Mayor: Alan Galbraith
Vice Mayor: Peter White
City Council: Sharon Crull
Paul Dohring

Greg Pitts

ST. HELENA CITY COUNCIL
REGULAR MEETING
APRIL 14, 2015

4:00 PM CLOSED SESSION
CITY HALL CONFERENCE ROOM,
1480 MAIN STREET, ST. HELENA

6:00 PM REGULAR MEETING
VINTAGE HALL BOARD ROOM - SECOND FLOOR
465 MAIN STREET, ST. HELENA

PLEASE NOTE: Any person who wishes to speak regarding an item on the
agenda or make a comment under the “Oral Communication” portion of the
agenda may voluntarily complete a “Speaker Card” and submit it to the City
Clerk BEFORE that portion of the agenda is called. Speaker cards are
available on the table in back of the room. Please observe the time limit of
three minutes.

1. PUBLIC COMMENTS PERTAINING TO THE CLOSED SESSION

2. CLOSED SESSION

a. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL--EXISTING LITIGATION;
Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(1); City of St. Helena v. Upper Valley
Disposal Service, Napa County Superior Court No. 26-64875

b. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL--ANTICIPATED LITIGATION
Initiation of litigation pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(4):
(Two potential case)

c. CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL--ANTICIPATED LITIGATION;
Government Code Section 54956.9, subdiv. (d)(2): Significant exposure to
litigation (one potential case)

d. CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS—Government Code section
54957.6:
City designated representative: Mayor Alan Galbraith
Unrepresented employee: City Manager



3. OPEN SESSION - COUNCIL WILL RETURN TO OPEN SESSION AND
ANNOUNCE ACTIONS TAKEN IF ANY (6:00 P.M.)

4. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

5. ROLL CALL

6. PUBLIC FORUM: Members of the public are entitled to speak on matters of
municipal concern not on the agenda during Public Forum. Each person’s comments
shall be limited to 3 minutes. Each person is entitled to speak on any non-agendized
item only once at any meeting. Brief questions by Councilmembers for clarifications
may be posed and answered, and Councilmembers may make requests that items
be placed on future agendas, but in accordance with state law, no substantive
discussion or action may take place unless and until the matter properly appears
on the agenda.

7. REPORTS BY STAFF AND CITY COUNCIL, FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS, and AB
1234 REPORTS: Reports by staff and/or Councilmembers on items of general
interest. Brief questions for clarification may be posed and answered, and
Councilmembers may request that items be placed on a future agenda. Except under
certain circumstances, the Brown Act prohibits any other discussion or action by the
City Council.

PRESENTATIONS AND PUBLIC RECOGNITIONS
8. Proclamation — National Library Week, April 12-18, 2015, presented to St. Helena
Library

9. Proclamation — GIVE BIG ST. HELENA!, presented to GIVE BIG St. HELENA!
Steering Committee

10. Proclamation — National Crime Victims' Rights Week — April 19 to 25, 2015,
presented to Napa County District Attorney’s Office, Victim Services Division

11. Proclamation — Sexual Assault Awareness Month April 2015, presented to Sexual
Assault Victim Services (SAVS), CEDV Napa Police Department, Napa Emergency
Women'’s Services

CONSENT ITEMS: Members of the Council or the public may ask that any items be
considered individually for purposes of considering alternative action, for extended
discussion, or for public comment. Unless that is done, one motion may be used to adopt
all recommended actions. (Roll Call Vote)

12. Consideration and proposed approval of resolution approving a professional services
agreement with Interwest Consulting Group, Inc. in the amount of $11,540 for
Specifications and Estimate for the 2015 Pavement Rehabilitation Project, and
transferring $276,601 from Capital Improvement Project R-71 to R-48
CEQA Status: Categorically Exempt, Section 15301, Existing Facilities Class |
Lead Staff: Steven Palmer, PE — Director of Public Works/City Engineer
Recommendation: Adopt




13.

14.

Consideration and proposed approval of resolution adopting a revised conflict of
interest code for the City of St. Helena and rescinding Resolution 2012-76

CEQA Status: Not a CEQA Project

Lead Staff: Cindy Black, City Clerk

Recommendation: Adopt

Consideration and proposed approval of resolution for a Professional Services
Agreement with Glenmount Global Solutions in the amount of $21,500 for City of St.
Helena Remote Terminal Unit Upgrades (Meadowood Tank and Pump Station)
CEQA Status: Categorically Exempt, Section 15301, Existing Facilities Class |
Lead Staff: Steven Palmer, PE — Director of Public Works/City Engineer
Recommendation: Adopt

NEW BUSINESS

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Consideration and proposed approval of a resolution approving an employment
agreement with Noah Housh to serve as the City’s Planning and Community
Improvement Director

CEQA Status: Not a CEQA Project

Lead Staff: Jennifer Phillips, City Manager

Recommendation: Adopt

Consideration and proposed approval of resolution approving a Senior Management
Analyst/Water Conservation Coordinator position for a total cost of $18,800 for FY
2014-15

CEQA Status: Not a CEQA Project

Lead Staff: Jennifer Phillips, City Manager

Recommendation: Adopt

Independent Auditor’s Report on Internal Control over Financial Reporting
CEQA Status: Not a CEQA Project

Lead Staff: April Mitts, Finance Director

Recommendation: Receive and Accept

FEMA/OES Refund Update
CEQA Status: Not a CEQA Project
Lead Staff: April Mitts, Finance Director

Recommendation: No Action

Consideration and proposed approval of resolution for development of a Grant
Manager Position and Appropriation of Funds for Remainder of FY 2014-15 in the
amount of $19,000

CEQA Status: Not a CEQA Project

Lead Staff: April Mitts, Finance Director

Recommendation: Adopt




PUBLIC HEARING

20. Appeal of the February 3, 2015 Planning Commission decision to deny a Demolition
Permit, Parcel Map, Use Permit and Design Review in order to demolish an existing
single-family residence, subdivide the existing parcel into two parcels (creating a flag
lot) and develop a new two-story single-family residence on each of the new parcels
at 1837 Pine Street in the MR: Medium Density Residential district
CEQA Status: Categorically Exempt
Lead Staff: Victor Carniglia, Planning Consultant
Recommendation: Adopt resolution denying appeal

ADJOURNMENT The next Regular City Council meeting is scheduled for April 28, 2015, at
6:00 p.m. in the Vintage Hall Board Room located at 465 Main Street.

This agenda was posted at City Hall, 1480 Main Street, and at Vintage Hall, 465 Main
Street, St. Helena, California on April 10, 2015.

&/w{ Daek

Cindy Black, City Clerk

CHALLENGING DECISIONS OF CITY ENTITIES

The time limit within which to commence any lawsuit or legal challenge to any quasi-adjudicative decision
made by the City of St. Helena is governed by Section 1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure, unless a shorter
limitation period is specified by any other provision, including without limitation Government Code section
65009 applicable to many land use and zoning decisions, Government Code section 66499.37 applicable to
the Subdivision Map Act, and Public Resources Code section 21167 applicable to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Under Section 1094.6, any lawsuit or legal challenge to any quasi-adjudicative decision
made by the City must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which such decision becomes
final. Any lawsuit or legal challenge, which is not filed within that 90-day period, will be barred. Government
Code section 65009 and 66499.37, and Public Resources Code section 21167, impose shorter limitations
periods and requirements, including timely service in addition to filing.

If a person wishes to challenge the above actions in court, they may be limited to raising only those issues
they or someone else raised at the meeting described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered
to the City of St. Helena, at or prior to the meeting. In addition, judicial challenge may be limited or barred
where the interested party has not sought and exhausted all available administrative remedies.

PPLEMENTAL MATERIAL RECEIVED AFTER THE POSTIN FETHE AGENDA
Any supplemental writings or documents distributed to a majority of the City Council regarding any item on this
Agenda, after the posting of the Agenda, will be available for public review in the City Clerk’s Office located at
1480 Main Street, St. Helena, California, during normal business hours. In addition, such writings or
documents will be made available on the City’s web site at http://cityofsthelena.org and will be available for
public review at the respective meeting.



http://cityofsthelena.org/

Item No: 8

City of St. Helena
PROCLAMATION

Proclamation for National Library Week, April 12-18, 2015

WHEREAS, National Library Week has been a national observance each
April since 1958, providing a time to celebrate the contributions of our
nation's libraries and librarians and to promote library use and support;

WHEREAS, our library employees and volunteers work continually to meet
the changing needs of our community, providing resources, services and
programs for all and bringing services outside of library walls;

WHEREAS, the library and its staff brings together community members to
enrich and shape the community and address local issues;

WHEREAS, libraries are the great equalizers, providing access to
information, recreation, cultural experiences, and more free of charge;

WHEREAS, as local leaders we make an investment in the future of our
community by supporting our library, and private donors, grantmakers, and
foundations who invest in libraries likewise recognize the value of libraries
for individuals, our city and our nation;

WHEREAS, the return on this investment is evident in the commitment the
library makes to the community and even more so in the investment that
individuals make in themselves as library users;

WHEREAS, the City of St. Helena this year celebrated 140 years of library
service;

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that I, Alan Galbraith, Mayor of the City
of St. Helena, do hereby proclaim April 12-18, 2015 National Library
Week. | encourage all our residents to visit the library this week, and every
week, to take advantage of this indispensable community resource. Lives
change at your library.

Alan Galbraith, Mayor
City of St. Helena
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Item No: 9
CITY OF ST. HELENA
PROCLAMATION

GIVE BIG ST. HELENA!

WHEREAS the City of St. Helena, acting though its City Council, wishes to express its appreciation
for those who have generously supported GIVE BIG ST. HELENA!; and

WHEREAS this March members of the St. Helena community are joining together to raise funds and
awareness to support and improve St. Helena’s Public Schools through a community-driven program, GIVE
BIG ST. HELENA!; and

WHEREAS community members and businesses have generously provided their support for this
important program; and

WHEREAS ST. Helena'’s four public schools, their students, their educators, their administrators, and
the St. Helena community as a whole will enjoy valuable and enduring benefits from their generosity; and

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Alan Galbraith, by virtue of the authority vested in me as Mayor of the City of
St. Helena, County of Napa, State of California, and on behalf of the City of St. Helena wish to honor, recognize,
and congratulate:

Spottswoode Winery
Trinchero Family Estates
Jim & Stephanie Gamble
Anonymous Friends (2)

Continuum Estate
Gott's Roadside
Julie and Gary Wagner
Marcia Mondavi Borger Family
Timothy Mondavi Family
Kathy and Frank Dotzler
Alexander & Cessna Barrett/38 Real Estate
Ron and Susan Krausz
Ana Canales & Bruce Streblow
Backen Gillam Kroeger Architects
Christina Abreu
Cottrell Cutting Family
David Miner

Grace Family Winery

John & Andrea Robinson
Mark Nelson and Dana Johnson
Sarah Gott
St. Helena Odd Fellows
Stephen C. McCullagh Fund
The Anagnostakis Family
V. Sattui Winery

On their important and generous support of Give Big St. Helena! and acknowledge the many benefits

conveyed to our public schools and our community through their support. The City Council urges all citizens
to join us in celebrating their generosity and commitment to St. Helena.

