---



Janice Cader Thompson 
732 Carlsbad Court  
Petaluma, CA 94954 

707 774-5912 
 

 
 

June 27, 2022 
 
 

Sandi Potter, Chair of the Petaluma Planning Commission and Commissioners  
 
Re: Agenda Item: 7. Study Session (Oyster Cove) 
  
 
Dear Chair Potter and Planning Commissioners,  
 
After reviewing the Oyster Cove documents there is a lot I like about the proposed 
project. I would like to point to Attachment B- Project Description; Principle 12: Ensure 
infrastructure is strengthened and maintained. Attachment C- Project Plan Set 06-16-
022. These documents are asking you to support a gerrymandered site plan by 
excluding parcels APN 007-153-001 and APN 007-153-002, both are needed to make 
safety improvements on East D Street from the D Street Bridge to Lakeville Street, and 
on the development site.  
 
Attachment B-Project Description; Principle 12: does not take into consideration 
necessary road improvements on East D Street from the D Street Bridge to Lakeville 
Street. This area is narrow and dangerous today. The addition of 132 residential condo 
units adds additional car, foot and bike traffic onto an already dangerous roadway. What 
documentation can staff provide between the city, SMART and PG&E, and their 
response? Staff indicated they’ve been in contact with PG&E. Has the city considered 
shared costs for undergrounding the PG&E lines knowing other projects are being 
proposed that affect this important transportation corridor.  
 
The PG&E lines on the southside of East “D” street need to be undergrounded in order 
to make this dangerous regional corridor safer to accommodate today's traffic that 
include large trucks, cars, bicyclists, pedestrians and SMART. Work with SMART to 
widen the rail crossing at the intersection at Lakeville Street.  As a former council 
member, I understand the process and I understand when projects are gerrymandered 
or separated; those safety improvements won’t happen for decades, if ever. As a 
member of the General Plan committee and as a citizen I’ve raised my concern with the 
PG&E lines, SMART crossing, and safety for all modes of transportation on the “D” 
street corridor between the “D” Street bridge and Lakeville Street.  
 
I urge you to add these two parcels as part of the project. Michael J Lind Trust Barbara 
Lind Trust APN 007-153-001: Menary David lll Trust ET AL. APN 007-153-002; along 



with road improvements on East “D” street and undergrounding the PG&E lines on the 
southside of east “D” street.  
 
If you have questions, please feel free to contact me for clarification.  
 
Sincerely,  
Janice Cader Thompson  
 
 

C.c  Andrew Trippel, Planning Manager 
       Gina Benedetti-Petnic 
       Christine Paul  
       GPAC 
 
  
 

 

  
 
 



 
 

WWW.PETALUMARIVERPARK.ORG    INFO@PETALUMARIVERPARK.ORG    245 KENTUCKY ST, SUITE A, PETALUMA CA 94952 

 

July 28, 2022 
 
Dear Chair Potter and Planning Commissioners, 

I am writing to provide input from the Petaluma River Park Foundation on the proposed Oyster Cove 
development, situated at the gateway to Petaluma River Park. Petaluma River Park is a public park in the heart 
of Petaluma and is adjacent to the proposed Oyster Cove development, with the Park’s main access currently via 
the City’s Steamer Landing Park parking lot. With the help of community donors, the Petaluma River Park 
Foundation acquired the centrally-located, 24-acre riverfront parcel located on the McNear peninsula to 
preserve the land as a public park — offering the public access to open space for the intersection of people, art, 
and nature.  

Petaluma River Park supports the creation of more climate-smart housing in Petaluma and in particular "dense" 
housing developments centrally located near public transportation and essential amenities. This type of housing 
must be paired with easy access to ample public parks, trails, and open spaces to ensure that the high quality of 
California's unmatched "outdoor life" is preserved for these new residents and all Petalumans. Petaluma River 
Park and the City of Petaluma's planned River Trail, that will connect to the Petaluma River Park, are critical 
components of ensuring and protecting such public outdoor places. The Oyster Cove development will be the 
entry point for most Petaluma River Park and future River Trail users.  

The Petaluma River Park is a critical resource for residents of Petaluma and beyond, and particularly 
an important and yet unfunded asset for the Oyster Cove developers whose tenants will reap lifetime 
benefits from their proximity to the Park. We respectfully request that Oyster Cove and other nearby 
developments be required to consider access to and visibility of the park in their plans. We also 
strongly urge the City to consider a special amenity fee dedicated to Petaluma River Park be imposed 
on these developments in recognition of the lifelong benefits of their proximity to the park. 

I know you are aware, and we hope the proponents of Oyster Cove are aware, of the extensive planning already 
devoted to Petaluma River Park. In addition, the City of Petaluma and The Petaluma River Park Foundation 
are in discussions with the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District, which has 
provided extensive funding for the Petaluma River Park and the Steamer Landing Park. The District is vitally 
concerned about design, public access, and the varied uses of both Parks. We urge the proponents of the Oyster 
Cove Development to engage with all these parties, as well as the many interest groups who are participating in 
the Petaluma River Park planning process, about their plans. 

Oyster Cove will be the new front door to the Petaluma River Park and the City’s future River Trail. 
We believe the public access gateway to the Petaluma River Park needs to be prioritized, if not emphasized, 
rather than overlooked. It is critical that this development process be as welcoming and open to public 
participation as possible. Petaluma River Park Foundation stands ready to work with the developer and the City 
to ensure that future iterations of the Oyster Cove project reflect these vital community and park goals. 

Thank you inviting Petaluma River Park’s input on this important project. 

Seair Lorentz, Executive Director, and the Petaluma River Park Foundation Board of Directors 



 
 
From: Elizabeth Howland <eah@sonic.net>  
Sent: Sunday, June 26, 2022 5:36 PM 
To: Ellis, Evelyn <eellis@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: Oyster Cover Project 
 
Hello,  
 
I am writing to express my support for the Oyster Cove project.  I had the opportunity to meet with the 
principals of UDA and  appreciate their focus on the River as an asset in our community and their 
commitment to a development that is mixed use and includes access along the River.   In early plans 
they carved out a small but meaningful public parking area to facilitate access to  the City Park at 
Steamer Landing. I am hopeful that details remains within their plan going forward.  
 
i appreciate and share community concerns about expanded development downtown, but I believe that 
our need for housing outweighs those concerns and that this project strongly meets many of our goals 
for high density, smaller square footage projects. 
 
I also strongly feel that this type of project can be a tradeoff for protecting other areas like an Upper 
Petaluma River Parkway, allowing us to protect and enjoy a wild area within walking distance of many of 
our residents. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Elizabeth Howland 
 
 
521 Walnut Street 
707-364-4567 
eah@sonic.net 
 
 

mailto:eah@sonic.net


 
 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: McDonnell, Kevin <kmcdonnell@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 24, 2022 at 12:51 PM 
Subject: Re: Proposed Oyster Cove development 
To: Sue Bates-Pintar <sweetums.sbp@gmail.com> 
 

Thanks for your input.  I hear what you're saying. 
 
The Planning Commission is hearing this as a "Study Session" on Tuesday June 27. 
https://petaluma.granicus.com/GeneratedAgendaViewer.php?view_id=31&event_id=45773 
 
Study Session usually means that there is lot of room for improvement on a project and public 
input is hopefully well received by the developer.  It is not a yes or no approval meeting so the 
developer can go back and make changes before asking for an approval. 
 
The best action is to send this email to the Planning Commission staff as "Public Comment." 
"Ellis, Evelyn" <eellis@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Also helpful is speaking at that meeting. 
 
Thanks for writing 
 
Kevin McDonnell 

 
From: Sue Bates-Pintar <sweetums.sbp@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2022 11:55 AM 
To: -- City Council <--CityCouncil@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: Proposed Oyster Cove development 
 
Council Members, 
 
I realize you are not yet asking for feedback from residents, however I'd appreciate keeping my feedback 
in the file that will be considered in any decisions, please. 
 
I am strongly opposed to the proposed the plan for 132 units right on the Petaluma River. I'm also 
opposed to the boxy, modern architecture shown in the artists conception in the Argus-Courier of May 
27th, 2022. As depicted, it is too many units and not at all compatible with the local, Petaluma home- 
grown river appeal. 
 
If this project gets considered at all, please insist on fewer units and less 'slick- Miami overbuilt 'style be 
required. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these requests. 
 

mailto:kmcdonnell@cityofpetaluma.org
mailto:sweetums.sbp@gmail.com
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fpetaluma.granicus.com%2FGeneratedAgendaViewer.php%3Fview_id%3D31%26event_id%3D45773&data=05%7C01%7Ceellis%40cityofpetaluma.org%7Cd219626d6f4c4c45db3708da56441b3b%7C3251706cb8d941349f26dd04acbb79d0%7C0%7C0%7C637917147780956259%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=NDWzsMIW%2Fb4hNUER4Auqhyzlz%2Foh%2FRvroUrAWpiZCuQ%3D&reserved=0
mailto:eellis@cityofpetaluma.org
mailto:sweetums.sbp@gmail.com
mailto:CityCouncil@cityofpetaluma.org


Sue Bates-Pintar 
Petaluma 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Support for Oyster Cove

Kate Murray <kmurray@northbayleadership.org>
Tue 5/31/2022 10:27 AM
To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.---
Hello Andrew,
 
I’m emailing on behalf of North Bay Leadership Council to share our support for the Oyster Cove project. Please
read our a�ached le�er outlining why we believe in this project. Thank you for your �me and considera�on.
 
-Kate Murray
 
Kate Murray
North Bay Leadership Council 
775 Baywood Dr., Suite 101 
Petaluma, CA 94954 
707.283.0028 
707.763.3028 Fax 
kmurray@northbayleadership.org 
www.northbayleadership.org 
"Employers commi�ed to making the North Bay sustainable, prosperous, and innova�ve."
 

mailto:kmurray@northbayleadership.org
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.northbayleadership.org%2F&data=05%7C01%7Catrippel%40cityofpetaluma.org%7C4cf3affd79f246fbb46108da432ab652%7C3251706cb8d941349f26dd04acbb79d0%7C0%7C0%7C637896148515387384%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=8GsLYWLW7fqBMZxXgLuDI9z0Hjg%2BvEsuBe5wMWQLt5o%3D&reserved=0


 

 

    

May 31, 2022 
 

Andrew Trippel 
Planning Manager 
Sent via email  
 
RE: Support for Oyster Cove 
  
Dear Mr. Trippel: 
 
North Bay Leadership Council (NBLC) is an employer-led public policy advocacy organization 
committed to providing leadership in ways to make the North Bay sustainable, prosperous 
and innovative. As business and civic leaders, our goal is to ensure economic health by 
building more housing, promoting better education, and creating jobs to make our region a 
better place to live and work. Collectively, our members have over 25,000 employees. 
 
Our commitment to new housing is unwavering. This project would create a proposed 132 
new units in Petaluma. Unit types would include 11 multi-story live/work, units of 

approximately 2,100 Square Feet fronting D Street and 121 multi-story attached, 2–3-

bedroom, residential units ranging in size from approximately 1,345 – 1,995 Square Feet 
with up to 12 featuring ground-floor Accessory Dwelling Units. The project will comply with 
the City’s inclusionary housing requirement by reserving 15% of units for Low- and 
Moderate-Income households.  
 
NBLC believes Petaluma needs this project. We are in a housing crisis like no other and 
Petaluma is a place with great need for more housing. If this project is passed, it will not only 
create new housing but also help improve the community by providing better walk ways, 
more shops and restaurants, and more infrastructure.  
 
