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Re:  Chanate Complex, Item 31 on February 7, 2017 Agenda 
 
Chair Zane and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 
 
I am pleased to finally see a proposal for development on the Chanate Complex site.  As we are all aware, 
this is one of the largest development sites available in Santa Rosa (and perhaps within the County), and 
if well developed, has great potential to be an wonderful asset to Santa Rosa and the County.  It is an 
opportunity for the County to lead by example, and to negotiate for the highest quality development that 
best serves our community on this site.  
 
Unfortunately, the staff report with the Chanate Complex proposal and other supporting documentation 
was not available to the public until late Friday afternoon, with the hearing occurring on Tuesday 
afternoon, leaving only the weekend and one business day to review, evaluate and make comments about 
the proposal.  This late notice to the public is unacceptable, particularly with the history of this project 
and for a project of this size. 
 
It is necessary that the public have an adequate opportunity to make informed comment on any item 
before a decision is made, and in this case, I believe it is essential that more time be allowed prior to the 
Board taking any action. 
 
I would request that you put consideration of this item over for at least a week – if not longer – to 
allow stakeholders, neighbors and the general public adequate time to make informed comment. 
 
With that said, in the limited time and with the documentation I have been able to obtain, following are 
my comments on this project proposal.  Each question/request I have is in bold, and I will appreciate a 
response thereto. 
 
PUBLIC PROCESS: 
 
The public process surrounding this development has been astonishingly paltry.  In fact, when I learned of 
Tuesday’s hearing, I wondered if I had perhaps missed hearings or other opportunities to be informed and 
to participate.   
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As best I can discover, the history of the project shows that after approving the issuance of the Request 
for Proposals (RFP) in February of 2016, the Board of Supervisors have “discussed” this project in public 
exactly once – on June 21, 2016 – when acceptance of the RFP responses was on the consent calendar.  
Supervisor Zane made minor comments, and the board voted 4-0 (Gorin being absent) to accept the RFP 
responses.  A comment made in public by Adrienne Lauby at that meeting requested to see the RFP 
responses and to have an opportunity to comment on them.  I have no idea if her request was responded 
to. 
 
I have also discovered that David Grabill sent a PRA request on May 13, 2016, and I am in possession of 
the County’s May 24, 2016 response, denying his PRA request.  In other words, no one had an 
opportunity to see the RFP responses prior to the Board making a decision to select a developer, or any 
opportunity to provide input about the proposed project or RFP respondent teams.  
 
RFP RESPONSES: 
 
All evaluation of the two RFP responses, the “Gallaher” proposal and the “Johansen” proposal, was done 
outside of the public view, and then, on September 13, 2016, the Board went into closed session, without 
comment, to begin negotiations with their selected developer – Bill Gallaher – about the project, which 
included negotiations about the proposed development program for the site.  Again, this decision was 
made entirely outside of the public eye, with no stakeholder input.  Since I have as yet been unable to 
obtain a copy of Gallaher’s original RFP response, I don’t know how his original proposal differs from 
his final proposal presented for Tuesday’s meeting. 
 
Nonetheless, the public has had no opportunity to evaluate and comment on the two RFP responses, or to 
make informed comment on the proposed development program options for the site.   
 
My quick review of the materials I do have makes clear that one major consideration for the County is 
financial – which proposal would result in the largest financial remuneration to the County.  However, the 
value of this site extends beyond just financial.  By failing to disclose the two RFP proposals to the 
public, we have been denied an opportunity to evaluate the proposals not only in raw financial terms, but 
also in all the other equally important non-financial differences.  Was one proposal more innovative?  Did 
one proposal do a better job of environmental protection, of protection from seismic risks, of provision of 
legally affordable housing, of transit orientation and reduced car trips?  We unfortunately have no idea. 
 
I have obtained a copy of most of the RFP responses (I am missing the original response from Gallaher).  
In the limited time prior to Tuesday’s hearing, I have attempted to discern the differences between the two 
proposals that might have caused the County to select Gallaher as the developer for this site.  Other than 
the identity of the selected developer, the two primary differences I noted are that the Johansen proposal 
conservatively proposed building 400 units of housing (as a minimum), and did not propose to build 
housing in a portion of the property mostly likely to be adversely affected by seismic concerns.  However, 
unlike the Gallaher proposal, the Johansen proposal appears to have continued accommodating Sloan 
House, as well as continuing the tenancy of the Bird Rescue Center. 
 