Dated: April 14, 2015

Mayor Alan Galbraith,
City of St. Helena
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Item No: 10
City of St. Helena

PROCLAMATION
National Crime Victims’ Rights Week — April 19 to 25, 2015

WHEREAS, in 1981, President Reagan first declared Crime Victims’ Rights
Week to help focus the nation’s attention on the impact of crime on victims;
and

WHEREAS, crime imposes devastating emotional, physical, financial,
spiritual and social impact not only on victims and survivors, but also their
family members, friends, neighbors, schools, and the entire community; and

WHEREAS, this year's theme, Engaging Communities. Empowering
Victims., emphasizes the role of the entire community, individually and
collectively, to provide the necessary support, assistance, protection, and
safety as victims and survivors of crime cope with the short and long-term
consequences of crime; and

WHEREAS, Napa County District Attorney’s Office, Victim Services Division
IS joining forces with victim services providers, criminal justice agencies, and
concerned citizens throughout the County of Napa and America to raise
awareness of victims’ rights and observe National Crime Victims’ Rights
Week.

NOW THEREFORE, I, Alan Galbraith, as Mayor of the City of St. Helena, do
hereby proclaim the week of April 19 through 25, 2015, as National Crime
Victims’ Rights Week and affirm St. Helena's commitment to respect and
enforce victims’ rights and address their needs during National Crime
Victims’ Rights Week and throughout the year; and express our appreciation
for those victims and crime survivors who have turned personal tragedy into
a motivating force to improve our response to victims of crime and build a
more just community.

Alan Galbraith, Mayor
City of St. Helena
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Item No: 11

CITY OF ST. HELENA
PROCLAMATION

Sexual Assault Awareness Month
April 2015

The month of April 2015 is Sexual Assault Awareness Month in California, and throughout the United States.
This year's campaign is dedicated to creating safer campuses through campus sexual violence prevention
and healthy sexuality. It's time to proclaim our commitment to safer campuses and brighter futures. “It’s
Time to Act: Safer Campuses. Brighter Futures. Prevent Sexual Violence.”

WHEREAS, Sexual Assault Awareness Month is intended to draw attention to the fact that healthy
sexuality means having the knowledge and power to express sexuality in ways that enrich our lives. It's
about every person being able to make consensual, respectful, and informed choices. There is no room
for pressure, violence, or control. We will challenge unhealthy messages and stereotypes on campus, in
our culture, and the media. We will use our voices to counter misrepresentations and promote respect;
and

WHEREAS, We will use our voices to share information and skills to support sexual violence
prevention and healthy sexuality on campus, learn from one another, and model the respect and safety
we all deserve. We will connect with resources to empower us to build healthy relationships and
healthy futures. For over 33 years Sexual Assault Victim Services, a program of NEWS, has led the
way in promoting healthy sexuality and prevention of sexual violence on campus; by providing 24-hour
hotline services to survivors and their significant others, offering prevention education, responding to
emergency calls, and by offering support and comfort to those impacted by sexual assault during
forensic medical exams, all criminal proceedings, and empowering those impacted by sexual assault
to chart their own course for healing; and

WHEREAS, NEWS’ Sexual Assault Victim Services for Napa County requests public support and
assistance as it continues its effort to create a future where all women, men and children can live free
from violence and exploitation. With leadership, dedication, and encouragement, there is evidence that
we can be successful in promoting healthy sexuality and preventing sexual violence in the City of St.
Helena, and throughout Napa County, through increased education, awareness, and community
involvement. In collaboration with NEWS’ Sexual Assault Victim Services, we must work together to
educate our community about sexual violence prevention, support survivors, and speak out against
harmful attitudes and actions. We can all create positive change for safer campuses and brighter
futures; It’s Time......

Now, therefore, let it be resolved, that I, Alan Galbraith, Mayor of the City of St.

Helena, do hereby proclaim the month of April 2015, as Sexual Assault Awareness Month in St.
Helena and | commend this observance to all citizens.

Dated: April 14, 2015

Mayor Alan Galbraith,
City of St. Helena
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Item No: 12

Report to the City Council
Council Meeting of April 14, 2015

Agenda Section: Consent Calendar

Subject:  Resolution approving a professional services agreement with
Interwest Consulting Group, Inc. in the amount of $11,540 for
Specifications and Estimate for the 2015 Pavement
Rehabilitation Project, and transferring $276,601 from Capital
Improvement Project R-71 to R-48

CEQA Status: Categorically Exempt, Section 15301, Existing Facilities Class |

Prepared By: Steven Palmer, PE, Director of Public Works / City Engineer

Approved By:

BACKGROUND

The City's PMP was recently updated by Nichols Consulting Engineers (NCE). This
work was performed as part of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC)
Pavement Management Technical Assistance Program, Round 15 (PTAP-15) at no cost
to the City. NCE's pavement management update report (PMP Report) presents the
funding needs and various budget scenarios. Staff is using this PMP Report to develop
a two-year rehabilitation strategy. Once the two-year strategy is developed, the City will
need to prepare specifications and bid documents for the first year pavement
rehabilitation project.

DISCUSSION

In order to prepare specifications and bid documents in a timely manner, the City
requires a consultant with experience in performing the design of pavement
rehabilitation projects. City staff has determined that Interwest Consulting Group, Inc.
has the appropriate pavement rehabilitation project design experience required to
prepare a complete set of bidding documents that will be necessary to competitively hire
a contractor to complete the 2015 Pavement Rehabilitation Project.

This contract for professional services was procured by negotiation with Interwest
Consulting Group, Inc. as required by the City’s purchasing ordinance. A formal request
for proposal (RFP) process is not required for this work, and a formal RFP process was
not implemented. Interwest Consulting Group, Inc. has demonstrated a level of
experience, competence, and staffing necessary for a satisfactory performance of these



Item No:

services.

The Annual Slurry Seal Maintenance Project, R-48, is currently unfunded. Capital
Improvement Project (CIP) R-71 SH Street Repair/Rehab Project 2013 was completed
in 2013, and has a remaining balance of $276,601 that is available for use on other
street rehabilitation projects. Staff recommends transferring the remaining balance of
$276,601 from CIP R-71 to R-48 in order to fund the 2015 Pavement Rehabilitation
Project.

The project is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act,
pursuant to CEQA guidelines section 15301, Existing Facilities Class | which exempts
the operation, repair, maintenance, and permitting of existing facilities involving
negligible or no expansion of use.

FISCAL IMPACT

CIP R-71 SH Street Repair/Rehab Project 2013 was completed in 2013, and has a
remaining balance of $276,601. These funds will be transferred to R-48 Annual Slurry
Seal Maintenance in order to fund this 2015 Pavement Rehabilitation Project. The
proposed budget is shown below:

R-48, Annual Slurry Seal Maintenance $276,601
Agreement with Interwest Consulting Group, Inc. $11.540
Remaining Budget $265,061
RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends the City Council of the City of St. Helena, by resolution, authorize the
City Manager to execute an agreement for consulting services with Interwest Consulting
Group, Inc. in the amount of $11,540 for professional engineering services to prepare
Specifications and Estimate for the 2015 Pavement Rehabilitation Project; and approve
a budget transfer of $276,601 from CIP R-71 to R-48.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Resolution
2. Professional Services Agreement




ATTACHMENT 1|

CITY OF ST. HELENA
RESOLUTION NO.

APPROVING A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH
INTERWEST CONSULTING GROUP, INC. IN THE AMOUNT OF $11,540 FOR
SPECIFICATIONS AND ESTIMATE FOR THE 2015 PAVEMENT REHABILITATION

PROJECT, AND TRANSFERRING $276,601 FROM CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

A

B.

C.

D.

E.

F.

G.

NOW,

1.

2.

3.

R-71 TO R-48
RECITALS

The City requires design services for the 2015 Pavement Rehabilitation Project; and

The City Engineer requested and Interwest Consulting Group, Inc. responded with a
proposal for design and bid preparation services in the amount of $11,540; and

The City Engineer has reviewed and evaluated the proposal received and otherwise
confirmed Interwest Consulting Group, Inc. has the skills, experience and qualifications
to provide the desired services; and

The attached agreement establishes the terms and conditions under which Interwest
Consulting Group, Inc. will provide the necessary services; and

The City Attorney has reviewed and approved the agreement; and

Capital Improvement Project R-71 SH Street Repair/Rehab Project 2013 was completed
in 2013, and has a remaining balance of $276,601 that is available for use on other
street rehabilitation projects; and

Capital Improvement Project R-48 Annual Siurry Seal Maintenance is currently
unfunded.

RESOLUTION
THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of St. Helena resolves as follows:

Staff is authorized to transfer $276,601 from Capital Improvement Project R-17 SH
Street Repair/Rehab Project 2013 to R-48 Annual Slurry Seal Maintenance.

Approve Professional Services Agreement with Interwest Consulting Group, Inc. in the
amount of $11,540.

The City Manager is authorized to execute the Professional Services Agreement with
Interwest Consulting Group, Inc.

Approved at a Regular Meeting of the St. Helena City Council on April 14, 2015 by the
following vote:



AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

APPROVED:

Alan Galbraith
Mayor

ATTEST:

Cindy Black
City Clerk



ATTACHMENT 2

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into on , 2015 by and between the
City of St. Helena, located in the County of Napa, State of California (City), and Interwest
Consulting Group (Consultant).

RECITALS:

A. City desires to employ Consultant to furnish professional services in connection with the
project described as Year 1 Resurfacing Project Contract Specification.

B. Consultant has represented that Consultant has the necessary expertise, experience, and
qualifications to perform the required duties.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual premises, covenants, and conditions
herein contained, the parties agree as follows:

SECTION 1 — BASIC SERVICES

Consultant agrees to perform the services and work (together, “services”) set forth in
Exhibit A, and made part of this Agreement.