NBLC urges you to support to Oyster Cove project. We are desperate for more housing 
solutions just like this one. Please don’t set us back even further with our housing shortage 
and pass this project.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 

 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Cynthia Murray 
President & CEO  

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
 
Chair 
PATTY GARBARINO 
President 
Marin Sanitary Service 
 
Vice Chair 
ALON ADANI 
Owner 
Cornerstone Properties 
 
Secretary/Treasurer 
MICHELLE AUSBURN 
Partner 
BPM LLP 
 
Executive Committee 
BARRY FRIEDMAN 
President & CEO 
Friedman’s Home Improvement 
 
Executive Committee 
PAT KENDALL 
Medical Group Administrator 
Kaiser Permanente  
 
Executive Committee 
JORDAN LAVINSKY 
Partner 
Hanson Bridgett LLP 
 
Executive Committee 
KATHRYN LOWELL 
Vice President, Government Affairs & Advocacy 
BioMarin 
 
Executive Committee 
STEVE PAGE 
Chairman Emeritus 
North Bay Leadership Council 
 
Executive Committee 
CRAIG NELSON 
Chairman 
Nelson Family of Companies 
 
Executive Committee 
MARK WOOD 
Chairman Emeritus 
North Bay Leadership Council 
 
KARLEEN ARNINK-PATE 
Chief Revenue Officer 
Sonoma Media Investments 
 
JOHN COSTA 
Government Relations Manager 
Pacific Gas & Electric 
 
AIMI DUTRA KRAUSE 
Public Relations Director 
The Dutra Group 
 
INGRID ESTRADA 
CAO 
Keysight Technologies 
 
STEVE FALK  
CEO Sonoma Media Investments 
Press Democrat 
 
JASON FOSTER 
President for Napa, Marin, & Sonoma 
Bank of America 
 
JILL GREGORY 
General Manager 
Sonoma Raceway 
 
CHUCK KASSIS 
CEO 
Providence Sonoma County 
 
DAVID KLEIN, MD, MBA 
CEO 
MarinHealth 
 
DARREN LASHELLE 
President & CEO 
Northern California Public Media 
 
DR. YUNG-JAE LEE 
Dean, Andrew P. Barowsky School of Business 
Dominican University of California 
 
BRETT MARTINEZ 
President & CEO 
Redwood Credit Union 
 
MEAGAN MOORE 
CAO 
Buck Institute for Research on Aging 
 
LESLIE PERRY 
Partner 
Perry, Johnson, Anderson, Miller  
& Moskowitz LLP 
 
DAN PETERSON 
CAO, Santa Rosa Regional Hospital 
Sutter Health 
 
JUDY SAKAKI 
President 
Sonoma State University 
 
FRED STEMMLER 
General Manager 
Recology 
 
FRED VELA 
Regional Vice President 
Wells Fargo Bank 
 
AARON WALKER 
VP President, Field Operations - CA Region 
Comcast 
 
CYNTHIA MURRAY 
President & CEO 
 
KATE MURRAY 
CAO 
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Oyster Cove project

vickid <vickid@sonic.net>
Mon 5/30/2022 7:48 PM
To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR
EMAIL SYSTEM.---

I wholeheartedly oppose the Oyster Cove project.  I can't think of anything that could be worse
in our city.  Please do not consider this!

Vicki Dufton
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This is not a good thing for Petaluma. We are strongly opposed to further development
that is planned for D Street. This is not the time or place for this project especially in
light of the current drought situation. M. Brazis family

Calandria Atkinson <calandriawoc@hotmail.com>
Sun 5/29/2022 8:10 PM
To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.---

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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No! NO! NO! NO D Street development! Too much traffic and no water signal a big NO!
M. Atkinson

Calandria Atkinson <calandriawoc@hotmail.com>
Sun 5/29/2022 8:13 PM
To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.---

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
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(No subject)

Pat Burns <lumacats@gmail.com>
Sat 5/28/2022 7:07 AM
To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.---
OysternCove = bad idea.
Please do not make Petaluma into some kind of a metropolis.  The balance of free space to built space
is what makes a city livable.
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Oyster Cove

Shanna Fleming <shanfle@sbcglobal.net>
Sat 5/28/2022 11:52 AM
To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.---
Hello,

I want to express my opposition to the Oyster Cove proposal and other excessive growth in Petaluma. We
are stretched to the max. Traffic is awful, water is scarce and the charm of our town is disappearing. We
need to preserve out open space and put a  moratorium on further growth. Each new project should be put
on the ballot so the citizens of Petaluma have a strong voice in our own future. 

Please. Stop this project.

Shanna Fleming
100 Vallejo St.
Petaluma, CA 94952



5/31/22, 12:19 PM Mail - Trippel, Andrew - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/AAMkAGU3YWM2MGY1LTE3YzYtNGQxMC1hYTAxLWZkOTQ0MTAxNWQ3MQAuAAAAAABQmcz44GXER5zoLP… 1/1

Oyster project

hannah rizzo simons <hannahriz@yahoo.com>
Sat 5/28/2022 4:27 PM
To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.--- 

I am dismayed and disheartened watching what the planning commission is doing to our town. Buildings
are going up on every open inch of Petaluma. 
The infrastructure in this town already can’t handle the cars and people. How can Petaluma continue to
grow? D st and East D st are already always at a state of gridlock. Most of our shopping centers have
very few businesses with lots of empty commercial space why build more.
Let’s learn from our cities past mistakes starting with theatre district, target, and Friedman’s. No
decision’s on building has helped Petaluma only turned it into an unrecognizable town. Small businesses
used to prosper in this town we had everything we needed in downtown. 
I hope the city listens to the people of this town and stops building. Citizens are asked not to water city
parks left brown due to no water but we’re approving hotels and apartment buildings left and right. 
Hannah 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Proposed Oyster Cove development.

P L <paulalecht@gmail.com>
Fri 5/27/2022 9:23 PM
To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.---
I'm not against development though question doing so during a mega drought,  but am absolutely
against building on the river and on East D Street where traffic is already terrible. More importantly,
the river is home to aquatic wildlife who will be negatively impacted by this development. Once the
natural habitat is destroyed it is gone forever. We need to preserve nature in Petaluma, not build on it
and pave over it. Also, the river banks are our flood control. Please do not build here. Sonoma county
and Petaluma have dozens of better places for this development. 

Thank you,
Paula Lecht
608 East D Street.
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Re: Oyster Cove

Tina Osinski <tina@earthgrid.com>
Fri 5/27/2022 8:33 PM
To: Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.---
Hi Andrew 
You might find these threads of interest on Nextdoor: 

https://nextdoor.com/news_feed/?post=227827269
https://nextdoor.com/p/rm_FkXfn5qpZ/c/774492227?is=notification_center 

The biggest issues that most are raising, and with which I agree, with this
proposed development are: 

1) it's too dense and large for that space 
2) it doesn't fit the Petaluma ethos in terms of style of the architecture (read: it's
hideous) 
3) it is concerning due to water shortages and lack of infrastructure to support
the additional traffic it will cause 
4) it seems highly questionable being built on and around wetlands, which are
such a rare and small percentage of the overall topography. 

Michael Frost wrote: 

I remember D’Lynda Fischer, council person extraordinaire, talking about planning 
where you step the building back each story so you don’t have that sheer face. It 
allows more light to the street. In combination with wider planting strips and 
sidewalks, you make the street a promenade with room for shade trees and 
benches. Much more open and user-friendly and providing a sense of depth, than 
the abrupt and sheer face of a cliff. I also think any development more than a few 
units should involve communal outside areas and pocket parks which help build a 
sense of community. All children, and even adults, should have access to outdoor 
areas immediate to their living situation. 

Helen Wilson wrote: 

When David Keller was part of the Council he made it a point that we need to 
protect the greenways. Such as stop building on the East side of Adobe Road. Try to 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnextdoor.com%2Fnews_feed%2F%3Fpost%3D227827269&data=05%7C01%7Catrippel%40cityofpetaluma.org%7Cbe15e17dac6b4caf9d0608da405ac913%7C3251706cb8d941349f26dd04acbb79d0%7C0%7C0%7C637893055924378712%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=bxkxh7f8wrlQmAkmUnvd0m%2F8O3vI2%2BK3FPucpeXOhyE%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnextdoor.com%2Fp%2Frm_FkXfn5qpZ%2Fc%2F774492227%3Fis%3Dnotification_center&data=05%7C01%7Catrippel%40cityofpetaluma.org%7Cbe15e17dac6b4caf9d0608da405ac913%7C3251706cb8d941349f26dd04acbb79d0%7C0%7C0%7C637893055924378712%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=sSBK7cyMv3%2BWQLLk7h8VIXLJBXsS1S6KeHxbxqRYXpk%3D&reserved=0
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keep farms and ranches; be water conscious of where the spills into . Can you 
imagine Schollenberger Park being made into another complex? It's protected now 
--but money talks. 

Please be a custodian of this beautiful hamlet we call Petaluma and protect it from 
overdevelopment. We are counting on you.  

Tina Osinski 
707 776 7467

----- Original message ----- 
From: Tina Osinski <tina@earthgrid.com> 
To: atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org 
Subject: Re: Oyster Cove 
Date: Friday, May 27, 2022 12:28 AM 

Hi 
Not only what I wrote below, but this: 

We are on water rations. Others know that our river was just dredged and that 
otters & sea lions have been returning to the deep water turning basin area; it's 
critically important for our native wildlife to have places to haul out, and for habitat. 
Others may know that, per our new General Plan consultant Raimi + Associates, 
EVERY single census tract in Petaluma is adversely impacted from traffic emissions 
(from traffic congestion). We are currently built out 5X our state-required # of 
housing units in this building cycle, which still has another year left in it.  
Many of us believe, given that we are experiencing a severe drought due to climate 
change impacts, and because modern construction has a huge carbon footprint 
(39%), that there should be a moratorium on building moderate and luxury housing 
units until at least the next building cycle.  
Moreover, in light of the fact that the City has acknowledged that there will be 
"economic losses" due to flooding, and because our town shelled out more than 
$1.4 million in losses for the Oct 24 atmospheric storm (for flooding on Lakeville) 
and $23 million in the early 2000's when the Payran area flooded, we should not be 
building this close to the banks.  
One of our major city policy documents calls for a public-access river trail along the 
length of our river. Thusly, it's a violation of our General Plan to privatize the river 
frontage (it was violated for the Adobe Winery as well). 

mailto:tina@earthgrid.com
mailto:atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org
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You MUST stop this development from happening. 

----- Original message ----- 
From: Tina Osinski <tina@earthgrid.com> 
To: atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org 
Subject: Oyster Cove 
Date: Thursday, May 26, 2022 7:11 PM 

Hi Andrew 
I received the mailer today and am shocked and horrified by this proposal. 

NO NO NO NO! 

That is waaay too many units for this space.  

The negative impact it will have on traffic, congestion, and the beautiful open
space by the river is devastating to consider.   

Please, we must stop these real estate developers who only care about their
profits and not about the quality of life here in our beautiful Petaluma.  

There are already too many multi unit buildings going up in our sweet little
town. 

We do not want to turn this into Rohnert Park.  

What will you do as planning manager to stop this? 

Tina Osinski 
Edith Street 
707 776 7467 

mailto:tina@earthgrid.com
mailto:atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org
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Hal Bohner 
736 Keller Court 

Petaluma CA 94952 
650-784-1418 / hbohner100@gmail.com 

 
Sent by email to eellis@cityofpetaluma.org and atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org May 7, 2023 

 

 

Re:  Public Comment for Planning Commission Meeting May 9, 2023, concerning Item 2, 

OYSTER COVE MIXED USE NEIGHBORHOOD INITIAL STUDY - MITIGATED 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION PREPARED BY: CITY OF PETALUMA, 11 ENGLISH 

STREET PETALUMA, CA 94952 APRIL 2023 

 

Dear Ms. Ellis, Mr. Trippel and Commissioners: 

 

This letter conveys my Public Comments concerning Item 2 on the agenda of the Planning 

Commission for its May 9 meeting. Ms. Ellis, please distribute my letter to the Commissioners 

and Council Liaison and include it in the public record. I also plan to attend the public hearing 

and address the Commission about this matter. 

1. Summary. 

To summarize, the Initial Study – Mitigated Negative Declaration (hereafter “IS-MND”) 

identified above does not meet the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act and 

should not be certified by the City of Petaluma. Instead the City must prepare a full 

Environmental Impact Report. Accordingly I respectfully request that you not adopt the proposed 

resolution referred to in Item 2, namely “Resolution recommending the City Council adopt or 

approve entitlements etc.” 

The IS-MND does not meet the requirements of CEQA in a number of ways. 

2. The Oyster Cove Project fails the “fair argument” test. 

CEQA includes a fundamental principle which is usually called the fair argument test, and in this 

case the proposed IS-MND fails the fair argument test. The fair argument test is described in 

CEQA as follows: If there is substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on 

the environment, an MND is not adequate and an environmental impact report must be prepared. 

A key word here is “may”, and some courts have said that the fair argument test sets a low bar 

for requiring a full EIR to be prepared. In other words a full EIR is generally required if there is 

any likelihood of significant environmental impact from a project. Here’s what the California 

Supreme court said: 

mailto:eellis@cityofpetaluma.org
file:///C:/Users/avedm/OneDrive/Documents/Petaluma%20-%20Oyster%20Cove%20Mixed%20Use%20Development/atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org
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Said another way, if a lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a 

project may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency 

shall prepare an EIR even though it may also be presented with other 

substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant effect (No 

Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal.3d 68). 

 

I will discuss below some examples of how the proposed Oyster Cove project at least may have 

and probably will have a significant effect on the environment even after mitigation measures are 

imposed. 

3. Some examples of how the project would likely have significant 

effects on the environment. 

3.1 The project will likely have a significant effect on Sanitary 

Sewage Overflows. 

Sanitary sewage generated by activities at the project site will be discharged to the City’s 

sanitary sewage collection system. “Wastewater would be conveyed from the project site 

through new sanitary sewer pipes, to the existing sanitary sewer main within Hopper Street, 

and ultimately to the Ellis Creek water recycling facility.” (IS-MND p. 6 – 13/129 and p. 95-

96 – 102-103/129).  

The IS-MND does not indicate that the environmental impact of such discharge will be 

significant.  