Of course the number of units proposed in the Johansen proposal might have resulted in less income to 
the County than the Gallaher proposal, since Gallaher is proposing building the alleged maximum number 
of possible units on the site. 
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None of these differences appear to be significant enough to have warranted and/or explained the 
selection of Gallaher as the developer, and since the public has been completely excluded from this 
process, there’s no way we can effectively evaluate the Board’s decision without significant additional 
information. 
 
Please provide me with a copy of the Gallaher team’s original RFP response.  Please state clearly 
and in detail why Gallaher was selected as the preferred developer. 
 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT: 
 
Members of the Board of Supervisors profess an understanding of how important community outreach 
and engagement is.  But this proposed project has had an astonishing lack of community engagement thus 
far, in spite of many County statements about the importance thereof. 
  
Although one well attended community meeting was held in October of 2015, it appears that the purpose 
of that meeting was to assist in preparation of the RFP, and had nothing to do with the actual proposed 
(even if tentative) development program/master plan for the site.   
 
It is completely unclear whether there will be any attempt by the County to engage the public during the 
development of the Development and Disposition Agreement (DDA), which would be the next step after 
the approval of the currently requested Board action.  Please advise what opportunities there will be 
for public comment/participation during the DDA agreement development.  Please also require that 
there indeed be ample opportunity for informed stakeholder comment/participation during the 
DDA agreement development. 
 
Of course, once this project goes to the City of Santa Rosa, I would except extensive opportunities for 
public comment, but this Board cannot avoid their obligation to allow informed public comment by 
making it Santa Rosa’s “responsibility” at some nebulous time in the future.  
 
SALE PRICE: 
 
The Appraisal Report for this site is dated in 2014 (and contains a large number of caveats), but I’m 
certain that both Gallaher and the County have negotiated a purchase price for the property that reflects 
the difference in the last 2+ years in market value of this property.  If there is a more recent appraisal 
for this site, please provide me with a copy. 
 
The Agreement in front of the Board of Supervisors states that the purchase price of the site will be $6 
million, which assumes that 400 units will be built.  The Agreement further states that each unit in excess 
of 400 shall increase the purchase price by $16,250, to a maximum purchase price of $12.5 million.  In 
other words, Gallaher will be paying $15,000 each for the first 400 units. 
  
What was the purchase price proposed by the Johansen proposal, for the 400 units they were 
proposing? 
 
I fully understand that the County wants to maximize their return in this property, and, indeed, that they 
have some obligation to their constituents to do exactly that.   
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There is an important exception to that obligation, however.  California Government Code Section 
25539.4 allows as follows: 
 

“(a) The Legislature recognizes that real property of counties can be utilized, in accordance with a 
county’s best interests, to provide housing affordable to persons or families of low or moderate 
income. Therefore, notwithstanding any other provision of law, whenever the board of 
supervisors determines that any real property or interest therein owned, or to be purchased, by the 
county can be used to provide housing affordable to persons and families of low or moderate 
income, as defined by Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code or as defined by the United 
States Department of Housing and Urban Development or its successors, and that this use is in 
the county’s best interests, the county may sell, lease, exchange, quitclaim, convey, or otherwise 
dispose of the real property or interest therein at less than fair market value.” 

 
Of course, this Code Section requires other conditions be met, including that 40% of the housing units on 
the property be “affordable to households whose incomes are equal to or less than 75 percent of the 
maximum income of lower income households, and at least half of which shall be affordable to very low 
income households.” 
 
Nonetheless, it is well acknowledged by the Board of Supervisors, and the City of Santa Rosa, that we are 
in a housing crisis, and that the need for legally affordable housing is extreme.  In fact, the City of Santa 
Rosa hopes to build up to 50% of new housing units as legally affordable units in the coming years. 
 
Since the County will have few opportunities to participate in building many large housing projects in 
unincorporated areas, this site is a perfect opportunity for the County to take advantage of, and 
responsibility for, substantially increasing its participation in addressing the affordable housing crisis.  
 
Because of the lack of public process and public participation, I have no idea if the possibility of 
increasing legally affordable housing on the site was even discussed by the Board, or with either or both 
of the two RFP respondents. 
 
I believe this is information that must be considered, and would request the Board to inform the 
public whether this possibility has been explored by the Board, and/or with the RFP respondents.  
Further, please report what the results of this discussion were, if it happened.  If no such discussion 
has occurred, please clearly explain why not. 
 
AFFORDABILITY: 
 
Having been an affordable housing advocate in Sonoma County in excess of 15 years, I am pleased that –
finally – everyone else seems to realize how essential and important legally affordable inclusionary 
housing is to the health of our community. 
 