SECTION 2 - ADDITIONAL SERVICES
Consultant shall not be compensated for any services rendered in connection with its
performance of this Agreement which are in addition to or outside of those set forth in this

Agreement or Exhibit A, unless such additional services and compensation are authorized in
advance and in writing by the City Council or City Manager of the City.

SECTION 3 - TIME FOR COMPLETION
The time for completion of services shall be as identified in Exhibit A.

SECTION 4 - COMPENSATION AND METHOD OF PAYMENT

A. Subject to any limitations set forth in this Agreement, City agrees to pay consultant
the amount specified in Exhibit A, attached hereto and made a part hereof. Total compensation
shall not exceed $11,540.00 unless additional compensation is approved in accordance with
Section 2.

B. Consultant shall furnish to City an original invoice for all services performed and
expenses incurred during the preceding month. The invoice shall detail charges by the following
categories if applicable: labor (by sub-category), travel, materials, equipment, supplies,
subconsultant contracts, and miscellaneous expenses. City shall independently review each
invoice submitted to determine whether the services performed and expenses incurred are in
compliance with the provisions of this Agreement. If no charges or expenses are disputed, the
invoice shall be approved and City will use its best efforts to cause Consultant to be paid within
30 days of receipt of invoice. If any charges or expenses are disputed by City, the original
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invoice shall be returned by City to Consultant for correction and resubmission. If the City
reasonably determines, in its sole judgment, that the invoiced charges and expenses exceed the
value of the services performed to date and that it is probable that the Agreement will not be
completed satisfactorily within the Agreement price, City may retain all or a portion of the
invoiced charges and expenses. Within thirty (30) days of satisfactory completion of the project,
City shall pay the retained amount, if any, to Consultant. In no event shall City be obligated to
pay late fees or interest, whether or not such requirements are contained in Consultant’s invoice.

C. Payment to the Consultant for services performed pursuant to this Agreement shall
not be deemed to waive any defects in services performed by Consultant.

SECTION S — STANDARD OF PERFORMANCE

Consultant represents and warrants that it has the qualifications, experience and facilities
necessary to properly perform the services required under this Agreement in a thorough,
competent and professional manner. Consultant shall at all times faithfully, competently and to
the best of its ability, experience and talent, perform all services described herein. In meeting its
obligations under this Agreement, Consultant shall employ, at a minimum, generally accepted
standards and practices utilized by persons engaged in providing services similar to those
required of Consultant under this Agreement.

SECTION 6 — INSPECTION AND FINAL ACCEPTANCE

City may inspect and accept or reject any of Consultant’s services under this Agreement,
either during performance or when completed. City shall reject or finally accept Consultant’s
services within sixty (60) days after submitted to City, unless the parties mutually agree to
extend such deadline. City shall reject services by a timely written explanation, otherwise
Consultant’s services shall be deemed to have been accepted. City’s acceptance shall be
conclusive as to such services except with respect to latent defects and fraud. Acceptance of any
of Consultant’s services by City shall not constitute a waiver of any of the provisions of this
Agreement including, but not limited to, the sections pertaining to indemnification and
insurance.

SECTION 7 — INSURANCE REQUIRED

Consultant shall procure and maintain for the duration of the Agreement insurance
against claims for injuries to persons or damages to property which may arise from or in
connection with the performance of the services hereunder by the Consultant, its agents,
representatives, or employees, as indicated:

A. Minimum Scope of Insurance. Coverage shall be at least as broad as:
1. Insurance Services Office Commercial General Liability coverage (occurrence
form CG 0001).
2. Insurance Services Office form number CA 0001 (Ed. 1/87) covering Automobile
Liability, code 1 (any auto).
3. Workers’ Compensation insurance as required by the State of California and
Employer’s Liability Insurance.
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B. Minimum Limits of Insurance. Consultant shall maintain limits no less than:

1. General Liability: $2,000,000 per occurrence for bodily injury, personal injury
and property damage including operations, products and completed operations, as
applicable. If Commercial General Liability Insurance or other form with a
General Liability Insurance or other form with a general aggregate limit is used,
either the general aggregate limit shall apply separately to this project/location or
the general aggregate limit shall be twice the required occurrence limit.

2. Automobile Liability: $2,000,000 per accident for bodily injury and property
damage.

3. Employer’s Liability: $2,000,000 per accident for bodily injury or disease.

C. Professional Liability Insurance. When Consultant under this Agreement is duly
licensed under California Business and Professions Code as an architect, landscape architect,
professional engineer, or land surveyor (“design professional”), Consultant shall maintain at least
$2,000,000 of professional liability insurance.

D. Deductibles and Self-Insured Retentions. Any deductibles or self-insured retentions
of $25,000 or greater must be declared to and approved by the City.

E. Other Insurance Provisions. The commercial general liability and automobile liability
policies are to contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following provisions:

1. The City, its agent, officers, officials, employees, and volunteers are to be covered
as additional insured as respects: liability arising out of services or operations
performed by the Consultant or Consultant’s subconsultants; or automobile
owned, leased, hired or borrowed by the Consultant.

2. For any claims related to Consultant’s conduct while performing the services of
this project, the Consultant’s insurance coverage shall be primary insurance as
respects the City, its agents, officers, officials, employees and volunteers. Any
insurance or self-insurance maintained by the City, its agents, officers, officials,
employees or volunteers shall be excess of the Consultant’s insurance and shall
not contribute with it.

3. Each insurance policy required by this clause shall be endorsed to state that
coverage shall not be cancelled by either party, except after thirty (30) days prior
written notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, has been given to the
City.

4. Coverage shall not extend to any indemnity coverage for the active negligence of
the additional insured in any case where an agreement to indemnify the additional
insured would be invalid under Subsection (b) of Section 2782 of the Civil Code.

F. Waiver of Subrogation. The workers compensation policy is to be endorsed with a
waiver of subrogation. The insurance company, in its endorsement, agrees to waive all rights of
subrogation against the City, its agents, officers, officials, employees and volunteers for losses
paid under the terms of this policy which arises from the services performed by the named
insured for the City.

G. The Acceptability of Insurers. Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a current
A.M. Best’s rating of no less than A: VII, unless otherwise acceptable to the City.
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H. Verification of Coverage. Consultant shall furnish the City with original certificates
and amendatory endorsements effecting coverage required by this clause. The endorsements
should be on forms provided by the City or on forms that conform to City requirements. All
certificates and endorsements are to be received and approved by the City before services
commence. The City reserves the right to require complete, certified copies of all required
insurance policies, including endorsements effecting the coverage required by these
specifications at any time.

SECTION 8 — INDEMNIFICATION

A. Consultant shall indemnify and hold harmless City, its agents, officers, officials,
employees, and volunteers from any and all claims, demands, suits, loss, damages, injury, and/or
liability (including any and all costs and expenses in connection therewith), incurred by reason of
any negligent or otherwise wrongful act or omission of Consultant, its officers, agents,
employees and subcontractors, or any of them, under or in connection with this Agreement; and
Consultant agrees at its own cost, expense and risk to defend any and all claims, actions, suits, or
other legal proceedings brought or instituted against City, its agents, officers, officials,
employees and volunteers, or any of them, arising out of such negligent or otherwise wrongful
act or omission, and to pay and satisfy any resulting judgments.

B. When Consuitant under this Agreement is a design professional, the provisions of this
section regarding Consultant’s duty to defend and indemnify apply only to claims that arise out
of or relate to the negligence, recklessness, or willful misconduct of the design professional.

C. If any action or proceeding is brought against Indemnitees by reason of any of the
matters against which Consultant has agreed to indemnify Indemnitees as provided above,
Consultant, upon notice from City, shall defend Indemnitees at Consultant’s expense by counsel
acceptable to City, such acceptance not to be unreasonably withheld. Indemnitees need not have
first paid for any of the matters to which Indemnitees are entitled to Indemnification in order to
be so indemnified. The insurance required to be maintained by Consultant shall ensure
Consultant’s obligations under this section, but the limits of such insurance shall not limit the
liability of Consultant hereunder. The provisions of this section shall survive the expiration or
earlier termination of this Agreement.

D. The provisions of this section do not apply to claims to the extent occurring as a result
of the City’s sole negligence or willful acts or misconduct.

SECTION 9 — INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR STATUS

A. Consultant is and shall at all times remain a wholly independent contractor and not an
officer, employee or agent of City. Consultant shall have no authority to bind City in any
manner, nor to incur an obligation, debt or liability of any kind on behalf of or against City,
whether by contract or otherwise, unless such authority is expressly conferred under this
Agreement or is otherwise expressly conferred in writing by City.

B. The personnel performing the services under this Agreement on behalf of Consultant
shall at all times be under Consultant’s exclusive direction and control. Neither City, nor any
elected or appointed boards, officers, officials, employees or agents of City, shall have control
over the conduct of Consultant or any of Consultant’s officers, employees or agents, except as
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set forth in this Agreement. Consultant shall not at any time or in any manner represent that
Consultant or any of Consultant’s officers, employees or agents are in any manner officials,
officers, employees or agents of City.

C. Neither Consultant, nor any of Consultant’s officers, employees or agents, shall
obtain any rights to retirement, health care or any other benefits which may otherwise accrue to
City’s employees. Consultant expressly waives any claim Consultant may have to any such
rights.

SECTION 10 — CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

A. Consultant covenants that neither it, nor any officer or principal of its firm, has or
shall acquire any interest, directly or indirectly, which would conflict in any manner with the
interests of City or which would in any way hinder Consultant’s performance of services under
this Agreement. Consultant further covenants that in the performance of this Agreement, no
person having any such interest shall be employed by it as an officer, employee, agent, or
subcontractor without the express written consent of the City Manager. Consultant agrees to at
all times avoid conflicts with the interests of City in the performance of this Agreement.

B. City understands and acknowledges that Consultant is, as of the date of execution of
this Agreement, independently involved in the performance of non-related services for other
governmental agencies and private parties. Consultant is aware of any stated position of City
relative to such projects. Any future position of City on such projects shall not be considered a
conflict of interest for purposes of this section.

SECTION 11 — OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS

A. All original maps, models, designs, drawings, photographs, studies, surveys, reports,
data, notes, computer files, files and other documents prepared, developed or discovered by
Consultant in the course of providing any services pursuant to this Agreement shall become the
sole property of City and may be used, reused or otherwise disposed of by City without the
permission of the Consultant. When requested by City, but no later than three years after project
completion, Consultant shall deliver to City all such original maps, models, designs, drawings,
photographs, studies, surveys, reports, data, notes, computer files, files and other documents.