6.19 (c) (Sufficient Wastewater Treatment Capacity) Less Than 

Significant Impact: Wastewater generated by the project is within the 

expected conveyance and treatment capacity anticipated by the General Plan 

and will not require the expansion of treatment facilities. .  .  .  The project 

will direct effluent to the existing sewer trunk main within Hopper Street and 

will install onsite sewer pipelines, manholes, laterals, and tie-ins to collect and 

convey wastewater offsite. All wastewater generated onsite will be process 

[sic] through the City’s municipal sanitary sewer system and treated at the 

Ellis Creek Water Recycling Facility. IS-MND p. 97 - 104/129 

 

This is not correct, and the environmental impact of the sewage from the project at least may, 

and likely will, be significant.  

The IS-MND does not even mention that the City’s sanitary sewage collection system which will 

serve the project is subject to overflowing, i.e. sanitary sewage overflow (SSO), which results in 

raw, untreated sewage flowing onto surrounding streets and land and into the Petaluma River. 

And it does not discuss the impact of the project on these overflows.  

The statement from IS-MND §6.19(c) above is incorrect in a number of ways. First, it states that 

all wastewater generated onsite will be treated at the City’s Ellis Creek facility. However, this 

might be correct some of the time, but during SSOs untreated sewage will likely flow onto 
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Petaluma streets, surrounding property and into the Petaluma River. Furthermore, SSOs can be 

caused by leaky pipes in the collection system, and in dry weather raw sewage can leak out from 

leaky pipes which can cause problems such as contaminated groundwater. Furthermore, sewage 

from the project will be added to sewage already carried by the City’s collection system and 

therefore the project will undoubtedly make the SSO problem worse than it is at present. 

It is well documented that the City’s sewage collection system is subject to the problem of SSO 

which sometimes occurs near the project site. Here is some background –  

At the Petaluma City Council meeting on November 21, 2021, Public Works and Utilities 

Director Christopher Bolt presented a Re-Cap of a major storm event that occurred October 23-

24, 2021. At 2:17:04 in the meeting video he showed a slide labeled “Flooding & SSOs”, which I 

have attached. The slide shows the location of SSOs by 6 red triangles and also other “drainage 

issues” by yellow diamonds. He stated that the incidents indicated are only the ones the Public 

Works Department recorded, and there may have been others. It should be noted that an SSO is 

indicated at or very near the location of the Oyster Cove project. 

I am attaching a SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND STIPULATION FOR ENTRY OF 

ADMINISTRATIVE CIVIL LIABILITY ORDER concerning the City of Petaluma which states:  

This Order resolves the violations alleged herein by the imposition of 

administrative civil liability against the Discharger (the City of Petaluma) 

in the amount of $235,200. 

 

1. From July 31, 2012, through January 19, 2016, for sanitary sewer 

overflows (SSOs) less than 1,000 gallons .  .  . 

2. On December 11, 2014, the Discharger discharged a total of 521,760 

gallons of untreated sewage at four locations as the result of inadequate 

collection system capacity during a storm .  .  . 

 

Thus it is clear that the City must prepare a full EIR to address this issue. The project will add a 

considerable volume of sewage to the City’s collection system which may and likely will add to 

the existing problem of SSOs in the vicinity of the project.  

3.2 The project will likely have cumulative impacts that are 

considerable, including flooding and SSOs. 

The City is not legally entitled to certify or rely on the IS-MND because the project will have 

environmental effects that are cumulatively considerable. CEQA Guideline §15065 states, in 

part:  

(a) A lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on 

the environment and thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the 

project where there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole 

record, that any of the following conditions may occur: .  .  .   
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(3) The project has possible environmental effects that are individually 

limited but cumulatively considerable. "Cumulatively considerable" 

means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant 

when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of 

other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. 

 

The cumulative impact on SSOs is discussed above. To explain the cumulative impact on 

flooding I will begin with the IS-MND which states: 

The project site is located within the boundaries of a Special Flood Hazard 

Area (SFHA) as defined by FEMA and an “Area of Special Flood 

Hazard”, regulated by the City of Petaluma under the Flood Plain-

Combining District (FP- C)12 and is subject to provisions of the City’s 

municipal code and Implementing Zoning Ordinance (IZO). IS-MND pg. 

65-66 (72-73/129 of pdf) 

 

An “Area of Special Flood Hazard” is discussed in the City’s Implementing Zoning Ordinance 

(IZO) in Chapter 6 titled “Floodway and Flood Plain Districts.” Section 6.011 summarizes the 

significance of flooding as follows: 

Findings of Fact. 

 

A. The flood hazard areas of the City of Petaluma are subject to periodic 

inundation which can result in loss of life and property, health and safety 

hazards, disruption of commerce and governmental services, extraordinary 

public expenditures for flood protection and relief, and impairment of the 

tax base, all of which adversely affect the public health, safety and general 

welfare. 

 

B. These flood losses can be caused by the cumulative effect of 

obstructions in areas of special flood hazards which increase flood heights 

and velocities, and when inadequately anchored, damage uses in other 

areas. Uses that are inadequately floodproofed, elevated, or otherwise 

protected from flood damage also contribute to the flood loss. Petaluma 

IZO §6.011 

 

It is well known that flooding has long been a serious problem in Petaluma. I am 

sure that you all know this, but for the record I will point out some evidence of 

this fact. For example the current Petaluma General Plan states at p. 8-14, “Based 

on the historic records of flood events and the detail to which streams have been 

studied and floodplains delineated within the City by FEMA, it is clear that 

flooding is a significant problem.” Also, the Petaluma Local Hazard Mitigation 

Plan of November 2020 discusses the flooding problem and indicates at p. 4-104 

that it is likely to continue in the future although there have been efforts to 

mitigate it. 

 

https://cityofpetaluma.org/general-plan/
https://cityofpetaluma.org/documents/lhmp/
https://cityofpetaluma.org/documents/lhmp/
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It is probably obvious that the flooding in Petaluma is caused by cumulative 

factors, but for the record I will provide some evidence. For example, the findings 

of fact in the Petaluma IZO at Section 6.011 quoted above state that flooding, 

“can be caused by the cumulative effect of obstructions in areas of special flood 

hazards.” The Oyster Cove project will add to such obstructions, and in fact the 

IS-MND discusses the flooding problem See for example pp. 65-66 (72-73/129) 

and mitigation being provided for flooding. and pp. 69-71 (76-77/129) 73 

 

The mitigation measures concerning flooding provided in the IS-MND do not 

allow the City to avoid the need to prepare a full EIR. 

 

Even if the mitigation in the IS-MND would reduce the impact of the project on 

flooding to an insignificant level (which it would not), a full EIR would 

nevertheless be required under CEQA Guidelines §15065 because the project’s 

effect on flooding is cumulative. 

 

4. Additional feasible mitigation measures should be 

imposed. 
 

It is clear that there are additional feasible mitigation measures, beyond those 

discussed in the IS-MND, that could be imposed which would further reduce the 

impact of the project on flooding. For this reason alone the IS-MND does not 

comply with CEQA. For example, the project site could be preserved in an 

undeveloped state either partially or completely, which would reduce its potential 

for causing flooding. The Petaluma General Plan states essentially that flooding in 

Petaluma can be reduced by restricting development - -  

 

Policy 8-P-31. In accordance with the studies undertaken for the Corps 

Flood Protection Project, existing areas subject to periodic surface water 

inundation and containment, within the Corona and Denman Reaches 

(Lynch Creek confluence with the Petaluma River upstream to the Old 

Redwood Highway over-crossing of Willow Brook Creek), shall be 

preserved and enhanced where feasible to reduce localized flooding. 

Petaluma General Plan p. 8-18 - 180/280 

 

Furthermore, contrary to the IS-MND the project is inconsistent with the 

Petaluma General Plan which states: 

 

8-P-30  Within a 200’ setback from centerline of the Petaluma River, 

within the UGB, no additional development shall be permitted on lands 

within that 400’ wide corridor, given natural and physical constraints, 

unless the proposed development fully complies with the interim 

development standards as defined in 8-P-29 B, until such time as the study 

referred to in Policy 8-P-29-B is concluded and approved by the SCWA 

and City of Petaluma. Thereafter all lands affected shall set aside the 

necessary river and/ or creek corridor areas and, as development occurs, 
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shall undertake the identified surface water containment enhancement 

improvements. Petaluma General Plan p.8-17 - 179/280   

 

Contrary to this requirement the project does not include the required 200 foot 

setback but instead some structures are located as close as about 20 feet from the 

Petaluma River.  

 

In summary, the IS-MND fails the fair argument test and fails to meet the 

requirements of CEQA in other ways, and the City must prepare a full EIR. 

 

Sincerely, 

Hal Bohner 
 
 
 
Attachments: 

1) Slide Labeled “Flooding and SSOs” 

2) SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND STIPULATION FOR ENTRY OF 

ADMINISTRATIVE CIVIL LIABILITY ORDER 





CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION 

 
In the matter of: 
 
CITY OF PETALUMA 
 
Violation of the Sanitary Sewer 
Order: Failure to Comply with 
Reporting Requirements and 
Discharge of Untreated Sewage to 
Surface Water 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND 
STIPULATION FOR ENTRY OF 
ADMINISTRATIVE CIVIL LIABILITY 
ORDER 
 
ORDER No.  

 
 
Section I: INTRODUCTION 
 
This Settlement Agreement and Stipulation for Entry of Administrative Civil Liability Order 
(Order) is entered into by and between the Assistant Executive Officer of the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (Regional Water Board) on behalf of 
the Regional Water Board Prosecution Staff (Prosecution Staff) and the City of Petaluma 
(“Discharger”) (collectively, Parties). The Order is presented to the Regional Water Board, or its 
delegate, for adoption as an Order by settlement pursuant to Government Code section 11415.60. 
This Order resolves the violations alleged herein by the imposition of administrative civil 
liability against the Discharger in the amount of $235,200. 
 
Section II: RECITALS 
 
1. From July 31, 2012, through January 19, 2016, for sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) less than 

1,000 gallons, the Discharger is alleged to have failed to comply with the reporting 
requirements of the amendments to the Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) of the 
Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Sanitary Sewer Systems, State Water 
Resources Control Board (State Water Board) Order 2006-0003-DWQ (Sanitary Sewer 
Order). The details of those reporting violations are described in Attachment A to this Order, 
which is hereby incorporated by reference. 

 
2. On December 11, 2014, the Discharger discharged a total of 521,760 gallons of untreated 

sewage at four locations as the result of inadequate collection system capacity during a storm 
and failed to timely submit a technical report for the SSOs by the due date of January 25, 
2015, as required by Provision C.5 of State Water Board Order WQ 2013-0058-EXEC (2013 
MRP).1 The SSOs discharged to the Petaluma River, a water of the United States. 
Prohibition C.1 of the Sanitary Sewer Order prohibits any SSO that results in a discharge of 
untreated or partially treated wastewater to waters of the United States. See Attachment A for 
more detail. 

                                                 
1 The State Water Board adopted Order WQ 2013-0058-EXEC on August 6, 2013, which amended the monitoring, 
record keeping, reporting, and public notification requirements for the Sanitary Sewer Order, and became effective 
on September 9, 2013. 
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3. These alleged violations of the Sanitary Sewer Order and MRP constitute violations of the 
California Water Code (Water Code) for which discretionary penalties may be assessed 
pursuant to Water Code sections 13385 and 13268. 

 
4. The Parties have engaged in settlement negotiations and agree to settle this matter without 

administrative or civil litigation by presenting this Order to the Regional Water Board, or its 
delegate, for adoption as an order pursuant to Government Code section 11415.60. To 
resolve by consent the alleged violations of the Water Code without further administrative or 
civil proceedings, the Parties agree to the imposition of $235,200 in administrative civil 
liability. The administrative civil liability imposed for the Water Code violations is the 
proposed liability the Prosecution Team calculated and asserted using Steps 1 through 10 of 
the State Water Resources Control Board’s Water Quality Enforcement Policy (May 2010) 
(Enforcement Policy) as shown in Attachment A. 

 
5. The Prosecution Staff asserts that the resolution of the alleged violations is fair, is reasonable, 

and fulfills its enforcement objectives such that no further action is warranted concerning the 
specific violations alleged except as provided in this Order, and that this Order is in the best 
interest of the public. 
 

Section III:  STIPULATIONS 
 
The Parties stipulate to the following: 

6. Administrative Civil Liability: The Discharger hereby agrees to a Stipulated Administrative 
Civil Liability totaling TWO HUNDRED THIRTY FIVE THOUSAND TWO 
HUNDRED DOLLARS ($235,200). Of the Stipulated Administrative Civil Liability, one 
hundred seventeen thousand and six hundred dollars ($117,600) shall be remitted by check 
made payable to the State Water Pollution Cleanup and Abatement Account no later than 30 
days following the execution of this Order. The check shall reference the Order number 
indicated on page one of this Order. The Discharger shall send the original signed check to 
the following address and shall send notification of payment to the Office of Enforcement 
(email to naomi.kaplowitz@waterboards.ca.gov) and the Regional Water Board (email to 
michael.chee@waterboards.ca.gov). 