This project proposes the minimum affordability required under County law – 20% of the total units1.  
The developer is proposing to make those legally affordable units inclusionary and for very low income 
residents, which is commendable. 
                                                           
1 While the City of Santa Rosa requirements are for only 15% legally affordable housing, again, Santa Rosa is 
apparently planning to require a much higher percentage of legally affordable units in projects they approve in the 
future. 
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Nonetheless, 20% is not adequate legal affordability considering the state of our housing crisis.  As a 
leader in discussing this crisis, I am surprised and disappointed that the County is not requiring a larger 
proportion of legally affordable units on this site.  Talk is cheap, but this is an opportunity for the County 
to aggressively put talk into action, by requiring more than the bare minimum legally affordable housing 
County laws require. 
 
In paragraph 1, second bullet point, of the Term Sheet attached to and made a part of the Agreement in 
front of you for approval attempts to state the conditions of affordability the developer has agreed to, but 
is confusing (at the least).  On Saturday morning, Caroline Judy, Director of the County General Services 
Department, clarified this section for me: 
 

“You are correct in understanding that Gallaher has proposed 20% of the entire proposed 
development as Very Low Income affordable. The 20% affordable applies to each of the three 
categories; multi family, senior, and veterans housing.” 

 
Toni Holland, Architect, Sonoma County Senior Capital Project Manager, also confirmed the above on 
Sunday morning. 
 
I have questions about whether these clarifications are accurate, however.  It is difficult for me to imagine 
that the majority of the proposed veterans housing will be market rate housing, considering the special 
needs of our veterans.  I am awaiting further clarification of this issue, since if all 50 of the veterans units 
will be legally affordable, that could reduce the number of other legally affordable units to 110. 
 
Additionally, there is no indication in any documentation I’ve been able to find as to whether the housing 
on this site will be for sale housing or rental housing.  Please specifically state whether the proposed 
housing is for sale, rental, or a mixture.  Further, please specifically state whether the legally 
affordable housing proposed is for sale, rental or a mixture. 
 
Paragraph 10 of the Term Sheet, which is attached to and made a part of the Agreement in front of you for 
approval, states that there will be “affordability covenants” recorded against the parcels on which the 
affordable units will be located, but does not indicate the length of time of said affordability covenants.  
Please state with specificity what the length of time said affordability covenants will be. 
 
With regard to legal affordability on this site, I would request that a much larger percentage of the 
housing on this site be legally affordable.  I believe that a minimum of 30% inclusionary legally 
affordable housing is appropriate for this showcase project.  I would further request that the affordability 
covenants be for a period of at least 55 years. 
 
The time where we can settle for minimum amounts of legally affordable housing in projects has long 
since passed. 
 
SENIOR HOUSING: 
 
The senior housing proposed for this project takes up approximately 15 acres, as best as I can tell.  160 
units of senior housing are proposed in this project. 
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Unless my calculations are incorrect, this means that Gallaher is proposing to build multifamily housing 
for everyone except seniors, and that he is proposing to build lower density single family homes for 
seniors. 
 
Standard density for single family homes is 8 houses/acre, which, on 15 acres would result in 120 single 
family senior homes.  Although this is less than the 160 proposed senior units, perhaps the 32 legally 
affordable senior units2 will be multi family, or perhaps there will be some portion developed as a small 
lot subdivision.  Either way, I suspect that the majority of the senior housing proposed will be lower 
density single family development. 
 
I’m befuddled by this apparent proposal, and am perhaps misunderstanding it (there are no specifics on 
the senior housing – I am having to evaluate the proposed senior housing acreage based on the size of a 
“blob”).  Please explain specifically what type of housing the proposed senior units will be.  If they 
will be lower density housing, please explain why it is acceptable to approve a project where the 
senior housing is apparently going to be lower density single family development, but the family 
housing will all be multifamily at higher density. 
 
INTERIM HOMELESS USES: 
 
The County has made it abundantly clear that it believes that the existing vacant structures are too unsafe 
to use for any purpose, even temporarily.  However, the County has also made clear that the parking on 
the site is in good condition, which would imply that it is available for use. 
 
While I find it difficult to believe that there is no possible way to use any portion of the vacant buildings 
on a temporary basis to serve our very needy and visible homeless population, since the approval of this 
project will take well over a year, I would propose that at a minimum the County take a leadership role 
and allow use of the unused parking capacity on the site for homeless parking and/or camping on a 
temporary basis during this process.  I would also request that the County separately evaluate the 
temporary use of bathroom and kitchen facilities in the vacant buildings to serve our homeless population 
during any temporary use of the parking on site. 
 
Please evaluate whether these uses of the unused parking areas/bathrooms and kitchens on site 
would be feasible during the period that this site will remain largely vacant.  
 