B. All copyrights, patents, trade secrets, or other intellectual property rights associated
with any ideas, concepts, techniques, inventions, processes, improvements, developments, works
of authorship, or other products developed or created by Consultant during the course of
providing services (collectively the “Work Product™) shall belong exclusively to City. The Work
Product shall be considered a “work made for hire” within the meaning of Title 17 of the United
States Code. Without reservation, limitation, or condition, Consultant hereby assigns, at the time
of creation of the Work Products, without any requirement of further consideration, exclusively
and perpetually, any and all right, title, and interest Consultant may have in the Work Product
throughout the world, including without limitation any copyrights, patents, trade secrets, or other
intellectual property rights, all rights of reproduction, all rights to create derivative works, and
the right to secure registrations, renewals, reissues, and extensions thereof.
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SECTION 12 — CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION; RELEASE OF
INFORMATION

A. All information gained or Work Product produced by Consultant in performance of
this Agreement shall be considered confidential, unless such information is in the public domain
or already known to Consultant. Consultant shall not release or disclose any such information or
Work Product to persons or entities other than City without prior written authorization from the
City Manager, except as may be required by law.

B. Consultant, its officers, employees, agents or subcontractors, shall not, without prior
written authorization from the City Manager or unless requested by the City Attorney of City,
voluntarily provide declarations, letters of support, testimony at depositions, response to
interrogatories or other information concerning the services performed under this Agreement.
Response to a subpoena or court order shall not be considered “voluntary” provided consultant
gives City notice of such court order or subpoena.

C. If Consultant, or any officer, employee, agent or subcontractor of Consultant,
provides any information or Work Product in violation of this Agreement, then City shall have
the right to reimbursement and indemnity from Consultant for any damages, costs and fees,
including attorneys fees, caused by or incurred as a result of Consultant’s conduct.

D. Consultant shall promptly notify City should Consultant, its officers, employees,
agents or subcontractors be served with any summons, complaint, subpoena, notice of
deposition, request for documents, interrogatories, request for admissions or other discovery
request, court order or subpoena from any party regarding this Agreement and the services
performed thereunder. City retains the right, but has no obligation, to represent Consultant or be
present at any deposition, hearing or similar proceeding. Consultant agrees to cooperate fully
with City and to provide City with the opportunity to review any response to discovery requests
provided by Consultant. However, this right to review any such response does not imply or
mean the right by City to control, direct, or rewrite such response.

SECTION 13 — SUSPENSION OF SERVICES

City may, at any time, by ten (10) days written notice suspend further performance by
Consultant. All suspensions shall extend the time schedule for performance in a mutually
satisfactory manner and Consultant shall be paid for services performed and reimbursable
expenses incurred prior to the suspension date.

SECTION 14 — COMPLIANCE WITH LAW

Consultant shall keep itself informed of and comply with all applicable federal, state and
local laws, statutes, codes, ordinances, regulations and rules in effect during the term of this
Agreement. Consultant shall obtain any and all licenses, permits and authorizations necessary to
perform the services set forth in this Agreement. Neither City, nor any elected or appointed
boards, officers, officials, employees or agents of City, shall be liable, at law or in equity, as a
result of any failure of Consultant to comply with this section.

SECTION 15 — COMPLIANCE WITH CIVIL RIGHTS
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During the performance of this Agreement, Consultant agrees as follows:

A. Equal Employment Opportunity. In connection with the execution of this Agreement,
Consultant shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment because of
race, religion, color, ancestry, age, sexual orientation, physical handicap, medical condition,
marital status, sex, or national origin. Such actions shall include, but not be limited to, the
following: employment, promotion, upgrading, demotion, or transfer; recruitment or recruitment
advertising; layoff or termination; rate of pay or other forms of compensation; and selection for
training including apprenticeship.

B. Nondiscrimination Civil Rights Act of 1964. Consultant will comply with all federal
regulations relative to nondiscrimination to federally-assisted programs.

C. Solicitations for Subcontractors including Procurement of Materials and Equipment.

In all solicitations, either by competitive bidding or negotiations, made by Consultant for
services to be performed under a subcontract, including procurement of materials or leases of
equipment, each potential subcontractor, supplier, or lessor shall be notified by Consultant of
Consultant’s obligations under this Agreement and the regulations relative to nondiscrimination.

SECTION 16 — RECORDS

A. Records of Consultant’s direct labor costs, payroll costs, and reimbursable expenses
pertaining to this project covered by this Agreement will be kept on a generally recognized
accounting basis and made available to City if and when required for a period of up to 3 years
from the date of Consultant’s final invoice.

B. Consultant’s records and design calculations will be available for examination and
audit if and as required. The cost of any reproductions shall be paid by City.

SECTION 17 — COOPERATION BY CITY

All public information, data, reports, records, and maps as are existing and available to
City as public records, and which are necessary for carrying out the services as outlined in the
Exhibit A, “Scope of Services”, shall be furnished to Consultant in every reasonable way to
facilitate, without undue delay, the services to be performed under this Agreement.

SECTION 18 — NOTICES

All notices required or permitted to be given under this Agreement shall be in writing and
shall be personally delivered, or sent by facsimile or first class mail, addressed as follows:
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To City: City Manager
1480 Main Street
St. Helena, California 94574

To Consultant: Michael Kashiwagi
Interwest Consulting Group, Inc.
9300 W. Stockton Blvd., Suite 105
Elk Grove, California 95758

Notice shall be deemed effective on the date personally delivered or transmitted by
facsimile, or, if mailed, three (3) days after deposit in the custody of the U.S. Postal Service.

SECTION 19 — TERMINATION

A. City may terminate this Agreement, with or without cause, at any time by giving ten
(10) days written notice of termination to Consultant. If such notice is given, Consultant shall
cease immediately all services in progress.

B. If either Consultant or City fail to perform any material obligation under this
Agreement, then, in addition to any other remedies, either Consultant, or City may terminate this
Agreement immediately upon written notice.

C. Upon termination of this Agreement by either Consultant or City, all property
belonging to City which is in Consultant’s possession shall be delivered to City. Consultant shall
furnish to City a final invoice for services performed and expenses incurred by Consultant,
prepared as set forth in this Agreement.

SECTION 20 — ATTORNEY FEES

If litigation or other proceeding is required to enforce or interpret any provision of this
Agreement, the prevailing party in such litigation or other proceeding shall be entitled to an
award of reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs and expenses, in addition to any other relief to which it
may be entitled. In addition, any legal fees, costs and expenses incurred to enforce the
provisions of this Agreement shall be reimbursed to the prevailing party.

SECTION 21 — ENTIRE AGREEMENT

This Agreement, including the attached Exhibits, is the entire, complete, final and
exclusive expression of the parties with respect to the matters addressed therein and supersedes
all other agreements or understandings, whether oral or written, or entered into between
Consultant and City prior to the execution of this Agreement. No statements, representations or
other agreements, whether oral or written, made by any party which are not embodied herein
shall be valid and binding unless in writing duly executed by the parties or their authorized
representatives.

SECTION 22 — SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS
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This Agreement shall be binding on the heirs, executors, administrators, successors and
assigns of the parties. However, this Agreement shall not be assigned by Consultant without
written consent of the City.

SECTION 23 — CONTINUITY OF PERSONNEL

Consuitant shall make every reasonable effort to maintain the stability and continuity of
Consultant’s staff assigned to perform the services required under this Agreement. Consultant
shall notify City of any changes in Consultant’s staff assigned to perform the services required
under this Agreement, prior to any such performance.

SECTION 24 - DEFAULT

In the event that Consultant is in default under the terms of this Agreement, the City shall
not have any obligation or duty to continue compensating Consultant for any services performed
after the date of default and may terminate this Agreement immediately by written notice to
Consultant.

SECTION 25 — WAIVER

Waiver by any party to this Agreement of any term, condition, or covenant of this
Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of any other term, condition, or covenant. Waiver by
any party of any breach of the provisions of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of any
other provision, nor a waiver of any subsequent breach or violation of any provision of this
Agreement. Acceptance by City of any work or services by Consultant shall not constitute a
waiver of any of the provisions of this Agreement.

SECTION 26 — LAW TO GOVERN: VENUE

This Agreement shall be interpreted, construed and governed according to the laws of the
State of California. In the event of litigation between the parties, venue in state trial courts shall
lie exclusively in the County of Napa. In the event of litigation in a U.S. District Court, venue
shall lie exclusively in the Northern District of California, in San Francisco.

SECTION 27 — SEVERABILITY

If any term, condition or covenant of this Agreement is declared or determined by any
court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of
this Agreement shall not be affected thereby and the Agreement shall be read and construed
without the invalid, void or unenforceable provision(s).

SECTION 28 — SPECIAL PROVISIONS
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This Agreement is subject to the following special provisions: none.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have accepted, made, and executed this
Agreement upon the terms, conditions, and provisions above stated, the day and year first above

written.
Consultant:

By:

Name:

Title:

Approved as to Form:

By:

Name: Thomas B. Brown
Title: City Attorney

OAK #4835-1474-8961 vi
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City:

By:
Name: Jennifer Phillips
Title: City Manager
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EXHIBIT A

Scope of Work

Interwest staff will provide project contract specification and estimate for Year 1 of the
Resurfacing Plan. It is anticipated that the type of treatment will be primarily a slurry
seal or micro-surfacing with replacement of existing striping. The following tasks are
anticipated:

A

Fee

Project Initiation and Field Visit

Interwest will visit the site to review the pavement conditions, mark out any areas
needing additional repair or pavement preparation, measure for quantities, take
photographs, and gather visual information regarding existing utilities, right of
way, physical obstructions, and other factors. A preliminary cost estimate will be
prepared and a discussion will be held with the City to determine project scope,
street selection, etc.

Specifications and Estimates

Interwest will prepare specifications, and cost estimates for the project suitable
for review and approval by eh City and utility companies. Notices to Utility
companies will be prepared and provided to the City for execution and delivery. N
The documents will include construction specifications, maps of proposed
streets, list of streets with pertinent construction information, and standard
details. Final Bid Documents will incorporate City comments and any utility
conflicts.

Bid documents will be prepared using the City’s boiler plate public works contract
and prepared project specification. Deliverables will include:

95% specification and cost estimate

100% plans, specifications, and estimate

Meeting minutes

Utility letters

. Construction Support

Provide engineering support during construction by attending one pre-
construction meeting at the City, responding to RFls, and approving contractor
submittals. This does not include field inspection, construction management, or
construction phase site visits. It does include one site visit to mark the areas of
work with the successful Contractor prior to construction.