 
State Water Resources Control Board 

1001 I Street 18th Floor 
Sacramento, California 95814 

ATTN: Accounting Office 
 
7. Supplemental Environmental Project: The Parties agree that one hundred seventeen 

thousand and six hundred dollars ($117,600) of the Stipulated Administrative Civil Liability 
shall be suspended pending the completion of the Supplemental Environmental Project 
(“SEP”) described in this paragraph and Attachment B. The suspended portion shall be 
referred to as the SEP Amount and treated as a Suspended Administrative Civil Liability 
until project completion for purposes of this Order. The Regional Water Board is entitled to 
recover any SEP funds not expended in accordance with this Order or Attachment B. 
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Detailed project descriptions, including milestones, budget, and performance measures, are 
attached hereto as Attachment B – SEP Proposal and incorporated herein by reference. 

 
A. Proposed SEP “Petaluma River Cleanup Program: A Partnership of Citizens and 

the City of Petaluma”: The Discharger proposes to enhance existing efforts to 
remove trash and debris from the Petaluma River and its watershed by expanding 
annual cleanup event efforts led by the Friends of the Petaluma River, and by 
supporting Petaluma Police Department’s (PPD’s) efforts to identify and cleanup 
homeless encampments. The SEP is a coordinated effort of the City Public Works & 
Utilities Department, PPD, Friends of the Petaluma River, and Petaluma Refuse & 
Recycling. The Discharger will substantially increase its level of involvement in the 
existing river cleanup events for two years, and improve existing infrastructure to 
assist in trash collection. The Discharger will also purchase equipment to allow PPD to 
expand its program to cleanup homeless encampments. The location of this SEP has a 
nexus to the locations of the violations. This SEP is being proposed as part of the 
settlement of multiple SSOs that occurred in 2014 and 2016, and subsequent failures 
to submit SSO reports. The violations occurred within the City of Petaluma and 
resulted in discharges of sewage to the City’s stormwater system and then to the 
Petaluma River. 

 
B. Representation of the Discharger: As a material consideration for the Regional 

Water Board’s acceptance of this Order, the Discharger represents that it will use the 
funds outlined in Paragraph 7 to implement the SEP in accordance with the SEP 
Proposal set forth in Attachment B and this Order. The Discharger understands that its 
promise to implement the SEP in accordance with the schedule for implementation is a 
material condition of this settlement of liability between the Parties.  

 
C. Request for Extension of SEP Completion Deadlines: If the Discharger cannot meet 

any of the SEP completion deadlines due to circumstances beyond Discharger’s 
anticipation or control, the Discharger shall notify the Executive Officer and the 
Regional Water Board representative designated in Paragraph 9 in writing within 30 
days of the date the Discharger first knows of the event or circumstance that caused or 
could cause a violation of this Order. The notice shall describe the reason for the 
nonperformance and specifically refer to this paragraph. The notice shall describe the 
anticipated length of time the delay may persist, the cause or causes of the delay, the 
measures taken or to be taken by the Discharger to prevent or minimize the delay, the 
schedule by which the measures will be implemented, and the anticipated compliance 
date. The Discharger shall adopt all reasonable measures to avoid and minimize such 
delays. 

 
The Executive Officer will determine whether the circumstances are beyond the 
reasonable control of the Discharger and its agents. Where the Executive Officer 
concurs that compliance was or is impossible despite the timely good faith efforts of 
the Discharger due to circumstances beyond the control of the Discharger that could 
not have been reasonably foreseen and prevented by the exercise of reasonable 
diligence by the Discharger, the Executive Officer shall establish a new compliance 
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deadline by written letter. The Executive Officer will endeavor to grant a reasonable 
time extension if warranted. 

 
D. SEP Oversight: The Discharger agrees to oversee implementation of its SEP as 

described in Paragraph 7 and Attachment B.  
 
E. SEP Publicity: If the Discharger publicizes the SEP or results of the SEP, it will state 

in a prominent manner that the project is being undertaken as part of a stipulated 
settlement of a Regional Water Board enforcement action. 

 
F. Submission of SEP Monitoring Reports: The Discharger agrees to submit reports to 

the Regional Water Board, a third party oversight organization (San Francisco Estuary 
Partnership), and the State Water Board’s Office of Enforcement. Reports are due 
according to the schedule shown in Table 5 of Attachment B, starting with the first full 
calendar quarter after SEP approval and ending with the final report. Quarterly reports 
will include information relating to SEP implementation progress. 

 
G. Audits and Certification of SEP Completion 

i. Certification of Completion:  

 Within 30 days of SEP completion, the Discharger shall submit a certified 
statement of SEP completion (“Certification of Completion”). The Discharger’s 
authorized representative shall submit the Certification of Completion under 
penalty of perjury to the Regional Water Board representative designated in 
Paragraph 9 below.  

 
ii. The Certification of Completion shall include the following: 

a) Certification of Expenditures:  

The Discharger shall certify documentation of all expenditures for which it 
pays. The expenditures may include external payments to outside vendors or 
contractors implementing the SEP. If applicable, the expenditures may 
include the costs of internal environmental management resources and 
internal business unit resources, provided that such expenditures are directly 
related to SEP development and implementation. The official making such 
certification may rely upon normal company and project tracking systems 
that capture employee time expenditures and external payments to outside 
vendors, such as environmental and information technology contractors or 
consultants. The Discharger shall provide any additional information 
requested by Regional Water Board staff that is reasonably necessary to 
verify SEP expenditures.  

 
b) Certification of Performance of Work:  

The Discharger shall certify documentation that the SEP has been completed 
in accordance with the terms of this Order. Such documentation may include 
photographs, invoices, receipts, certifications, and other material reasonably 
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necessary for the Regional Water Board to evaluate SEP completion and the 
SEP-related costs the Discharger incurs. 

 
c) Certification that Work Performed on the SEP Met or Exceeded 

Requirements of CEQA and other Environmental Laws (where applicable):  

Unless the Discharger is exempt from compliance with CEQA, the 
Discharger shall, before the SEP implementation date, consult with other 
interested State agencies regarding potential environmental impacts of the 
SEP. Other interested State agencies may include, but may not be limited to, 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. To ensure compliance with 
CEQA where necessary, the Discharger shall provide the Regional Water 
Board with the following documents: 

1. Categorical or statutory exemptions; 
 
2. Negative Declaration (if there are no significant environmental 

impacts); 
 
3. Mitigated Negative Declaration (if there are potentially significant 

environmental impacts but revisions to the project have been made to 
avoid or mitigate those impacts); 

 
4. Environmental Impact Report (if there are significant environmental 

impacts). 
 

iii. Third Party Audit: 

If the Regional Water Board representative designated in Paragraph 9, below, 
obtains information that causes the representative to reasonably believe that the 
Discharger has not expended money in the amounts claimed by the Discharger, or 
has not adequately completed any of the work in the agreed upon SEP, the 
designated representative may require, and the Discharger shall submit, at its sole 
cost, a report prepared by an independent third party stating that, in its 
professional opinion, the Discharger has expended money in the amounts claimed 
by the Discharger. In the event of such an audit, the Discharger agrees that it will 
provide the third party auditor with access to all documents the auditor requests. 
The Discharger shall provide such information to the designated representative 
within three months of the completion of the Discharger’s SEP obligations.  

 
H. Regional Water Board Acceptance of Completed SEP: Upon the Discharger’s 

satisfaction of its obligations under this Order, including the completion of the SEP 
and any audit, the Regional Water Board representative designated in Paragraph 9shall 
request that the Regional Water Board, or its delegate, issue a “Satisfaction of Order.” 
The issuance of the Satisfaction of Order shall terminate any further obligation of the 
Discharger under this Order. 
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I. Failure to Expend All Suspended Administrative Civil Liability Funds on the 
Approved SEP: In the event that the Discharger is unable to demonstrate to the 
reasonable satisfaction of the Regional Water Board representative designated in 
Paragraph 9 that the SEP amount listed in Paragraph 7 has been spent for the SEP, the 
Discharger shall pay the difference between the SEP amount at issue and the amount 
the Discharger can demonstrate was actually spent on the SEP as an administrative 
civil liability. 

 
J. Failure to Complete the SEP: If the SEP is not fully implemented within the 

corresponding completion period required by this Order and the Executive Officer has 
not granted an extension pursuant to Paragraph 7.C above, the Regional Water Board 
representative designated in Paragraph 9 shall issue a Notice of Violation. As a 
consequence, the Discharger shall be liable to pay the entire Suspended Liability or, 
some portion thereof. Alternatively, the Discharger may be compelled to complete the 
SEP. The Prosecution Staff may act as follows: 

i. The Prosecution Team may elect payment of the Suspended Liability 
 

The Discharger may not be entitled to any credit, offset, or reimbursement from 
the Regional Water Board for SEP expenditures made prior to the date of the 
“Notice of Violation.” The amount of the Suspended Liability owed shall be 
determined via a “Motion for Payment of Suspended Liability” before the 
Regional Water Board or its delegate. In the event that the Discharger is liable for 
payment of the Suspended Liability, the Regional Water Board will not include in 
the amount of the Suspended Liability owed that portion of the SEP amount that 
the Regional Water Board finds to have been expended in a timely manner in 
compliance with the SEP described in Attachment B. Upon a Regional Water 
Board determination of the amount of the Suspended Liability assessed, the 
Discharger shall pay the amount owed to the State Water Pollution Cleanup and 
Abatement Account within 30 days after receipt of service of the Regional Water 
Board’s determination. In addition, the Discharger, in the event that it is liable for 
Suspended Liability, shall also be liable for the Regional Water Board’s 
reasonable enforcement costs, including but not limited to legal costs and expert 
witness fees. Payment of the assessed amount will satisfy the Discharger’s 
obligation to implement the SEP. 
 

ii. The Prosecution Staff may elect to enforce the SEP 
 
 The Prosecution Staff may file a Motion to Enforce the SEP before the Regional 

Water Board or its delegate against the Discharger. Upon Regional Water Board 
identification of the remaining SEP work to be performed, the Discharger agrees 
that the Regional Water Board may order the Discharger to perform that work. 

 
iii. Claims between the Discharger and its contractors 
 

Any claims for reimbursement, costs (other than the payment by the Discharger of 
the SEP Amount pursuant to Paragraph 7), or disputes between the Discharger 
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and any of its contractors are outside the scope of this Order and shall be handled 
as between the Discharger and the contractor. 

 
K. Regional Water Board Not Liable: Neither the Regional Water Board members nor 

Regional Water Board staff, attorneys, or representatives shall be liable for any injury 
or damage to any person or property resulting from acts or omissions by the 
Discharger or its directors, officers, employees, agents, representatives, or contractors 
in carrying out activities pursuant to this Order. Neither the Regional Water Board 
members nor Regional Water Board staff, attorneys, or representatives shall be held as 
parties to, or guarantors of, any contract entered into by the Discharger or its directors, 
officers, employees, agents, representatives, or contractors in carrying out activities 
pursuant to this Order. 

 
L. Covenant Not to Sue: The Discharger covenants not to sue or pursue any 

administrative or civil claim or claims against any State agency or the State of 
California, or their officers, employees, representatives, agents, or attorneys arising out 
of or relating to any matter expressly addressed by the allegations, this Order, or the 
SEP. This provision does not preclude the Discharger from opposing a Notice of 
Violation or Motion brought under Paragraph 7.J. 

 
8. Compliance with Applicable Laws: The Discharger understands that payment of the 

administrative civil liability in accordance with the terms of this Order does not relieve the 
Discharger of its need to comply with applicable laws and that new violations of the type 
alleged may subject it to further enforcement, including additional administrative civil 
liability.  
 

9. Party Contacts for Communications related to the Order: 
 

For the Regional Water Board Staff: 

Michael Chee, Water Resource Control Engineer 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, California 94612 
michael.chee@waterboards.ca.gov 
(510) 622-2300 
 
Naomi Kaplowitz, Attorney 
Office of Enforcement 
State Water Resources Control Board 
801 K Street, Suite 2300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Naomi.Kaplowitz@waterboards.ca.gov 
(916) 341-5677 
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For the Discharger: 

Kent Carothers, City Engineer 
City of Petaluma 
202 N. McDowell Blvd 
Petaluma, CA 94954 
kcarothers@ci.petaluma.ca.us 
(707) 778-4580 
 
Chelsea Thompson, Environmental Analyst 
City of Petaluma 
3890 Cypress Drive 
Petaluma, CA 94954 
cthompson@ci.petaluma.ca.us 
(707) 776-3728 
 
Jordan Green, Assistant City Attorney 
City of Petaluma 
11 English Street 
Petaluma, CA 94952 
jgreen2ci.petaluma.ca.us 
(707) 778-4565 
 

10. Attorney’s Fees and Costs: The Discharger shall bear its own attorneys’ fees and costs 
arising from its own counsel in connection with the matters set forth in this Order. The 
Regional Water Board shall bear its own fees and costs beyond the amounts paid pursuant to 
this Order and shall not seek them from the Discharger. 
 

11. Matters Addressed by Order: Upon the Regional Water Board’s adoption of this Order, 
this Order represents a final and binding resolution and settlement of all the violations 
alleged, and all other claims, violations, or causes of action that could have been asserted 
against the Discharger by the Prosecution Staff as of the effective date of this Order based on 
the specific facts alleged in this Order. The provisions of this paragraph are expressly 
conditioned on the payment of the administrative civil liability and the SEP funding as 
provided above. 
 