TRANSIT ORIENTATION/STREETS, PATHS AND PARKS: 
 
The RFP prepared by the County discusses the location of this site as if it is easily accessible to 
“neighborhood” amenities, such as the SRJC, and as if downtown Santa Rosa and SMART stations are 
just a short distance away.  These representations are true if you’re driving a car.  However, for 
individuals who are walking, biking or taking public transit, this is not quite correct and ignores not just 
the distances, but the topography of the site location.   
 
Further, even ignoring the actual physical location of the site, the proposed development appears far from 
transit oriented.  This project proposes development on approximately 80 acres, and the Depiction of 
Development Program shows the location of two bus stops with shelters.  Based on the information 

                                                           
2 Assuming that the legally affordable units remains at 160 total units, split evenly between each type of housing. 
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available, it is obvious that the residents of the vast majority of the proposed housing units will not be 
able to adequately, easily and conveniently access those bus stops. 
 
Perhaps Gallaher has proposed types of transit other than two bus stops that would lead me to conclude 
this project is indeed being developed in a transit oriented manner, but there is no evidence of that. 
 
Additionally, there is no indication of whether the streets, paths, parks, amphitheater, etc. within this 
project will be public, and open to all residents of Sonoma County, or whether they will be privately 
owned.   
 
It is the responsibility of the County to select a project for this site that will maximize transit use, as well 
as being walkable and bikeable to the maximum extent possible.  Please state with specificity 
everything that will be done on this site to reduce the use of cars, and of car trips. 
 
I believe that the majority of the amenities on this site in the proposed development must be public – the 
streets should be publicly owned, the paths, the parks, the amphitheater, etc., all should be accessible to 
everyone.  This should not be a “gated community.”  Please state specifically whether the streets, 
paths, parks, amphitheater, etc., will be public or will be privately owned. 
 
GEOLOGIC/SEISMIC CONSTRAINTS: 
 
The subject site is located in an Alquist Priolo Special Studies Zone, and is impacted by earthquake faults 
and fault traces. The City of Santa Rosa prohibits the construction of new housing units within 50 feet of 
a fault trace. 
 
The Geologic Fault Hazard Summary map provided by ZFA Structural Engineers makes clear that there 
are significant potential earthquake hazards on this site.  A complete seismic/geotechnical report will be 
required for this site, but I find it quite disturbing that Gallaher’s proposed development appears to have 
housing proposed in the Northern portion of the property, where fault traces have been detected in prior 
reports.  I’m certain that any housing built would comply with setback requirements, but I question the 
advisability of building any residential units in these areas, even with required setbacks. 
 
As reported in the Chanate Geologic Fault Hazard Summary, at page 2: 
 

“Gilpin Geosciences Report summarized the findings: 
 
““Based on the preponderance of lineaments (a lineament is a feature in a landscape which is an 
expression of an underlying geologic structure such as a fault) and other fault-related features 
observed by Gilpin Geosciences and others in the site vicinity, along with the lack of clear 
resolution of differing interpretations of onsite and offsite geologic structures, we conservatively 
judge the overall potential for fault rupture at the site to be high. There may exist areas within the 
site that are sufficiently free of active faults so as to allow future construction of structures for 
human occupancy.”  

 
I have extensive experience with the very geologically active/unstable Moving Mountain site, as does 
Gallaher’s selected geotechnical firm, Kleinfelder.  Although the Chanate Complex site does not have the 
same history of geologic instability that Moving Mountain does, the two locations are not far from each 
other, and the Chanate Compex has terrain that, in combination with the earthquake faults/traces, is 
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concerning.  Obviously, a thorough geotechnical study and report will divulge the challenges this site may 
have. 
 
I will be following the ultimate geotechnical/seismic reports carefully, and will respond to them at that 
time. 
 
COUNTY OF SONOMA/CITY OF SANTA ROSA PARTNERSHIP: 
 
The County apparently has decided to maximize development on this site by presenting Gallaher’s 
proposal to build 800 units of housing on the site.  There is no question that 800 units of housing could 
help to alleviate a small portion of the housing crisis we find ourselves in, as well as increase the 
County’s and the developer’s bottom line. 
 
However, this aggressive development proposal has no regard for what is the best for Santa Rosa, or for 
the conditions that actually exist on this site or in this site’s surroundings.  I am disturbed the what seems 
to be a lack of desire to be “partners” with the City of Santa Rosa on any development for this site. 
 
In fact, the County has doubled down on their proposal by stating in the Term Sheet (attached to and a 
part of the Agreement with Gallaher which is front of you), at paragraph 3: 
 

“If Developer is unable to obtain City approval of a Project that includes at least 650 units (not 
including veterans housing), County shall consider alternative methods of entitling the Property 
for development, including, potentially, a County led entitlement process.” 
 