Interwest will perform these services on a time and materials basis for a not to
exceed amount of $11,540. Interwest's time will be billed in accordance with the rate
schedule attached.
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item No: 13

G Report to the City Council
2 peresy Council April 14, 2015

Agenda Section: Consent

Subject:  Consideration and proposed approval for a resolution adopting
a revised conflict of interest code for the City of St. Helena and
rescinding Resolution 2012-76
CEQA Status: Not a CEQA project
Prepared By: Cindy Black, City ClerE\\s’Z
SN/

Approved By: Jennifer Phillips, City Mana

Background

The Political Reform Act of 1974 (“Act”) (codified in Government Code Sections
8100 et seq.) requires the City to adopt and promulgate a Conflict of Interest Code
(*Code”) applicable to designated City employees and public officials.

The City Council is the code-reviewing body, and has regularly amended the Conflict of
Interest Code to correspond to changes in the City. The last revision was completed in
2012, by Resolution No. 2012-76.

Discussion

The proposed resolution requires minor revision and reflects changes in employee
classifications and organizational structure.

The Conflict of Interest Code as presented accurately designates all positions that make
or participate in the making of governmental decisions. The disclosure categories
assigned to these positions accurately require the disclosure of all investments, business
positions, interests in real property and sources of income which may foreseeably be
affected materially by the decisions made by those designated positions. The Code
includes all other provisions required by Ca. Government Code Section 87302 and
incorporates by reference FPPC Regulation 2 Cal. Admin. Code Section 18730.
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Although the City Council, City Manager, City Attorney, City Treasurer and Planning
Commissioners are Ca. Govt. Code Section 87200 filers, the City Clerk notifies each
person in this group of his/her filing obligation, including local filing requirements for
membership on other Napa County collaborative agencies. The Fair Political Practices
Commission acts as the Filing Officer for 87200 filers, reviews statements for
completeness and enforces penalties for any late filings.

Fiscal Impact

There will is no fiscal impact associated with the proposed revisions to the Conflict of
Interest Code.

Recommended Action

Adopt a resolution approving a revised Conflict of Interest Code for the City of St. Helena
rescinding Resolution No. 2012-76.

Attachments

1. Resolution



CITY OF ST. HELENA

RESOLUTION NO. 2015-

RESOLUTION ADOPTING A REVISED CONFLICT OF INTEREST CODE
FOR THE CITY OF ST. HELENA

RECITALS

A. The City if St. Helena is required to adopt a Conflict of Interest Code by the
Political Reform Act of 1974 (Government Code section 81000 et. seq.)
(hereinafter referred to as “Act”).

B. The Fair Political Practices Commission (hereinafter referred to as “FPPC") has
adopted a regulation (2 California Code of Regulations section 18730) containing
a model Conflict of Interest Code (“Model Code”), which if adopted by reference
along with a list of designated employees required to file Statements of Economic
Interest and a list of what types of economic interests those designated
employees are required to disclose, will constitute the Conflict of Interest Code
required by the Act.

C. The City Council has adopted a Conflict of Iinterest Code for the City, which has
been amended over time to incorporate changes in regulations, departmental
organizational structure and changes in job classifications.

D. The current Conflict of Interest Code for the City was adopted by the City Council
via Resolution No. 2012-76.

E. Resolution No. 2012-76 adopted the Model Code by reference, as it may be
amended from time to time by the FPPC, and a list of designated employees and
disclosure categories attached as Appendix “A” to the resolution.

F. The Council desires to revise the list of designated employees and disclosure
categories required to file a Statement of Economic Interest contained in
Appendix “A” to Resolution No. 2012-76.

RESOLUTION

The City Council of the City of St. Helena hereby resolves as follows:

1. Appendix “A” to Resolution No. 2012-76 is hereby rescinded and replaced by
Exhibit “A” to this Resolution.

2. The remainder of Resolution No. 2012-76 shall remain in full force and effect.

Approved at a Regular Meeting of the St. Helena City Council on April 14, 2015, by the
following vote:
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Mayor Galbraith:
Vice Mayor White:
Councilmember Crull:

Councilmember Dohring:

Counciimember Pitts:

APPROVED:

Alan Galbraith, Mayor

OAK #4834-6411-3698 v1

ATTEST:

Cindy Black, City Clerk



APPENDIX A

The following positions make or participate in making governmental decisions which
may foreseeably have a material effect on a financial interest. Persons holding such
positions shall comply with the broadest possible disclosure category applicable under
the then-current statement form and schedules, disclosing all reportable sources of
income, interests in real property, and investments in business positions in business
entities:

1. Administration
a. Assistant City Attorney

2. Public Works Department
a. Public Works Director/City Engineer
b. Assistant Director of Public Works

3. Planning Department
a. Planning Director
b. Senior Planner
c. Associate Planner
d. Building Official

4. Fire Department
a. Fire Chief

5. Police Department
a. Police Chief

6. City Clerk
a. City Clerk

7. Parks and Recreation Department
a. Parks and Recreation Director
b. Recreation Manager

8. Library Department
a. Library Director

Consultants. Contract consultants shall disclose their material financial interests in
regard to all of the disclosure categories, subject to the following limitation:

The City Manager may determine in writing on a case-by-case basis that a
particular consultant, although a "designated position" is hired to perform a range
of duties that is limited in scope and thus not required to fully comply with the
disclosure requirements described in this Appendix. Such written determination
shall include a description of the consultant's duties and, based upon that
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description, a statement of the extent of disclosure requirements. The City
Manager's determination is a public record and shall be retained for public
inspection in the same manner and location as this conflict of interest code.

Note: Original Statements of Economic Interest for the following are sent to the Fair
Political Practice Commission: City Manager, City Attorney, City Treasurer, Economic
Vitality Director/Assistant City Manager, Finance Director, Mayor and City Council, and
Planning Commissioners.
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Item No: 14

Report to the City Council
Council Meeting of April 14th, 2015

Agenda Section: Consent Calendar

Subject: Resolution approving a Professional Services Agreement with
Glenmount Global Solutions in the amount of $21,500 for City of St.
Helena Remote Terminal Unit Upgrades (Meadowood Tank and
Pump Station)

CEQA Status: Categorically Exempt, Section 15301, Existing Facilities Class |

Prepared By:  Steven Palmer, PE, Director of Public Works/City Engineer

Approved By: Jennifer Phillips, City Manage

The Madrone Knoll Pump Station pumps water to the Medowood Water Storage Tanks
which in turn supplies water by gravity to the Madrone Knoll subdivision and the
Meadowood Resort. The Madrone Knoll Pump Station is equipped with an alarm that
radios the St. Helena Police Dispatch when there are operational issues with the pump
station. The Police Dispatch is then responsible for notifying water operators of the
alarm.

Currently the radio is having difficulty connecting with Police Dispatch either due to
obstructions such as trees or other operational issues. In addition, the alarms are only
triggered based on operation of the pump station. There is currently no low water alarm
for low water level in the Meadowood Water Storage Tanks.

DISCUSSION

This work will enable data transmission from the pump station and water tanks to the
main SCADA terminal, and will provide an automated system to send text messages to
on call Water Operators who can respond to alarms.

The scope of work has 3 discrete tasks: (1) Testing the radio communication system;
(2) Moving the alarm recipient from the Police Dispatch to the Public Works Supervisory
Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) terminal; and (3) provide the ability to monitor
water levels at the Meadowood Water Storage Tanks.

The first order of work is to test and analyze the existing radio communication system.
If it is determined that the system cannot be made dependable with radio
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communication then data communications will be moved to a cellular system. Should
the radio communication prove to be dependable then the option to install cell modems
for cellular communications will be eliminated from the contract at a cost savings of
$4,735.

This work will also provide hardware and software which will allow operators to set and
view low water alarms for water levels in the Meadowood Tanks. Managing tank water
levels is critical to safe and efficient operation of the water system. The Water System
Operators must balance the need to store water for fire protection with the need to
turnover the stored water for water quality purposes. Accurate information and control
of the tank water levels is required in order to effectively balance these needs.

This Professional Services Agreement was procured by negotiation with Glenmount
Global Solutions, as required by the City’s purchasing ordinance. A formal request for
proposal (RFP) process is not required for this work, and due to the time sensitive
nature of this project, a formal RFP process was not implemented. Glenmount Global
Solutions has demonstrated a level of experience, competence, and staffing necessary
for more than a satisfactory performance of these services.

The project is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act,
pursuant to CEQA guidelines section 15301, Existing Facilities Class | which exempts
the operation, repair, maintenance, and permitting of existing facilities involving
negligible or no expansion of use including publically owned utilities used to provide
sewerage services.

FISCAL IMPACT
This project will be funded by $21,500.00 from the water operations budget 561-5034-
2315.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends the City Council of the City of St. Helena, by resolution, authorize the
City Manager to execute a Professional Services Agreement with Glenmount Global
Solutions in the amount of $21,500.00 for consulting services for City of St. Helena
Remote Terminal Unit Upgrades (Meadowood Tank and Pump Station)

ALTERNATIVE OPTION(S)

Alternatively, the City Council may decide not to authorize this PSA with Glenmount
Global Solutions. If the PSA is not authorized, unreliable communication between the
tanks, pump station, and the Water Operators will continue; and alarms will not be
adequately relayed to the Water Operators.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Resolution
2. Professional Services Agreement




ATTACHMENT 1

CITY OF ST. HELENA
RESOLUTION NO.

APPROVING A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH
GLENMOUNT GLOBAL SOLUTIONS IN THE AMOUNT OF $21,500 FOR CITY OF ST.
HELENA REMOTE TERMINAL UNIT UPGRADES (MEADOWOOD TANK AND PUMP

STATION)

RECITALS

A. The City requires consulting services for upgrading the data communication and
emergency alarms at the Medowood water tanks and pump station; and

B. The City Engineer requested and Glenmount Global Solutions responded with a
proposal for the required evaluation and remote terminal unit upgrades; and

C. The City Engineer has reviewed and evaluated the proposal received and otherwise
confirmed Glenmount Global Solutions has the skills, experience and qualifications to
provide the desired services; and

D. The attached agreement establishes the terms and conditions under which Glenmount
Global Solutions will provide the necessary services; and

E. The City Attorney has reviewed and approved the agreement; and

F. The agreement will be funded through the Water Operations Budget No. 561-5034-2315
utilizing $21,500.00 of Water Funds.

RESOLUTION
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of St. Helena resolves as follows:

1. Approve Professional Services Agreement with Glenmount Global Solutions

2. The City Manager is authorized to execute the Professional Services Agreement for
with Glenmount Global Solutions

Approved at a Regular Meeting of the St. Helena City Council on April 14, 2015 by the
following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

APPROVED: ATTEST:

Alan Galbraith Cindy Black
Mayor City Clerk



PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into on March 17, 2015 by and between the City

of St. Helena, located in the County of Napa, State of California (City), and Glenmount Global
Solutions (Consultant).