12. Public Notice: The Discharger understands that the Regional Water Board will conduct a 
30-day public review and comment period prior to consideration and adoption of the Order. 
If significant new information is received that reasonably affects the propriety of presenting 
this Order to the Regional Water Board for adoption, the Assistant Executive Officer may 
unilaterally declare this Order void and decide not to present it to the Regional Water Board. 
The Discharger agrees that it may not rescind or otherwise withdraw its approval of this 
proposed Order. 

 
13. Addressing Objections Raised During Public Comment Period: The Parties agree that the 

procedure contemplated for the Regional Water Board’s adoption of this settlement by the 
Parties and review by the public, as reflected in this Order, will be adequate.  
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14. Denial of Liability: Neither this Settlement Agreement (including all Attachments), nor any 
payment made pursuant to the Order, shall constitute evidence of, or be construed as, a 
finding, adjudication, or acknowledgement of any fact, law, or liability, and shall not be 
construed as an admission by the Discharger that it violated any law, rule, or regulation. 
However, this Order and/or any payments pursuant to this Order may constitute evidence in 
actions seeking compliance with this Order. The Water Boards may also use this Order as 
evidence of a history of violations in future enforcement actions by the Water Boards against 
the Discharger. 
 

15. No Waiver of Right to Enforce: The failure of the Prosecution Staff or the Regional Water 
Board to enforce any provision of this Order shall in no way be deemed a waiver of such 
provision, nor in any way affect the validity of the Order. The failure of the Prosecution Staff 
or Regional Water Board to enforce any such provision shall not preclude it from later 
enforcing the same or any other provision of this Order. 
 

16. Procedural Objections: The Parties agree that the procedure contemplated for adopting the 
Order by the Regional Water Board and review of this Order by the public is lawful and 
adequate. In the event that procedural objections are raised prior to the Order becoming 
effective, the Parties agree to meet and confer concerning any such objections, and may agree 
to revise or adjust the procedure as necessary or advisable. 
 

17. Interpretation: This Order shall be construed as if the Parties prepared it jointly. Any 
uncertainty or ambiguity shall not be interpreted against any one Party. 
 

18. Modification: This Order shall not be modified by any of the Parties by oral representation 
made before or after its execution. All modifications must be in writing, signed by all Parties, 
and approved by the Regional Water Board. 
 

19. If Order Does Not Take Effect: In the event that this Order does not take effect because it is 
not approved by the Regional Water Board or is vacated in whole or in part by the State 
Water Board or a court, the Parties acknowledge that they expect to proceed to a contested 
evidentiary hearing before the Regional Water Board on a future date, after reasonable notice 
and opportunity for preparation, to determine whether to assess administrative civil liabilities 
for the underlying alleged violations, unless the Parties agree otherwise. The Parties agree 
that all oral and written statements and agreements made during the course of settlement 
discussions will not be admissible as evidence in such a hearing. The Parties agree to waive 
any and all objections based on settlement communications in this matter, including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

A. Objections related to prejudice or bias of any Regional Water Board members or their 
advisors, and any other objections that are premised in whole or in part on the fact that 
the Regional Water Board members or their advisors were exposed to some of the 
material facts and the Parties’ settlement positions as a consequence of reviewing the 
Order, and therefore may have formed impressions or conclusions prior to any 
contested evidentiary hearing on the allegations in this matter; or, 
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B. Laches or delay or other equitable defenses based on the time period for administrative 
or judicial review to the extent that this period has been extended by these settlement 
proceedings. 
 

20. Waiver of Hearing: The Discharger has been informed of the rights provided by California 
Water Code section 13323(b) and, subject to this paragraph, hereby waives its right to a 
hearing before the Regional Water Board prior to the adoption of this Order. This waiver will 
not apply if the Order does not take effect. 
 

21. Waiver of Right to Petition: The Discharger hereby waives its right to petition the Regional 
Water Board’s adoption of this Order as written for review by the State Water Board, and 
further waives its rights, if any, to appeal the same to a California Superior Court and/or any 
California appellate-level court. This waiver will not apply if the Order does not take effect. 
 

22. Authority to Bind: Each person executing this Order in a representative capacity represents 
and warrants that he or she is authorized to execute this Order on behalf of and to bind the 
entity on whose behalf he or she executes the Order. 
 

23. No Third Party Beneficiaries: Except as described in this Order, this Order is not intended 
to confer any rights or obligations on any third party or parties, and no third party or parties 
shall have any right of action under this Order for any cause whatsoever. 
 

24. Effective Date: This Order shall be effective and binding on the Parties on the date that the 
Regional Water Board enters the Order. 
 

25. Counterpart Signatures: This Order may be executed and delivered in any number of 
counterparts, each of which when executed and delivered shall be deemed to be an original, 
but such counterparts shall together constitute one document. 
 

26. Severability: The provisions of this Order are severable, and if any provision is found 
invalid, the remainder shall remain in full force and effect. 
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION, PROSECUTION TEAM 

Date: July 6, 2017 B 
Thomas Mumley 
Assistant Executive Officer 
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Section IV: Findings of the Regional Water Board2  
 
27. The Regional Water Board incorporates Paragraphs 1 through 26 above by this reference as 

if set forth fully herein. 
 

28. In accepting this settlement, the Regional Water Board has considered, where applicable, 
each of the factors prescribed in California Water Code sections 13327. The Regional Water 
Board’s consideration of these factors is based upon information obtained by Regional Water 
Board staff in investigating the allegations. 
 

29. This is an action to enforce the laws and regulations administered by the Regional Water 
Board. The Regional Water Board finds that issuance of this Order is exempt from the 
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 
21000 et seq.) in accordance with section 15321(a)(2), Title 14, of the California Code of 
Regulations. 
 

30. The Regional Water Board’s Executive Officer is hereby authorized to refer this matter 
directly to the Attorney General for enforcement if the Discharger fails to perform any of its 
obligations under this Order. 
 

31. Fulfillment of the Discharger’s obligations under this Order constitutes full and final 
satisfaction of any and all liability for each claim in accordance with the terms of this Order. 
 

32. The attached Agreement between the Assistant Executive Officer and the Discharger is 
approved pursuant to Government Code section 11415.60 and is incorporated by reference 
into this Order. 

 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED pursuant to Water Code section 13323 and Government Code 
section 11415.60, on behalf of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San 
Francisco Bay Region. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
           
Bruce H. Wolfe Date 
Executive Officer 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Francisco Bay Region 

                                                 
2 These findings by the Board or its delegate may be modified prior to adoption without requiring 
amendment of the settlement agreement between the Parties. 
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Factors in Determining 

Administrative Civil Liability 
 

CITY OF PETALUMA 
SANITARY SEWER OVERFLOWS (SSOs) AND REPORTING VIOLATIONS 

PETALUMA, SONOMA COUNTY 
 

The State Water Resources Control Board Water Quality Enforcement Policy (Enforcement 
Policy) establishes a methodology for assessing administrative civil liability. Use of the 
methodology addresses the factors required by Water Code sections 13327 and 13385, 
subdivision (e). Each factor in the Enforcement Policy and its corresponding category, 
adjustment, and amount for the alleged violation is presented below. The Enforcement Policy 
should be used as a companion document in conjunction with this administrative civil liability 
assessment since the penalty methodology and definition of terms are not replicated herein. The 
Enforcement Policy is at:  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/enforcement/docs/enf_policy_final111709.pdf 
 

ALLEGED VIOLATIONS 
 
I. From July 31, 2012, through January 19, 2016, for SSOs less than 1,000 gallons, the City of 

Petaluma (Discharger) failed to do the following as required by amendments to the 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MRP) of the Statewide General Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Sanitary Sewer Systems, State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Water Board) Order 2006-0003-DWQ (Sanitary Sewer Order1): 

a. Timely report and certify four Category 12 SSOs with estimated discharges of 15 to 
400 gallons. Provision A.4 of Order WQ 2008-0002-EXEC (2008 MRP3) of the Sanitary 
Sewer Order required the Discharger to submit an initial report of a Category 1 SSO into 
CIWQS within three business days of the Discharger becoming aware of the SSO, and 
then to certify the report within 15 calendar days of the conclusion of response and 
remediation. Provisions C.4.i.a and C.4.i.b of Order WQ 2013-0058-EXEC (2013 MRP4) 
of the Sanitary Sewer Order continues this requirement by requiring the Discharger to 
submit a draft report of a Category 1 SSO into CIWQS within three business days of the 
Discharger becoming aware of the SSO, and then to certify the report within 15 days of 
the SSO end date. For this assessment, penalties are included for the report certification 

                                                 
1 The Sanitary Sewer Order requires reporting to the Regional and State Water Boards through the California Integrated Water 
Quality System (CIWQS). 
2 Order WQ 2008-0002-EXEC (2008 MRP) defines a Category 1 SSO as a discharge of sewage that (A) equals or exceeds 
1,000 gallons, (B) results in a discharge to a drainage channel and/or surface water, or (C) discharges to a storm drainpipe and 
was not fully captured and returned to the sanitary sewer system. The 2013 MRP defines a Category 1 SSO as a discharge of 
sewage that (a) reaches surface water and/or a drainage channel tributary to surface water, or (b) reaches a municipal separate 
stormwater sewer system (MS4) and is not fully captured and returned to the sanitary sewer system or not otherwise captured and 
disposed of properly. Any volume of sewage not recovered from the MS4 is considered to have reached surface water unless the 
storm drain system discharges to a dedicated stormwater or groundwater infiltration basin.  
3 The 2008 MRP was effective February 20, 2008, to September 8, 2013.  
4 The 2013 MRP became effective September 9, 2013. 
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violations only, not for the initial report requirement, because the two violations are 
substantially similar. 

b. Timely report five Category 2 SSOs with estimated discharges of 6 to 30 gallons. 5 
Provision A.5 of the 2008 MRP required the Discharger to report a Category 2 SSO into 
CIWQS within 30 days after the end of the calendar month in which the SSO occurred.  

c. Timely submit certified reports for 21 Category 36 SSOs with estimated discharges of 
1 to 50 gallons. Provision C.4.ii of the 2013 MRP requires the Discharger to submit 
certified Category 3 SSO reports into CIWQS within 30 calendar days of the end of the 
calendar month in which the SSO occurred.  

 
The violations related to Category 2 and 3 SSOs are similar.7 For assessment purposes, 
penalties are assessed for the 8 most recent violations out of the 26 total violations (i.e., those 
occurring after January 1, 2015). While the Regional Board has the discretion to assess 
administrative civil liability for all 26 of these violations, the Prosecution Team believes that 
assessing liability for 8 of the 26 violations is just and will serve to create an appropriate 
deterrent against future violations. 

II. On December 11, 2014, the Discharger discharged a total of 521,760 gallons of untreated 
sewage at four locations due to inadequate collection system capacity during a storm, 
resulting in two violations of the Sanitary Sewer Order as described below: 

a. The Discharger failed to timely submit a technical report for the SSOs by the due date of 
January 25, 2015. Provision C.5 of the 2013 MRP required the Discharger to submit an 
SSO Technical Report into CIWQS for any SSO in which at least 50,000 gallons is 
spilled to surface waters. The discharges at the four locations were each greater than 
50,000 gallons and each constitutes an individual SSO. But since these four SSOs were 
due to a single cause—insufficient collection system capacity resulting from the same 
storm—for assessment purposes, penalties are included for one of these four reporting 
violations. 

b. The SSOs discharged to the Petaluma River, a water of the United States. Prohibition C.1 
of the Sanitary Sewer Order prohibits any SSO that results in a discharge of untreated or 
partially treated wastewater to waters of the United States. 

 
Table 4 provides details of each SSO reporting and certification violation described in section I; 
Table 5 provides details of the December 11, 2014, SSOs and related technical report violations 
described in section II. Subsequent to a February 9, 2016, audit by Regional Water Board staff, 
the Discharger corrected its SSO reporting and certification violations on March 1, 2016, and 
submitted the required technical report on June 30, 2016. 
 
For the above violations, the Discharger is subject to administrative civil liabilities pursuant to 
Water Code sections 13268(b)(1) and 13385. 

                                                 
5 The 2008 MRP defines a Category 2 SSO as an SSO not classified as a Category 1 SSO; it does not require a separate 
certification. 
6 The 2013 MRP defines a Category 3 SSO as an SSO with a volume of less than 1,000 gallons that does not reach surface water; 
it requires only a certified report instead of both a draft and certified report as required for Category 1 SSOs. 
7 Category 2 and 3 SSOs are less than 1,000 gallons and do not reach surface water. 
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Table 1 – Penalty Factors Steps 1-4 for Reporting Violations  

PENALTY 
FACTOR 

ASSESS-
MENT DISCUSSION 

Per Day 
Factor for 
Non-
Discharge 
Violations  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

0.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The following assessment is based on Table 3 of the Enforcement Policy, which 
addresses the degree of deviation from requirement and the potential for harm. 
 