Although the County has done a Phase 1 Seismic Study on the existing Hospital buildings, the later 
Geologic Fault Hazard Study for the site itself clearly recommends that a comprehensive geotechnical and 
geologic hazard study be completed.  Further, the County has not commenced or completed any of the 
necessary environmental review of the proposed development, including traffic studies3. 
 
It will be left to Santa Rosa to require and review all the necessary studies and to then evaluate whether it 
is possible or desirable to build 400 units of housing, let alone 800 units of housing, on this site. 
 
It apparently will also fall to Santa Rosa to conduct all public outreach and community involvement.  
These processes will no doubt lead to changes to the proposed development program, and those changes 
may be significant.  The County is in the luxurious position of “approving” a development program with 
little to no real world information or consequences. 
 
Beyond this unfortunate disconnection, I also note that the City of Santa Rosa has been left out of a 
crucial element in this process.  As stated in the Agreement before you, at paragraph 5: 
 

“Any and all data, tests, information, reports, surveys, and studies generated as a result of 
Developer’s investigation activities shall be provided to County at the same time such materials 
become available to Developer and shall become the property of County.” 
 

                                                           
3 I must briefly state that the idea of a traffic circle on Chanate, an arterial street with very heavy traffic, is difficult 
for me to imagine.  I expect that this proposal will have to be thoroughly evaluated by Santa Rosa, and that people 
who drive the street every day will have decided opinions about this proposal. 
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The developer is also required to submit to the County additional related information at paragraph 15 of 
this Agreement. 
 
Why will the City of Santa Rosa not be receiving this information simultaneously with the County?  
I would request that the Agreement be modified to require submittal of all the information to Santa 
Rosa simultaneous with its submittal to the County, and that ownership of said information be 
joint. 
 
Finally, in paragraph 9 of the Term Sheet attached to and made a part of the Agreement in front of you, 
the County has reserved to itself the sole discretion to approve or disapprove the “Basic Concept 
Drawings (preliminary site plan and illustrative drawings).”  These Basic Concept Drawings apparently 
will be completed as part of the DDA, and “all plans, drawings and applications submitted to the City 
[thereafter] shall be substantially consistent” therewith. 
 
Since the DDA will be “exclusively” negotiated between the County and Gallaher over an anticipated 
120-180 day period, and since the DDA will result in the basis of what the City of Santa Rosa will have in 
front of it to approve, I have to ask what opportunities there will be both for the City of Santa Rosa 
and for all other stakeholders to participate and comment in shaping these Basic Concept Drawings 
during this process.  Please respond specifically to this question. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
While I am happy that this site is finally after years of vacancy moving forward with proposed 
development, I believe that, in summary: 
 
1.  The approval requested by the Board on February 7, 2017 is premature, and additional time is needed 
so that all stakeholders can adequately respond to the proposal before the Board; 
 
2.  There must be significantly more public input at every stage of this proposed development, not just 
after Santa Rosa begins considering entitlements; 
 
3.  The project should be required to have more inclusive legally affordable housing, protected by 
covenant for a minimum of 55 years; 
 
4.  Prior to speculating on the total number of residential units and other uses that can be built on this site, 
a great deal more information is needed – on CEQA considerations, on seismic considerations, on 
geologic considerations, etc.; 
 
5.  A great deal more work must be done to ensure that this development is truly transit oriented, and 
actually reduces car trips;  
 
6.  The roads, paths, parks and other amenities of this proposed development should be public; 
 
7.  The site should be used for temporary homeless parking/camping during the lengthy period of 
approval of any development; and 
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8.  The relationship between the County of Sonoma and the City of Santa Rosa should be a partnership, 
with everyone working together in a transparent and inclusive manner with all public stakeholders toward 
the goal of an exceptional development. 
 
Please add my name to all County notification list(s) to be notified of everything that occurs with 
regard to this project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  I look forward to responses to all of my concerns and questions. 
 
Of course, please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or require additional 
information. 
 
     Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
 
 
      Sonia E. Taylor 
  
 
 
Cc:   Caroline Judy, Sonoma County Director of General Services 

Santa Rosa City Council 
 Santa Rosa Planning Commission 

David Guhin, Santa Rosa Director of Planning & Economic Development 
 David Gouin, Santa Rosa Director of Housing & Community Services  

Sonoma County Housing Advocacy Group  
 Accountable Development Coalition 
 Sonoma County Transportation and Land Use Coalition 
 J.D. Morris 
 Kevin McCallum 
 Paul Gullixson 