RECITALS:
A. City desires to employ Consultant to furnish professional services in connection with the

project described as City of St. Helena RTU Upgrades (Meadowood Tank and Pump
Station).

B. Consultant has represented that Consultant has the necessary expertise, experience, and
qualifications to perform the required duties.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual premises, covenants, and conditions
herein contained, the parties agree as follows:

SECTION 1 - BASIC SERVICES

Consultant agrees to perform the services and work (together, “services”) set forth in
Exhibit A, “Scope of Services” and made part of this Agreement.

SECTION 2 — ADDITIONAL SERVICES

Consultant shall not be compensated for any services rendered in connection with its
performance of this Agreement which are in addition to or outside of those set forth in this
Agreement or Exhibit A, “Scope of Services”, unless such additional services and

compensation are authorized in advance and in writing by the City Council or City Manager of
the City.

SECTION 3 — TIME FOR COMPLETION

The time for completion of services shall be as identified in Exhibit A, “Scope of
Services”.

SECTION 4 - COMPENSATION AND METHOD OF PAYMENT

A. Subject to any limitations set forth in this Agreement, City agrees to pay consultant
the amount specified in Exhibit B, “Compensation”, attached hereto and made a part hereof.

Total compensation shall not exceed $21,500, unless additional compensation is approved in
accordance with Section 2.

B. Consultant shall furnish to City an original invoice for all services performed and
expenses incurred during the preceding month. The invoice shall detail charges by the following
categories if applicable: labor (by sub-category), travel, materials, equipment, supplies,
subconsultant contracts, and miscellaneous expenses. City shall independently review each
invoice submitted to determine whether the services performed and expenses incurred are in
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compliance with the provisions of this Agreement. If no charges or expenses are disputed, the
invoice shall be approved and City will use its best efforts to cause Consultant to be paid within
30 days of receipt of invoice. If any charges or expenses are disputed by City, the original
invoice shall be returned by City to Consultant for correction and resubmission. If the City
reasonably determines, in its sole judgment, that the invoiced charges and expenses exceed the
value of the services performed to date and that it is probable that the Agreement will not be
completed satisfactorily within the Agreement price, City may retain all or a portion of the
invoiced charges and expenses. Within thirty (30) days of satisfactory completion of the project,
City shall pay the retained amount, if any, to Consultant. In no event shall City be obligated to
pay late fees or interest, whether or not such requirements are contained in Consultant’s invoice.

C. Payment to the Consultant for services performed pursuant to this Agreement shall
not be deemed to waive any defects in services performed by Consultant.

SECTION 5 — STANDARD OF PERFORMANCE

Consultant represents and warrants that it has the qualifications, experience and facilities
necessary to properly perform the services required under this Agreement in a thorough,
competent and professional manner. Consultant shall at all times faithfully, competently and to
the best of its ability, experience and talent, perform all services described herein. In meeting its
obligations under this Agreement, Consultant shall employ, at a minimum, generally accepted

standards and practices utilized by persons engaged in providing services similar to those
required of Consultant under this Agreement.

SECTION 6 — INSPECTION AND FINAL ACCEPTANCE

City may inspect and accept or reject any of Consultant’s services under this Agreement,
either during performance or when completed. City shall reject or finally accept Consultant’s
services within sixty (60) days after submitted to City, unless the parties mutually agree to
extend such deadline. City shall reject services by a timely written explanation, otherwise
Consultant’s services shall be deemed to have been accepted. City’s acceptance shall be
conclusive as to such services except with respect to latent defects and fraud. Acceptance of any
of Consultant’s services by City shall not constitute a waiver of any of the provisions of this

Agreement including, but not limited to, the sections pertaining to indemnification and
insurance.

SECTION 7 — INSURANCE REQUIRED

Consultant shall procure and maintain for the duration of the Agreement insurance
against claims for injuries to persons or damages to property which may arise from or in
connection with the performance of the services hereunder by the Consultant, its agents,
representatives, or employees, as indicated:

A. Minimum Scope of Insurance. Coverage shall be at least as broad as:
1. Insurance Services Office Commercial General Liability coverage (occurrence
form CG 0001).
2. Insurance Services Office form number CA 0001 (Ed. 1/87) covering Automobile
Liability, code 1 (any auto).
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3. Workers’ Compensation insurance as required by the State of California and
Employer’s Liability Insurance.

B. Minimum Limits of Insurance. Consultant shall maintain limits no less than:

I. General Liability: $2,000,000 per occurrence for bodily injury, personal injury
and property damage including operations, products and completed operations, as
applicable. If Commercial General Liability Insurance or other form with a
General Liability Insurance or other form with a general aggregate limit is used,
either the general aggregate limit shall apply separately to this project/location or
the general aggregate limit shall be twice the required occurrence limit.

2. Automabile Liability: $2,000,000 per accident for bodily injury and property
damage.

3. Employer’s Liability: $2.000,000 per accident for bodily injury or disease.

C. Professional Liability Insurance. When Consultant under this Agreement is duly
licensed under California Business and Professions Code as an architect, landscape architect,

professional engineer, or land surveyor (“design professional™), Consultant shall maintain at least
$2,000,000 of professional liability insurance.

D. Deductibles and Self-Insured Retentions. Any deductibles or self-insured retentions
of $25,000 or greater must be declared to and approved by the City.

E. Other Insurance Provisions. The commercial general liability and automobile liability
policies are to contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following provisions:

1. The City, its agent. officers, officials, employees, and volunteers are to be covered
as additional insured as respects: liability arising out of services or operations
performed by the Consultant or Consultant’s subconsultants; or automobile
owned, leased, hired or borrowed by the Consultant.

For any claims related to Consultant’s conduct while performing the services of

this project, the Consultant’s insurance coverage shall be primary insurance as

respects the City, its agents, officers, officials, employees and volunteers. Any
insurance or self-insurance maintained by the City, its agents, officers, officials,
employees or volunteers shall be excess of the Consultant’s insurance and shall
not contribute with it.

3. Each insurance policy required by this clause shall be endorsed to state that
coverage shall not be cancelled by either party, except after thirty (30) days prior
written notice by certified mail, return receipt requested, has been given to the
City.

4. Coverage shall not extend to any indemnity coverage for the active negligence of
the additional insured in any case where an agreement to indemnify the additional
insured would be invalid under Subsection (b) of Section 2782 of the Civil Code.

(A8 ]

F. Waiver of Subrogation. The workers compensation policy is to be endorsed with a
waiver of subrogation. The insurance company, in its endorsement, agrees to waive all rights of
subrogation against the City, its agents, officers, officials, employees and volunteers for losses

paid under the terms of this policy which arises from the services performed by the named
insured for the City.
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G. The Acceptability of Insurers. Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a current
AM. Best’s rating of no less than A: Vi1, unless otherwise acceptable to the City.

H. Verification of Coverage. Consultant shall furnish the City with original certificates
and amendatory endorsements effecting coverage required by this clause. The endorsements
should be on forms provided by the City or on forms that conform to City requirements. All
certificates and endorsements are to be received and approved by the City before services
commence. The City reserves the right to require complete. certified copies of all required
insurance policies, including endorsements effecting the coverage required by these
specifications at any time.

SECTION 8 — INDEMNIFICATION

A. Consultant shall indemnify and hold harmless City, its agents. officers, officials,
employees, and volunteers from any and all claims, demands, suits, loss, damages. injury, and/or
liability (including any and all costs and expenses in connection therewith), incurred by reason of
any negligent or otherwise wrongful act or omission of Consultant, its officers, agents,
employees and subcontractors, or any of them, under or in connection with this Agreement; and
Consultant agrees at its own cost, expense and risk to defend any and all claims, actions, suits, or
other legal proceedings brought or instituted against City, its agents, officers, officials,
employees and volunteers, or any of them, arising out of such negligent or otherwise wrongful
act or omission, and to pay and satisfy any resulting judgments.

B. When Consultant under this Agreement is a design professional, the provisions of this
section regarding Consultant’s duty to defend and indemnify apply only to claims that arise out
of or relate to the negligence, recklessness, or willful misconduct of the design professional.

C. Ifany action or proceeding is brought against Indemnitees by reason of any of the
matters against which Consultant has agreed to indemnify Indemnitees as provided above,
Consultant, upon notice from City. shall defend Indemnitees at Consultant’s expense by counsel
acceptable to City, such acceptance not to be unreasonably withheld. Indemnitees need not have
first paid for any of the matters to which Indemnitees are entitled to Indemnification in order to
be so indemnified. The insurance required to be maintained by Consultant shall ensure
Consultant’s obligations under this section, but the limits of such insurance shall not limit the

liability of Consultant hereunder. The provisions of this section shall survive the expiration or
earlier termination of this Agreement.

D. The provisions of this section do not apply to claims to the extent occurring as a result
of the City’s sole negligence or willful acts or misconduct.

SECTION 9 — INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR STATUS

A. Consultant is and shall at all times remain a wholly independent contractor and not an
officer, employee or agent of City. Consultant shall have no authority to bind City in any
manner, nor to incur an obligation, debt or liability of any kind on behalf of or against City,
whether by contract or otherwise, unless such authority is expressly conferred under this
Agreement or is otherwise expressly conferred in writing by City.
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B. The personnel performing the services under this Agreement on behalf of Consultant
shall at all times be under Consultant’s exclusive direction and control. Neither City, nor any
elected or appointed boards, officers, officials, employees or agents of City, shall have control
over the conduct of Consultant or any of Consultant’s officers, employees or agents, except as
set forth in this Agreement. Consultant shall not at any time or in any manner represent that

Consultant or any of Consultant’s officers, employees or agents are in any manner officials,
officers, employees or agents of City.

C. Neither Consultant, nor any of Consultant’s officers, employees or agents, shall
obtain any rights to retirement, health care or any other benefits which may otherwise accrue to

City's employees. Consultant expressly waives any claim Consultant may have to any such
rights.

SECTION 10 - CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

A. Consultant covenants that neither it, nor any officer or principal of its firm, has or
shall acquire any interest, directly or indirectly, which would conflict in any manner with the
interests of City or which would in any way hinder Consultant’s performance of services under
this Agreement. Consultant further covenants that in the performance of this Agreement, no
person having any such interest shall be employed by it as an officer, employee, agent, or
subcontractor without the express written consent of the City Manager. Consultant agrees to at
all times avoid conflicts with the interests of City in the performance of this Agreement.