Violation I - Failure to timely report and certify SSOs: 

Deviation from Requirement — Major 
A “major” deviation from requirement is selected for the reporting and 
certification violations. The Enforcement Policy defines “major” deviation as “the 
requirement has been rendered ineffective.” The Discharger did not report and 
certify these SSOs until the violations were noted during a Regional Water Board 
audit.  
 
The main purpose of the reporting requirement is to allow Regional Water Board 
staff to assess the cause and potential impacts from an SSO to determine whether 
additional information or follow-up actions may be necessary. Failing to report 
SSOs prevents the Regional Water Board from making such determinations. 
Therefore, the reporting requirement was rendered ineffective. 
 
The main intent of the timely certification requirement is to ensure accurate and 
complete information in CIWQS, such as the Discharger’s SSO rate.8 The State 
and Regional Water Boards convert this SSO information into various metrics to 
assess and compare collection system performance, which, in turn, guides Water 
Board priorities for follow up actions. This intent was rendered ineffective by the 
Discharger’s failure to report.  
 
Potential for Harm — Minor 
A “minor” potential for harm is selected because all the SSOs involved in the 
violations were small in volume (1 to 400 gallons) and posed only a minor threat 
to beneficial uses.   
 
For the four Category 1 SSOs, the lower range Per Day Factor of 0.3 is selected 
because the reporting violations were associated with small volumes of sewage that 
discharged to surface water (15 to 400 gallons). For the eight Category 2 and 3 
SSOs, the same Per Day Factor is selected because the related reporting violations 
were associated with SSOs that discharged to land (1 to 50 gallons).  
 
Violation II.a- Failure to timely submit technical report: 

Deviation from Requirement — Major 
A “major” deviation from requirement is selected because the Discharger did not 
timely submit the Technical Report until 522 days after the due date, and therefore, 
the reporting requirement was rendered ineffective in its essential function. 
 
One of the primary intents of the Technical Report requirement is for a discharger 
to timely conduct within 45 days a detailed analysis to determine the SSO cause 
and identify corrective and preventative measures so as to plan collection system 
improvements to reduce and prevent future SSOs. Another intent of the technical 
report is for a discharger to investigate and report on the water quality impacts 
from an SSO greater than 50,000 gallons. This type of information is valuable to 

                                                 
8 The SSO rate is the number of SSOs per 100 miles of collection system pipe. 
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PENALTY 
FACTOR 

ASSESS-
MENT DISCUSSION 

 
 
 
 
 
 

0.35 

the Water Board and public. 
 
Analyzing an SSO so many days after the fact reduces the effectiveness of the 
analysis and delays future planning and implementation of necessary corrective 
actions.  
 
Potential for Harm — Minor 
A “minor” potential for harm is selected because, although the delay in submitting 
the December 11, 2014, SSO Technical Report denied the Water Board and public 
an opportunity to assess the water quality impact in a timely fashion, the actual 
harm or threat of harm to beneficial uses was likely minor. Insufficient capacity 
during wet weather would be short-term, and SSOs would be diluted with inflow 
and infiltration, and quickly diluted by high Petaluma River flows. Further, the 
Discharger has previously identified and is implementing capital improvement 
program projects that will address insufficient capacity during wet weather, which 
was the cause of the December 11, 2014, SSOs. The Discharger’s SSO Technical 
Report would only have reiterated issues the Discharger had already identified.  

Total Days 3034; 
1684; 
522 

The violation periods for each of the four late-certified Category 1 SSO CIWQS 
reports run from the report due dates of January 7, 2013; April 10, 2013; 
December 19, 2013; and February 3, 2016; through March 1, 2016, when the 
Discharger certified the reports. The days of violation total 3,877.  
 
The violation periods for the late-certified Category 2 and 3 SSO CIWQS reports 
run from the report due dates of the eight most recent violations: January 30, 2015; 
April 30, 2015; April 30, 2015; July 30, 2015; July 30, 2015; September 30, 2015; 
December 30, 2015, and; January 30, 2016. The periods end March 1, 2016, when 
the Discharger certified the reports. The days of violation total 1,684.  
 
The violation period for the late SSO technical report submittal runs from 
January 25, 2015 (the due date) through June 30, 2016, when the Discharger 
submitted the report into CIWQS. The days of violation totals 522.  

Multiple 
Day 
Violation 
Reduction 

143; 
103; 
23 
 

In accordance with the Enforcement Policy, the reporting and certification 
violations qualify for a multiple day violation adjustment because they lasted more 
than 30 days and did not result in an economic benefit on a daily basis (see 
“Economic Benefit” below). 
 
For the multiple day violation adjustment, the Enforcement Policy provides that an 
initial liability shall, at a minimum, be assessed for the first day of violation, plus 
each five-day period until the 30th day, plus each 30-day period of violation 
thereafter. 
 
Applying this alternative calculation results in reductions from 3,877 days to 
143 days, 1684 days to 103 days, and 522 to 23 days.  

Statutory 
Max Per 
Day 

$1,000 The statutory maximum per-day liability is $1,000 per Water Code section 13268. 

Initial 
Liability  

 $81,850 

The initial liability is determined by adding the liability for each violation group as 
follows: Each liability = (per day factor) x (maximum per day liability, $1,000) x 
(number of adjusted days of violation). 
 
$81,850 = (0.3 x 246 days x $1,000/day) + (0.35 x 23 days x $1,000/day)  
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PENALTY 
FACTOR 

ASSESS-
MENT DISCUSSION 

Adjustments for Discharger Conduct 

Culpability 1.1 A higher than neutral culpability is appropriate because the Discharger is 
responsible for compliance with the Sanitary Sewer Order, including the timely 
submittal of reports, and the Order has been in effect for nearly a decade. While 
the definitions and timeframes for reporting have changed slightly over the years 
(e.g., in 2008 and 2013), the Sanitary Sewer Order’s essential requirements have 
applied to all SSOs, including SSOs less than 1,000 gallons, since its adoption 
back in 2006. 

Cleanup and 
Cooperation 

1 
 

A neutral cleanup and cooperation factor is appropriate because the Discharger 
returned to compliance by submitting the final certified SSO reports into CIWQS 
for the 30 SSOs within a couple weeks after Regional Water Board staff informed 
the Discharger of these violations. In addition, the Discharger submitted the 
required Technical Report on June 30, 2016.  

History of 
Violations 

1 A neutral history of violations factor is appropriate because available evidence 
does not indicate that the Discharger has a history of SSO non-reporting. 

Total Base 
Liability $90,035 

Each applicable factor relating to the Discharger’s conduct is multiplied by the 
initial liability for each violation to determine the Total Base Liability. 
 
$90,035 = ($81,850 x 1.1 x 1 x 1) 

 
Table 2 – Penalty Factors Steps 1-4 for December 11, 2014, SSOs 

PENALTY 
FACTOR 

ASSESS-
MENT DISCUSSION 

Harm or 
Potential 
Harm to 
Beneficial 
Uses for 
Discharge 
Violations 

1 
 

Harm or Potential for Harm — Minor 
A “minor” potential for harm is selected for the four capacity-related SSOs 
because the impacts fit the Enforcement Policy definition for minor harm (“no 
observed impacts but potential impacts ... with no appreciable harm”). The San 
Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan designates the following beneficial uses 
of the Petaluma River: cold freshwater habitat (COLD), estuarine habitat (EST), 
fish migration (MIGR), preservation of rare and endangered species (RARE), fish 
spawning (SPWN), warm freshwater habitat (WARM), wildlife habitat (WILD), 
water contact recreation (REC1), noncontact water recreation (REC2), and 
navigation (NAV). The discharges were diluted with high wet weather river flows, 
thus minimizing impacts to aquatic life and habitat uses in the river. Recreational 
uses are typically less during wet weather.  

Physical, 
Chemical, 
Biological, 
or Thermal 
Character-
istics 
(Degree of 
Toxicity) 

3 
 

Degree of Toxicity —  Above Moderate 
An “above moderate” degree of toxicity is selected because the capacity-related 
SSOs, though diluted with infiltration and inflow, were not treated, potentially 
toxic to aquatic organisms, and contained bacteria at levels exceeding human 
health standards. Therefore, the discharges posed an above moderate risk to 
potential receptors. 

Suscepti-
bility to 
Cleanup or 
Abatement 

1 
 

Susceptibility to Cleanup — No 
Less than 50 percent of the capacity-related SSOs was amenable to cleanup or 
containment because the collection system, storm drains, and river were fully 
flowing at the time. 
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PENALTY 
FACTOR 

ASSESS-
MENT DISCUSSION 

Per Gallon 
Factor for 
Discharge 
Violations 

0.15 
 

The following assessment is based on Table 2 of the Enforcement Policy, which 
addresses the degree of deviation from requirement and the potential for harm. 
 
Violation II.b – Discharge to Surface Water: 

Deviation from Requirement — Major 
Prohibition C.1 of the Sanitary Sewer Order prohibits discharge of untreated 
sewage to waters of the United States. By discharging to waters of the United 
States, the SSOs rendered this prohibition ineffective in its essential functions. 

Adjustment 
for High 
Volume 
Discharges 

$2/gal 
 

The Enforcement Policy allows for an adjustment of the liability to as low as $2 
per gallon, rather than $10 per gallon, for high volume discharges, such as can 
occur for sewage spills, provided the adjustment “...does not result in an 
inappropriately small penalty.” The four SSOs totaled over 0.5 million gallons, 
which is a high volume. Application of an adjusted liability of $2 per gallon does 
not result in an inappropriately small penalty. 

Per Day 
Factor 

0.15 The following assessment is based on Table 3 of the Enforcement Policy, which 
addresses the degree of deviation from requirement and the potential for harm. 
 
Deviation from Requirement — Major 
Prohibition C.1 of the Sanitary Sewer Order prohibits discharge of untreated 
sewage to waters of the United States. By discharging to waters of the United 
States, the SSOs rendered this prohibition ineffective in its essential functions. 

Days 4 One day of violation was calculated for each of the four SSOs. 

Statutory 
Max Per 
Day 

$10,000 The statutory maximum per-day liability is $10,000 per Water Code section 
13385. 

Initial 
Liability  

 

$161,328 The initial liability is determined by adding liability for each of the four SSOs as 
follows: Each liability = [(per gallon factor) x (gallons discharged to surface water 
minus 1,000 gallons)] + [(per day factor) x (maximum per day liability, $10,000) x 
(days of SSO duration)]. 

Adjustments for Discharger Conduct 

Culpability 1.0 
 

A neutral culpability is appropriate because the Discharger is currently taking steps 
to address its insufficient capacity by implementing a capital improvement project 
(Petaluma Boulevard South Sewer Trunk Main) scheduled for completion by June 
30, 2017. While implementing the project earlier may have prevented the 
violations, the project time schedule is reasonable. Therefore, the Discharger acted 
with the due standard of care. 

Cleanup and 
Cooperation 

1 
 

A neutral cleanup and cooperation factor is appropriate because the Discharger 
was cooperative during investigations and submitted the Technical Report for the 
SSOs on June 30, 2016. 

History of 
Violations 

1 A neutral history of violations factor is appropriate because the Regional Water 
Board has not previously taken enforcement against the Discharger for SSOs.  

Total Base 
Liability 

$161,328 Each applicable factor relating to the Discharger’s conduct is multiplied by the 
initial liability for each violation to determine the Total Base Liability. 
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Table 3. Penalty Methodology Steps 5-10 for All Violations 
Sum of 
Total Base 
Liabilities 

$251,363 The sum of the Total Base Liabilities from Tables 1 ($90,035) and 2 ($161,328) 
is $251,363. 

Ability to 
Pay and 
Continue in 
Business 

No 
adjustment 

The Discharger operates a wastewater enterprise fund for operation and 
maintenance of its collection system. According to the Discharger’s 2015 
Consolidated Annual Financial Statement, the fund operates with a positive net 
operating income of approximately $295,000. At the time that the financial 
statement was published, the fund had cash assets in excess of $33 million, with 
an unrestricted fund balance of $29.5 million. Based on this information, the 
Discharger has the ability to pay the proposed liability. 

Other 
Factors as 
Justice May 
Require 

Decrease 
by $16,200 

Staff Costs (None) 
The costs of investigation and enforcement could be added to the liability 
amount. However, the Prosecution Team has chosen not to include these staff 
costs.  
 
Private Sewer Lateral Program (Decrease by $12,600) 
The Prosecution Team has decreased the proposed penalty by 5 percent because 
the Discharger has a lateral replacement program designed to assist homeowners 
in replacing defective laterals. Since 2012, on its own initiative, the Discharger 
has allocated $50,000 per year to fund this program. Regional Water Board 
Resolution R2-2005-0059 declares support for local programs that inspect and 
rehabilitate private sewer laterals, and states that the Regional Water Board will 
consider existence of such programs as an important factor when considering 
SSO enforcement.  