B. City understands and acknowledges that Consultant is, as of the date of execution of
this Agreement, independently involved in the performance of non-related services for other
governmental agencies and private parties. Consultant is aware of any stated position of City

relative to such projects. Any future position of City on such projects shall not be considered a
conflict of interest for purposes of this section.

SECTION 11 - OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS

A. All original maps, models, designs, drawings, photographs, studies, surveys, reports,
data, notes, computer files, files and other documents prepared, developed or discovered by
Consultant in the course of providing any services pursuant to this Agreement shall become the
sole property of City and may be used, reused or otherwise disposed of by City without the
permission of the Consultant. When requested by City, but no later than three years after project
completion, Consultant shall deliver to City all such original maps, models, designs. drawings.
photographs, studies, surveys, reports, data, notes, computer files, files and other documents.

B. All copyrights, patents, trade secrets, or other intellectual property rights associated
with any ideas, concepts, techniques, inventions, processes, improvements, developments, works
of authorship, or other products developed or created by Consultant during the course of
providing services (collectively the “Work Product”) shall belong exclusively to City. The Work
Product shall be considered a “work made for hire” within the meaning of Title 17 of the United
States Code. Without reservation, limitation, or condition, Consultant hereby assigns, at the time
of creation of the Work Products, without any requirement of further consideration, exclusively
and perpetually, any and all right, title, and interest Consultant may have in the Work Product
throughout the world, including without limitation any copyrights. patents, trade secrets, or other
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intellectual property rights, all rights of reproduction, all rights to create derivative works, and
the right to secure registrations, renewals, reissues, and extensions thereof.,

SECTION 12 — CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION; RELEASE OF
INFORMATION

A. All information gained or Work Product produced by Consultant in performance of
this Agreement shall be considered confidential, unless such information is in the public domain
or already known to Consultant. Consultant shall not release or disclose any such information or
Work Product to persons or entities other than City without prior written authorization from the
City Manager. except as may be required by law.

B. Consultant, its officers, employees, agents or subcontractors, shall not, without prior
written authorization from the City Manager or unless requested by the City Attorney of City,
voluntarily provide declarations, letters of support, testimony at depositions, response to
interrogatories or other information concerning the services performed under this Agreement.
Response to a subpoena or court order shall not be considered “voluntary™ provided consultant
gives City notice of such court order or subpoena.

C. If Consultant, or any officer, employee, agent or subcontractor of Consultant,
provides any information or Work Product in violation of this Agreement, then City shall have
the right to reimbursement and indemnity from Consultant for any damages, costs and fees,
including attorneys fees, caused by or incurred as a result of Consultant’s conduct.

D. Consultant shall promptly notify City should Consultant, its officers, employees.
agents or subcontractors be served with any summons, complaint, subpoena, notice of
deposition, request for documents, interrogatories, request for admissions or other discovery
request, court order or subpoena from any party regarding this Agreement and the services
performed thereunder. City retains the right, but has no obligation, to represent Consultant or be
present at any deposition, hearing or similar proceeding. Consultant agrees to cooperate fully
with City and to provide City with the opportunity to review any response to discovery requests
provided by Consultant. However, this right to review any such response does not imply or
mean the right by City to control, direct, or rewrite such response.

SECTION 13 — SUSPENSION OF SERVICES

City may, at any time, by ten (10) days written notice suspend further performance by
Consultant. All suspensions shall extend the time schedule for performance in a mutually
satisfactory manner and Consultant shall be paid for services performed and reimbursable
expenses incurred prior to the suspension date.

SECTION 14 - COMPLIANCE WITH LAW

Consultant shall keep itself informed of and comply with all applicable federal, state and
local laws, statutes, codes, ordinances, regulations and rules in effect during the term of this
Agreement. Consultant shall obtain any and all licenses, permits and authorizations necessary to
perform the services set forth in this Agreement. Neither City, nor any elected or appointed
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boards, officers. officials, employees or agents of City, shall be liable, at law or in equity, as a
result of any failure of Consultant to comply with this section.

SECTION 15 - COMPLIANCE WITH CIVIL RIGHTS

During the performance of this Agreement, Consultant agrees as follows:

A. Equal Employment Opportunity. In connection with the execution of this Agreement,
Consultant shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment because of
race, religion, color, ancestry. age, sexual orientation, physical handicap, medical condition,
marital status, sex, or national origin. Such actions shall include, but not be limited to, the
following: employment, promotion, upgrading, demotion, or transfer; recruitment or recruitment

advertising; layoff or termination; rate of pay or other forms of compensation; and selection for
training including apprenticeship.

B. Nondiscrimination Civil Rights Act of 1964. Consultant will comply with all federal
regulations relative to nondiscrimination to federally-assisted programs.

C. Solicitations for Subcontractors including Procurement of Materials and Equipment.
In all solicitations, either by competitive bidding or negotiations, made by Consultant for

services to be performed under a subcontract, including procurement of materials or leases of
equipment, each potential subcontractor, supplier, or lessor shall be notified by Consultant of
Consultant’s obligations under this Agreement and the regulations relative to nondiscrimination.

SECTION 16 - RECORDS

A. Records of Consultant’s direct labor costs, payroll costs, and reimbursable expenses
pertaining to this project covered by this Agreement will be kept on a generally recognized

accounting basis and made available to City if and when required for a period of up to 3 years
from the date of Consultant’s final invoice.

B. Consultant’s records and design calculations will be available for examination and
audit if and as required. The cost of any reproductions shall be paid by City.

SECTION 17 - COOPERATION BY CITY

All public information, data, reports, records, and maps as are existing and available to
City as public records, and which are necessary for carrying out the services as outlined in the
Exhibit A, “Scope of Services”, shall be furnished to Consultant in every reasonable way to
facilitate, without undue delay, the services to be performed under this Agreement.

SECTION 18 — NOTICES

All notices required or permitted to be given under this Agreement shall be in writing and
shall be personally delivered, or sent by facsimile or first class mail, addressed as follows:
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To City: City Manager
1480 Main Street
St. Helena, California 94574

To Consultant: Glenmount Global Solutions

2656 Napa Valley Coporate Dr.
Napa, CA 94558

Notice shall be deemed effective on the date personally delivered or transmitted by
facsimile, or, if mailed, three (3) days after deposit in the custody of the U.S. Postal Service.

SECTION 19 — TERMINATION

A. City may terminate this Agreement, with or without cause, at any time by giving ten
(10) days written notice of termination to Consultant. If such notice is given, Consultant shall
cease immediately all services in progress.

B. If cither Consultant or City fail to perform any material obligation under this

Agreement, then, in addition to any other remedies, either Consultant, or City may terminate this
Agreement immediately upon written notice.

C. Upon termination of this Agreement by either Consultant or City, all property
belonging to City which is in Consultant’s possession shall be defivered to City. Consultant shall
furnish to City a final invoice for services performed and expenses incurred by Consultant,
prepared as set forth in this Agreement.

SECTION 20 - ATTORNEY FEES

If litigation or other proceeding is required to enforce or interpret any provision of this
Agreement, the prevailing party in such litigation or other proceeding shall be entitled to an
award of reasonable attorneys’ fees, costs and expenses, in addition to any other relief to which it
may be entitled. In addition, any legal fees, costs and expenses incurred to enforce the
provisions of this Agreement shall be reimbursed to the prevailing party.

SECTION 21 — ENTIRE AGREEMENT

This Agreement, including the attached Exhibits, is the entire, complete, final and
exclusive expression of the parties with respect to the matters addressed therein and supersedes
all other agreements or understandings, whether oral or written, or entered into between
Consultant and City prior to the execution of this Agreement. No statements, representations or
other agreements, whether oral or written, made by any party which are not embodied herein

shall be valid and binding unless in writing duly executed by the parties or their authorized
representatives.
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SECTION 22 - SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS

This Agreement shall be binding on the heirs, executors, administrators, successors and

assigns of the parties. However, this Agreement shall not be assigned by Consultant without
written consent of the City.

SECTION 23 — CONTINUITY OF PERSONNEL

Consultant shall make every reasonable effort to maintain the stability and continuity of
Consultant’s staff assigned to perform the services required under this Agreement. Consultant

shall notify City of any changes in Consultant’s staff assigned to perform the services required
under this Agreement, prior to any such performance.

SECTION 24 - DEFAULT

In the event that Consultant is in default under the terms of this Agreement, the City shall
not have any obligation or duty to continue compensating Consultant for any services performed

after the date of default and may terminate this Agreement immediately by written notice to
Consultant.

SECTION 25 — WAIVER

Waiver by any party to this Agreement of any term, condition, or covenant of this
Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of any other term, condition, or covenant. Waiver by
any party of any breach of the provisions of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of any
other provision, nor a waiver of any subsequent breach or violation of any provision of this

Agreement. Acceptance by City of any work or services by Consultant shall not constitute a
waiver of any of the provisions of this Agreement.

SECTION 26 — LAW TO GOVERN: VENUE

This Agreement shall be interpreted, construed and governed according to the laws of the
State of California. In the event of litigation between the parties, venue in state trial courts shall
lie exclusively in the County of Napa. In the event of litigation in a U.S. District Court, venue
shall lie exclusively in the Northern District of California, in San Francisco.

SECTION 27 — SEVERABILITY

If any term, condition or covenant of this Agreement is declared or determined by any
court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, void or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of

this Agreement shall not be affected thereby and the Agreement shall be read and construed
without the invalid, void or unenforceable provision(s).

SECTION 28 — SPECIAL PROVISIONS
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This Agreement is subject to the following special provisions: none.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have accepted. made, and executed this

Agreement upon the terms, conditions, and provisions above stated, the day and year first above
written.

Consu City:
‘é%?jé(_ m/ By:

4 Mmf e: THOMAS & . NE Name: Jennifer Phillips
Title: EVE, Title: City Manager

Approved as to Form:

By: _
Name: Thomas B. Brown
Title: City Attorney
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EXHIBIT A

Scope of Work

Glenmount Global will evaluate and upgrade the City facilities to provide the ability to

view Meadowood tank levels, pump status, and alarms from the water treatment plant.
The following tasks are anticipated:

1A.Radio Survey/Calibration
Glenmount Global will:

Test radio paths between Meadowood Tank, Meadowood Booster Station,
and St. Helena Police Department

Re-adjust antennas as needed to improve signal propagation. Test for
reflected RF power, tighten connections.

Estimate includes the services of two field engineers for a total of 16 hours,
radio monitor and expenses.