 
California Water Environment Association Certification (Decrease $3,600) 
The Prosecution Team credits the Discharger for 4 of its 8 collection system 
staff having California Water Environment Association certification. This 
certification is not a State requirement and indicates the Discharger’s 
commitment to proper collection system operation. The basic standard of 
California Water Environment Association certification is that all certificate 
holders perform at a level of basic competence that enables them to perform the 
essential duties of their job safely, effectively, without close supervision, and 
without further training. 

Economic 
Benefit 

$17,263 Pursuant to Water Code section 13385(e), civil liability, at a minimum, must be 
assessed at a level that recovers the economic benefit, if any, derived from the 
acts that constitute a violation. The Discharger repeatedly failed to submit 
required reports to the Regional Water Board by the deadlines specified in the 
2008 and 2013 MRPs. As a result, the Discharger had an economic benefit 
related to delayed reporting. In addition, the Discharger delayed assessment and 
construction of major capacity enhancing capital improvement projects that 
would have prevented or minimized several SSOs that have occurred to date. 
The delay provided a significant economic benefit associated with the delayed 
capital outlay. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s BEN9 financial model 
was used to compute the economic benefit of noncompliance. Tables 6 
through 9 detail cost estimate and other assumptions. The general assumptions 
used to determine the economic benefit are summarized below. 
  
The Prosecution Team determined that 30 SSOs were reported beyond the 

                                                 
9 U.S. EPA’s Economic Benefit Model (BEN) calculates a discharger’s economic benefit of noncompliance from delaying or 
avoiding compliance with environmental regulations. See https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/penalty-and-financial-models for 
additional information. 
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required deadline detailed in the 2008 and 2013 MRPs. The economic benefit 
for each report was determined based on the date the report was due and the date 
the report was uploaded and certified in CIWQS. In summary, the economic 
benefit of delayed SSO reporting totaled $445. In addition to the SSO reporting, 
a technical report was required to be completed for any SSO over 50,000 gallons 
that reached surface water. Four SSO events starting on December 11, 2014, 
were caused by the same capacity-related issue and should have had a technical 
report completed 45 days following the SSOs. The technical report related to 
this event was received approximately 17 months late. As a result, the 
Discharger received an economic benefit related to the delayed reporting of 
approximately $138. 
 
The Prosecution Team contends that several SSOs were the result of limited 
capacity in the collection system, a cause noted in several of the SSO reports. 
The Discharger provided correspondence dated December 8, 2016, which 
identified a project necessary to address capacity-related issues. The project 
addressed an area of concern determined to be a contributing factor of the 2014 
SSOs. Had the Discharger properly assessed wet weather flows within the 
collection system prior to these events, the December 2014 SSOs could have 
been minimized or eliminated. The delayed project, at a cost of $493,685, 
resulted in an economic benefit to the Discharger. With a completion date of 
March 18, 2016, the Discharger has enjoyed an economic benefit of at least 
$16,681 related to delaying the project approximately 15 months.  
 
For computational purposes, the penalty payment date was established as the 
projected hearing date, November 1, 2016. Changes to this date, or the 
compliance date of the actions described above, would affect the total economic 
benefit. Based on the assumptions within the model, the total economic benefit 
of noncompliance was determined to be $17,263.  

Maximum 
Liability 

$11,300,600 Water Code section 13268 allows up to $1,000 for each day in which a reporting 
violation occurs. 
 
Water Code section 13385 allows up to $10,000 for each day in which the 
discharge occurs, and $10 for each gallon exceeding 1,000 gallons that is 
discharged and not cleaned up. The maximum liability is determined by adding 
the maximum liability for each of the four SSOs as follows:  
 
Each maximum liability = (maximum per day liability) x (number of days of 
violation) + (SSO volume discharged but not cleaned up exceeding 1,000 
gallons) x (maximum liability per gallon) = ($10,000) x (1) + (SSO volume 
discharged but not cleaned up exceeding 1,000 gallons) x ($10).  

Minimum 
Liability 

$18,989 The Enforcement Policy states that the total liability shall be at least 10 percent 
higher than the economic benefit “so that liabilities are not construed as the cost 
of doing business and the assessed liability provides meaningful deterrent to 
future violations.” Therefore, the minimum total liability associated with the 
economic benefit of $17,263 is $18,989. 

Final 
Liability  

$235,200 
(rounded) 

The final liability is the total base liability after appropriate adjustments for 
ability to pay, economic benefit, other factors, and minimum and maximum 
liability. 
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Table 4 ‐ SSO reporting and certification violations

SSO Event ID
SSO Initial 
report date

SSO 
Initial/Draft 
report due 
Date

Original 
Certification 
Date

SSO Category
SSO Volume 
(gallons)

SSO Volume 
discharged to 
Surface Water 
(gallons)

SSO START 
Date

Notification 
Date

SSO End Date
SSO Response 
Completion Date

Final Certified 
SSO report Due 
Date

822163 2/22/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 15 0 12/28/2015 12/28/2015 12/28/2015   1/30/2016
822164 2/22/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 1 0 11/3/2015 11/3/2015 11/3/2015   12/30/2015
822175 2/22/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 8 0 8/26/2015 8/26/2015 8/26/2015   9/30/2015
822169 2/22/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 10 0 6/25/2015 6/25/2015 6/25/2015   7/30/2015
822173 2/22/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 40 0 6/2/2015 6/2/2015 6/2/2015   7/30/2015
822167 2/22/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 10 0 3/25/2015 3/25/2015 3/25/2015   4/30/2015
822166 2/22/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 5 0 3/15/2015 3/15/2015 3/15/2015   4/30/2015
822207 2/23/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 2 0 12/20/2014 12/20/2014 12/20/2014   1/30/2015
822208 2/23/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 30 0 11/12/2014 11/12/2014 11/12/2014   12/30/2014
822210 2/23/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 50 0 11/12/2014 11/12/2014 11/12/2014   12/30/2014
822216 2/24/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 4 0 11/10/2014 11/10/2014 11/10/2014   12/30/2014
822212 2/24/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 2 0 9/17/2014 9/17/2014 9/17/2014   10/30/2014
822217 2/24/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 5 0 9/4/2014 9/4/2014 9/4/2014   10/30/2014
822211 2/24/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 4 0 6/23/2014 6/23/2014 6/23/2014   7/30/2014
822220 2/24/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 5 0 5/29/2014 5/29/2014 5/29/2014   6/30/2014
822259 2/25/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 10 0 12/27/2013 12/27/2013 12/27/2013   1/30/2014
822255 2/25/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 7 0 10/26/2013 10/26/2013 10/26/2013   11/30/2013
822251 2/25/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 40 0 10/25/2013 10/25/2013 10/25/2013   11/30/2013
822253 2/25/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 30 0 10/25/2013 10/25/2013 10/25/2013   11/30/2013
822246 2/24/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 6 0 10/24/2013 10/24/2013 10/24/2013 11/30/2013
822242 2/24/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 3 10 0 10/21/2013 10/21/2013 10/21/2013   11/30/2013
822228 2/24/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 2 10 0 6/13/2013 6/13/2013 6/13/2013   7/30/2013
822269 2/25/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 2 8 0 10/14/2012 10/14/2012 10/14/2012   11/30/2012
822267 2/25/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 2 10 0 9/4/2012 9/4/2012 9/4/2012   10/30/2012
822270 2/25/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 2 30 0 8/25/2012 8/25/2012 8/25/2012   9/30/2012
822266 2/25/2016 NA 3/1/2016 Category 2 6 0 7/31/2012 7/31/2012 7/31/2012   8/30/2013

822153 2/22/2016 1/22/2016 3/1/2016 Category 1 100 100 1/19/2016 1/19/2016 1/19/2016 1/19/2016 2/3/2016
822257 2/25/2016 12/9/2013 3/1/2016 Category 1 100 90 12/4/2013 12/4/2013 12/4/2013 12/4/2013 12/19/2013
822226 2/24/2016 3/31/2014 3/1/2016 Category 1 15 5 3/26/2013 3/26/2013 3/26/2013 3/26/2013 4/10/2013
822271 2/25/2016 12/26/2012 3/1/2016 Category 1 400 400 12/23/2012 12/23/2012 12/23/2012 12/23/2012 1/7/2013
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Table 5 ‐ SSO Technical Reports

SSO Event ID SSO Start Date SSO End Date

SSO 
Volume 
(gal)

SSO Technical 
Report Due 

Date Submittal Date Days Late
812085 12/11/2014 12/11/2014 183,600
812245 12/11/2014 12/11/2014 144,720
812248 12/11/2014 12/11/2014 120,000
812253 12/11/2014 12/11/2014 73,440

1/25/2015 6/30/2016 522



Economic Benefit Summary

City of Petaluma

Sum of Economic Benefit

Page 1 17,054$                                       
Page 2 171$                                             
Page 3 38$                                               

Total Economic Benefit 17,263$                                       
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Amount Basis Date Delayed? Amount Basis Date Delayed? Amount Basis Date

Petaluma Boulevard South CIP ECI 1/1/2015 Y 493,685$         GDP 2/9/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 12/11/2014 3/18/2016 11/1/2016 3.80% 16,681$         

SSO Technical Report (ID 812085, 812245, 
812248, 812253) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 4,223.20$        ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 1/25/2015 6/30/2016 11/1/2016 3.60% 138$              

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822153) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 2/3/2016 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.40% 1$                  

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822257) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 12/19/2013 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 18$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822246) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 11/8/2013 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 20$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822226) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 4/10/2013 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 26$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822271) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 1/7/2013 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 28$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822228) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 7/30/2013 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 23$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822269) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 11/30/2012 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 27$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822267) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 10/30/2012 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 29$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822270) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 9/30/2012 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 29$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822266) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 8/30/2012 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 31$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822163) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 1/30/2016 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.40% 0$                  

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822164) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 12/30/2015 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.60% 2$                  

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822175) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 9/30/2015 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.60% 3$                  

Income Tax Schedule: Municipality Analyst: Bryan Elder Total Benefit: 17,054$         

USEPA BEN Model Version: Version 5.6.0 (April 2016) Date/Time of Analysis: 1/9/2017 10:52
Assunptions:

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Benefit of 

Non‐

Compliance

Economic Benefit Analysis
City of Petaluma

Compliance Action

Capital Investment One‐Time Non‐Depreciable Expenditure Annual Cost Non‐Compliance 

Date

Compliance 

Date

Penalty Payment 

Date Discount Rate

Penalty payment date assumed to be 11/1/2016 for computational purposes.

Hydraulic capaicty study and capacity enhancement project estimate provided by City.
SSO Technical Report based on 40 hours of staff time for entry, review, and certification using an estimated labor rate for City of Petaluma Operations Manager. Labor rate estimated based on salary obtained from Transparent 
California (2015). Labor rate includes a multiplier of 2.0 to account for additonal employee expenses including employer‐paid benefits, overhead expenses, etc.
SSO Discharge Reports based on 4 hours of staff time for entry, review, and certification using an estimated labor rate for City of Petaluma Operations Manager. Labor rate estimated based on salary obtained from Transparent 
California (2015). Labor rate includes a multiplier of 2.0 to account for additonal employee expenses including employer‐paid benefits, overhead expenses, etc.
Non‐compliance date for Petaluma Boulevard CIP assumed to be date of SSO (12/11/2014).

Compliance date for reports is certification date for each report as reported in CIWQS.

Non‐compliance date for reports is due date as described by the SSS Order and associated MRPs for each SSO event. 
Compliance date for Petaluma Boulevard CIP is assumed to be 6/30/2017, the expected date of project completion.
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Amount Basis Date Delayed? Amount Basis Date Delayed? Amount Basis Date

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822169) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 7/30/2015 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.60% 6$                  

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822173) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 7/30/2015 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.60% 6$                  

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822167) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 4/30/2015 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.60% 7$                  

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822166) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 4/30/2015 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.60% 7$                  

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822207) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 1/30/2015 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.60% 11$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822208) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 12/30/2014 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.80% 10$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822210) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 12/30/2014 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.80% 10$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822216) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 12/30/2014 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.80% 10$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822212) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 10/30/2014 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.80% 12$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822217) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 10/30/2014 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.80% 12$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822211) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 7/30/2014 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.80% 15$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822220) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 6/30/2014 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.80% 13$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822259) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 1/30/2014 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.80% 16$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822255) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 11/30/2013 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 19$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822251) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 11/30/2013 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 19$                

Income Tax Schedule: Municipality Analyst: Bryan Elder Total Benefit: 171$               

USEPA BEN Model Version: Version 5.6.0 (April 2016) Date/Time of Analysis: 1/9/2017 10:53
Assunptions:

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Benefit of 

Non‐

Compliance

Economic Benefit Analysis
City of Petaluma

Compliance Action

Capital Investment One‐Time Non‐Depreciable Expenditure Annual Cost Non‐Compliance 

Date

Compliance 

Date

Penalty Payment 

Date Discount Rate

Penalty payment date assumed to be 11/1/2016 for computational purposes.

Hydraulic capaicty study and capacity enhancement project estimate provided by City.
SSO Technical Report based on 40 hours of staff time for entry, review, and certification using an estimated labor rate for City of Petaluma Operations Manager. Labor rate estimated based on salary obtained from Transparent 
California (2015). Labor rate includes a multiplier of 2.0 to account for additonal employee expenses including employer‐paid benefits, overhead expenses, etc.
SSO Discharge Reports based on 4 hours of staff time for entry, review, and certification using an estimated labor rate for City of Petaluma Operations Manager. Labor rate estimated based on salary obtained from Transparent 
California (2015). Labor rate includes a multiplier of 2.0 to account for additonal employee expenses including employer‐paid benefits, overhead expenses, etc.
Non‐compliance date for Petaluma Boulevard CIP assumed to be date of SSO (12/11/2014).

Compliance date for reports is certification date for each report as reported in CIWQS.

Non‐compliance date for reports is due date as described by the SSS Order and associated MRPs for each SSO event. 
Compliance date for Petaluma Boulevard CIP is assumed to be 6/30/2017, the expected date of project completion.
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Amount Basis Date Delayed? Amount Basis Date Delayed? Amount Basis Date

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822253) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 11/30/2013 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 19$                

SSO Certifed Report (ID 822242) ECI 1/1/2015 Y 422.32$           ECI 1/1/2016 Y ECI 1/1/2015 11/30/2013 3/1/2016 11/1/2016 3.90% 19$                

Income Tax Schedule: Municipality Analyst: Bryan Elder Total Benefit: 38$                 

USEPA BEN Model Version: Version 5.6.0 (April 2016) Date/Time of Analysis: 1/9/2017 10:54
Assunptions:

1

2

3

4

5

6

7 Compliance date for reports is certification date for each report as reported in CIWQS
8 Penalty payment date assumed to be 11/1/2016 for computational purposes.

Hydraulic capaicty study and capacity enhancement project estimate provided by City.
SSO Technical Report based on 40 hours of staff time for entry, review, and certification using an estimated labor rate for City of Petaluma Operations Manager. Labor rate estimated based on salary obtained from Transparent 
California (2015). Labor rate includes a multiplier of 2.0 to account for additonal employee expenses including employer‐paid benefits, overhead expenses, etc.
SSO Discharge Reports based on 4 hours of staff time for entry, review, and certification using an estimated labor rate for City of Petaluma Operations Manager. Labor rate estimated based on salary obtained from Transparent 
California (2015). Labor rate includes a multiplier of 2.0 to account for additonal employee expenses including employer‐paid benefits, overhead expenses, etc.
Non‐compliance date for Petaluma Boulevard CIP assumed to be date of SSO (12/11/2014).
Non‐compliance date for reports is due date as described by the SSS Order and associated MRPs for each SSO event. 
Compliance date for Petaluma Boulevard CIP is assumed to be 6/30/2017, the expected date of project completion.

Benefit of 

Non‐

Compliance

Economic Benefit Analysis
City of Petaluma

Compliance Action

Capital Investment One‐Time Non‐Depreciable Expenditure Annual Cost Non‐Compliance 

Date

Compliance 

Date

Penalty Payment 

Date Discount Rate
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PETALUMA POLICE DEPARTMENT HOST PROGRAM 
ALMAN MARSH CLEANUP IN SHOLLENBERGER PARK 
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EQUIPMENT PURCHASE ESTIMATES AND SPECIFICATIONS   







*All figures are preliminary and subject to change.
©2017 American Honda Motor Co., Inc. — Motorcycle Division

2016 PIONEER 700-4 SPECIFICATIONS*

ENGINE

Engine Type 675cc liquid-cooled OHV single-cylinder four-stroke

Bore And Stroke 102.0mm x 82.6mm

Compression Ratio 9.2:1

Induction Fuel Injection (PGM-FI), 40mm throttle body

Ignition Full-transistorized with electronic advance

DRIVE TRAIN

Clutch Automatic

Transmission Automotive-style with hydraulic torque converter, three forward gears and Reverse.
Three drive modes include 2WD, 4WD and 4WD with differential lock

Driveline Direct front and rear driveshafts

CHASSIS / SUSPENSION / BRAKES

Front Suspension Independent double-wishbone; 7.9 inches travel

Rear Suspension Independent double-wishbone; 9.1 inches travel

Front Brake 200mm hydraulic disc

Rear Brake 170mm hydraulic disc

Front Tires 25 x 8-12

Rear Tires 25 x 10-12

DIMENSIONS

Length 114.8 inches

Width 60.0 inches

Height 78.3 inches

Wheelbase 76.8 inches

Bed Capacity 1000 pounds

Towing Capacity 1500 pounds

Ground Clearance 10.5 inches

Turning Radius 14.8 feet

Curb Weight 1396 pounds

Fuel Capacity 8.2 gallons, including 1.2-gallon reserve

OTHER

Note Recommended for Drivers 16 years of age and older.

Available Colors Red, Metallic Silver, Honda Phantom Camo®

Model Id SXS700M4

FACTORY WARRANTY INFORMATION

Duration One Year

Description Transferable limited warranty; extended coverage available with a Honda Protection
Plan
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PRELIMINARY SITE IMPROVEMENT ESTIMATES 
 
 



ITEM QTY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL NOTES

GENERAL

Mobilization 1 LS $3,000 3,000.00$     

Traffic Control 1 LS $1,000 1,000.00$     

Trench Bracing and Shoring 1 LS $1,000 1,000.00$     

Erosion Control 1 LS $1,500 1,500.00$     6,500.00$       Sub Total

Denman Reach

Grading 1 LS $2,000 2,000.00$     

Concrete with base Rock 600 SF $22 13,200.00$   

Construct 8-inch PVC with Drain 50 LF $80 4,000.00$     

Valve 2 LF $500 1,000.00$     

Rainwater Outfall 1 EA $1,000 1,000.00$     

Sump for Vac 1 EA $3,500 3,500.00$     

Parking Lot Rock 1000 SF $2 2,000.00$     

Bollards & Misc 1 LS $1,000 1,000.00$     27,700.00$     Sub Total

Marina Conversion

Water Reconnection 1 LS $500 500.00$        

Sewer Main 45 LF $90 4,050.00$     

Diversion Box and valves 1 EA $6,000 6,000.00$     

Bollards and Misc 1 LS $1,000 1,000.00$     11,550.00$     Sub Total

Shollenberger Park

Drainage Diversion 1 LS $1,500 1,500.00$     

Permanent BMPS 1 LS $800 800.00$        

Bollards 1 LS $500 500.00$        

Parking Lot Improvements 1 LS $2,000 2,000.00$     4,800.00$       Sub Total

Steamerlanding

Parking Lot Grading 300 SF $10 3,000.00$     

Permanent BMPS 1 LS $800 800.00$        

Bollards 1 LS $1,500 1,500.00$     

Parking Lot Improvements 1 LS $4,000 4,000.00$     9,300.00$       Sub Total

Subtotal 59,850.00$     

Contingency (15%) 0.15 8,977.50$       

TOTAL 68,827.50$   

SEP Opinion of Probable Engineer's  Estimate of Construction Cost



5/8/23, 5:22 PM Mail - Trippel, Andrew - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQkAGU3YWM2MGY1LTE3YzYtNGQxMC1hYTAxLWZkOTQ0MTAxNWQ3MQAQAL8HoZ3pWIVPoXl7B… 1/1

Re: Item 2 -- Oyster Cove Mixed Use Neighborhood Initial Study

Annie Stuart <l.annie.stuart@gmail.com>
Mon 5/8/2023 4:35 PM

To: Ellis, Evelyn <eellis@cityofpetaluma.org>;Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org>

---Warning: Use caution before clicking any attachments. THIS EMAIL IS FROM OUTSIDE OUR EMAIL
SYSTEM.---
Dear Commissioners & Council Liaison,

I am writing on behalf of 350 Petaluma. We urge you to recommend that the City of Petaluma NOT
certify the Initial Study -- Mitigated Negative Declaration. It does not meet the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

This project has the potential for significant environmental effects, such as flooding and sewage
overflows, necessitating CEQA review at this sensitive site. If not here, where?

Respectfully,

Annie Stuart
Steering Committee Member
350 Petaluma

--

Annie Stuart
Encore Editorial Services
707.242.6171
www.encoredit.com

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.encoredit.com%2F&data=05%7C01%7Catrippel%40cityofpetaluma.org%7C5655fb0dc5fe425ce71f08db501ce704%7C3251706cb8d941349f26dd04acbb79d0%7C0%7C0%7C638191857305032701%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=o9b1UiFfqeR4L%2BtC9T1%2F%2FxWr7%2B95fmKoRCO4aBVqwWI%3D&reserved=0


From: Moira Sullivan <msullivan64@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 9, 2023 4:46 PM 
To: -- City Clerk <CityClerk@cityofpetaluma.org>; Darren Racusen <darrenracusen@gmail.com>; 
sandi.lee.potter@gmail.com; rwhisman@yahoo.com; roger mcerlane <rogermcerlane@mac.com>; 
Janice Cader Thompson <janicecader@gmail.com>; heidibauer2000@gmail.com; Hooper Blake 
<bmhooper1@gmail.com>; Trippel, Andrew <atrippel@cityofpetaluma.org> 
Subject: RE: Oyster Cove Mitigated Negative Declaration, May 9, 2023 Planning Commission Meeting 
  

Dear City Clerk -  Please add the following comments to the record for this 
evening's May 9, 2023 Planning Commission meeting:  
  
The City and consultant M group planners continue to pass the buck (i.e., risks, 
costs) to us Petaluma taxpayers by permitting these river banktop 
developments. These banktop developments – the North River Apts, the 
Riverfront development, Scannell, and Oyster Cove should not be artifically 
piecemealed and evaluated separately for environmental impacts. Collectively, 
all of this constitutes extensive development. Both the individual 
and cumulative impacts of these banktop developments constitute 
SIGNIFICANT impacts to our river ecosystem and our stormwater systems, 
and it is very deceptive not only to allow for Mitigated Negative Declarations – 
which are patently bogus (modern construction alone has a massive carbon 
footprint, 39% of all carbon emissions, every census tract in Petaluma is 
already adversely impacted by traffic emissions per our GP consultants, and 
our river is on the Regional Water Quality Control Board's list for impaired 
water bodies of the state for E. coli) – but it is also profoundly deceptive for 
Olivia Ervin of the M Group to declare in every single Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) that has passed through the M Group’s lens, that any and all 
significant impacts can be mitigated (e.g., Safeway Gas Station, River Row 
Apartments, Riverfront Development, Davidon, Sid Commons, Scannell, etc, 
etc). We are in the throes of climate change, biodiversity loss, and ecological 
collapse precisely because of this dinosaur way of thinking and, yet, our City 
continues to allow these false narratives to be perpetuated over and over. This 
is not climate-forward thinking. These banktop developments, all in close 
proximity to one another, must be evaluated for the sum total of considerable 
adverse cumulative impacts they will have on our health and safety, and the 
ecology of our riverine ecosystem.  
  
Regards Oyster Cove, our town is not like other cities. It is built on a 
watershed and bisected by a river - and a $100 million dollar flood wall/weir 
had to be constructed by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) due to 
repeated catastrophic flooding. That flood control system was designed in the 
1990s and does not account for climate change impacts. Oyster Cove in 



particular sits in the path of harm. Dave Dawdy at the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) said the Petaluma floodwall project was the 
most deceptive Corps project ever built. Per Dave Dawdy, when the 
floodwaters overtop the USACE floodwall, the water will return to the river at 
the McNear Channel – and take out infrastructure in its path. Critically, the 
McNear Channel, which is not dredged, will become a marsh/wetland (per 
SFEI, 98% of our river wetlands are gone). We need to preserve the flood 
storage capacity of our river - its banks - so that rising floodwaters can go 
overbank and not flood/topple infrastructure. And, we must not build on 
habitat that is essential for the survival of species that reside in the deepwater 
turning basin, including otters and seals that use the river banks for staging. 
  
It’s not for nothing that Sonoma County is #1 out of 14 Western states and 
ALL 58 CA counties for flood losses (Scripps/USACE, 2019). We place 
infrastructure where we should not. We know better and our City is not 
protecting us citizens, fiscally, or from a safety standpoint, and is not 
protecting our rare and irreplaceable riverine ecosystem; riparian corridors, 
especially, serve as biodiversity hubs. This is eregious and constitutes a 
leadership deficit that risks exposing the city to great expense/liability. The 
river banks should have, at most, a sensitive trail - and wetlands near the 
turning basin should be restored for flood retention. 
  
It is very wrong to have the M Group planning consultants overseeing EIR 
management when these consultants are the very ones who receive revenues 
for getting these same development projects approved. How does our City not 
see this as a gross conflict of interest? Where developers have gotten the CA 
courts to agree not to hold them liable for climate change impacts, it falls to 
cities and the taxpayers to bail this vulnerable infrastructure out. This is a 
case of passing the buck - and allowing a select few to profit at the expense of 
the many. Let's consider returning to a planning department that works for 
our citizens, and not the developers. We need bold leadership to protect our 
town and its ecosystems now. Do not approve more riverbank developments 
in this era of catastrophic climate change. Their impacts, which are significant, 
cannot be mitigated.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

Moira Sullivan 

Petaluma citizen and State of CA Scientist 
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