18. Replace Radios will Cell Modems

Glenmount Global will replace the radios with cell modems, if Task 1A does not
produce reliable radio communications. Work will include:

Add cell modems at Meadowood Tank and Meadowood Booster Station. Tie
to the water treatment plant via existing cell network.

Price includes installation of cell modems and external antennas, software
modifications and expenses.

2. Base Bid
Glenmount Global to provide material and services at each site as follows:

Police Station. Connect existing PLC and Ethernet radio to the City's network
vie new firewall/router mounted in existing RTU cabinet. Modify existing
program to relay data to and from the Meadowood Tanks, Pump station
RTUs, and water treatment plant.

Meadowood Tank. Install new level transmitter mounted in a
freeze/vandalism protective enclosure using existing sample piping. Level
signal will be wired to a spare analog input and transmitted to the Water
Treatment Plant via the Police Station RTU.

Meadowood Pump Station. Existing pump station status and alarm signals
will be relayed through the Police Station RTU/Radio and made available at
the Water Treatment Plant.

Water Treatment Plant. The Meadowood Tank and Pump Station status and
alarm signals will be transmitted from the Police Station RTU to the main
SCADA terminal via the City's network. A new screen will be added to the

SCADA terminal to graphically view the Meadowood Tank and Pump Station
functions.



EXHIBIT B
Compensation

Glenmount Global will perform these services at a fixed price for the following tasks:

1A. Radio Survey/Calibration - $ 2,340
1B. Replace Radios with Cell Modem-$ 4,735
2. Base Bid - $14.425

Total $21,500



Client#: 721443

ACORD.

CERTIFICATE OF LIABILITY INSURANCE

GLENMGLO

DATE (MWDDIYYYY)
3/20/2015

REPRESENTATIVE OR PRODUCER, AND THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER.

THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED AS A MATTER OF INFORMATION ONLY AND CONFERS NO RIGHTS UPON THE CERTIFICATE HOLDER, THIS
CERTIFICATE DOES NOT AFFIRMATIVELY OR NEGATIVELY AMEND, EXTEND OR ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFORDED 8Y THE POLICIES
BELOW. THIS CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A CONTRACT BETWEEN THE ISSUING INSURER(S), AUTHORIZED

certificate holder in Hieu of such endorsement(s).

IMPORTANT: If the certificate holder is an ADDITIONAL INSURED, the policy(ies) must be endorsed. if SUBROGATION IS WAIVED, subjact to
the terms and conditions of the policy, certain policies may require an endorsement. A statemant on this certificate does not confar rights to the

PRODUCER i ld
US| Southwest Dallas /CL ear: 214 443-3100 [ o 214 443-3900
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 4200 .
Mol _iil—_ .0
Dallas, TX 75202 INSURER(S) AFFORDING COVERAGE NAIC ¥
214 443.3100 wsurer a : AIG Specialty Insurance Company 26883
INSURED wsuren 8 : Liberty Mutual Fire Insurance C 23038
Glenmount Global Solutions, Inc nsuRER ¢ : Continental Casualty company 20443
65960 Southport Road T

NSURER O :

Portage, IN 46368 :
INSURER B :
INSURERF :

_COVERAGES CERTIFICATE NUMBER:

REVISION NUMBER:

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE POLICIES OF INSURANCE LISTED BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED TO THE INSURED NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POLICY PERIOD
INDICATED NOTWITHSTANDING ANY REQUIREMENT, TERM OR CONDITION OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT WITH RESPECT TO WHICH THIS
CERTIFICATE MAY BE ISSUED OR MAY PERTAIN THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE TERMS,
EXCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH POLICIES LIMITS SHOWN MAY HAVE BEEN REDUCED BY PAID CLAIMS.

R TYPE OF INSURANCE AR WD POLICY NUMBER MIDBNYYY) |(MABBNYYY) LmITS
A | GENERAL LIABILITY EG13298830 0/20/2014/ 10/20/2015 £ACH OCCURRENCE $1,000,000
X | COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY AR I e srencs) | $300,000
| cLams-mane OCCUR MED EXP (Any ona § 525,000
. o PERSONAL & ADV INJURY 151,000,000
] o GENERAL AGGREGATE $2,000,000
GENLAGGREGATE umr APPLIES PER PRODUCTS - COMP/IOP AGG | 52,000,000
voucv m LoC $
B | AuroMomz aLmy AS6291450627024 10/20/2014]10/20/201 ﬂ | OMIREDSNGEETWIT | 4,000,000
ANY AUTO BODILY INJURY (Perperson) | $
i ALL OUWNED SCrEDuLED BODILY INJURY (Per accidend) | $
X wReD AuTos AJrogeD Pez pecxlenl $
[ Xrive Oth Car s
A | X(|UMBRELLA s | X | occur EGU132989804 10/20/2014|10/20/2018§ EACH OCCURRENCE $15,000,000
EXCESS LUAB CLAIMS-MADE | AGGREGATE $15,000,000 |
DED | X| reenmion 10000 : [

B | WOMERS COMPENSATION WC6291450827014 10/20/2014(10/20/2015 X (Y53 700ks | [28
ANIROPRIELC n@%{ﬁsngecunve NIA € L. EACH ACCIDENT $1,000,000
(Imndtwry in NH) E L. OISEASE . EA EMPLOYEE] 1,000,000
DERIPTION OF GPERATIONS below € L. DISEASE - POLICY LIMIT I 1,000,000

C [P mfessional MCH288295987 11/1712014|11/17/2015 $5,000,000/$5,000,000
L.dabliity $500,000 Deductible

(See Attached Descriptions)

DESCRUPMON OF OPERATIONS  LOCATIONS / VEHICLES (Attach ACORD 101, Additional Remarks Scheduls, If more space Is required)
Re: City of St. Helena RTU Upgrades (Meadowood Tank and Pump Station)

The General Liability, Automobile policy(s) and Umbrella Follows Form include a blanket automatic
Additienal Insured endorsement that provides Additional Insured status to the Certificate holder, only when
there= s a written contract or writton agreement between the named insured and the certificate holder that

Saint Helana, CA 94574

L

CERWWCATE HOLDER CANCELLATION
SHOULD ANY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED POLICIES BE CANCELLED BEFORE
s:‘av:':ls"- ';:'9“3 THE EXPIRATION DATE THEREOF, NOTICE WILL BE DELIVERED IN
ain

ACCORDANCE WITH THE POLICY PROVISIONS.

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

T, W agman,

ACO R0 25 (2010/05) 9
$514662618/M14284416

© 1988-2010 ACORD CORPORATION. All rights reserved.
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DESCRIPTIONS (Continued from Page 1)

requires such status. The General Liability policy(s) contains a special endorsement with "Primary and
Noncontributory” wording with respacts to the sole negligence of the named insured, when required by

written contract. The General Liability, Automobile, Workers Compensation policy(s) and Umbrella Follows

Form provide a Blanket Walver of Subrogation when required by written contract. The General Liability,
Automoblle, Workers Compensation policy(s) and Umbrella Follows Form include an endorsement providing that
30 days aotice of cancellation for reasons other than non payment of premium and 10 days notice of
cancellation for non payment of premium will be given to the Certificate Holder by the Insurance Carrier.
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POLICY NUMBER' AS2-291-450627-023 COMMERCIAL AUTO

CA 2048 10 13
THIS ENDORSEMENT CHANGES THE POLICY. PLEASE READ IT CAREFULLY.

DESIGNATED INSURED FOR
COVERED AUTOS LIABILITY COVERAGE

This endorsement modifies insurance provided under the following

AUTO DEALERS COVERAGE FORM
BUSINESS AUTO COVERAGE FORM
MOTOR CARRIER COVERAGE FORM

With respect to coverage provided by this endorsement, the provisions of the Coverage Farm apply unless
modified by the endorsement

This endorsement identifies person(s) or organization(s) who are "insureds” for Covered Autos Liability Coverage

under the Who Is An Insured provision of the Coverage Form. This endorsement does not alter coverage
provided in the Coverage Form

SCHEDULE

Name Of Person(s) Or Organization(s):

Any person or organization where the named insured has agreed by writlen contract to include such person or
organization as a designated insured.

Information required to complete this Schedule, if not shown above, will be shown in the Declarations.

Each person or organization shownin the Schedule is
an "insured"” for Covered Autos Liability Coverage, but
only to the extent that person or arganization qualifies
as an “"insured” under the Wha Is An Insured provision
contained in Paragraph A.1. of Section Il - Covered
Autos Liability Coverage in the Business Auto and
Motor Carrier Coverage Forms and Paragraph D.2. of
Section | - Covered Autos Coverages of the Auto
Dealers Coverage Form.

CA 2048 10 13 ® Insurance Services Office, Inc., 2011 Page 1 of 1



ENDORSEMENT NO. 4

This endorsement, effective 12:01 AM, October 20, 2014
Forms a part of Policy No: EG 13298830
issuad to: GLENMOUNT GLOBAL SOLUTIONS, INC.

By: AIG SPECIALTY INSURANCE COMPANY

THIS ENDORSEMENT CHANGES THE POLICY. PLEASE READ IT CAREFULLY.
ADDITIONAL INSURED Y AND NON-C Y ENT -
OWNE EESORC T - YOUR WO

This endarsement modifies insurance provided under the following:

COMMERCIAL GENERAL LIABILITY AND
POLLUTION LEGAL LIABILITY POLICY

SCHEDULE

Nsme of Additional Insured Person{s) or Organization{s):

THE CITY OF ST. HELENA, ITS AGENTS, OFFICERS, OFFICIALS, EMPLOYEES, AND VOLUNTEERS
ATTN: DANIEL J. BRUNETTI

Location(s) of Covered Oparation(s):
1480 MAIN STREET, SAINT HELENA, CA 94574

1, Solely as respacts COVERAGE A - BOOILY INJURY AND PROPERTY DAMAGE LIABILITY, COVERAGE B -
PERSONAL AND ADVERTISING INJURY LIABILITY, COVERAGE E-2 PRODUCTS POLLUTION AND
EXPOSURE LIABILITY, and COVERAGE E-3 - CONTRACTORS POLLUTION LIABILITY, SECTION i - WHO
IS AN INSURED s amended to include as an additional insured the person(s) or organization{s}) shown in the
Schedula, but only with respact 1o liability for bodily injury, property damaga, personal and advertising injury,

environmental damagse or emergency response cosis caused, in whole or in part, by:

A. Your acts or omissions; or
B. The acts or amissions of those acting on your behalf;

in the performance of your work for the additional insured(s) at the location|s) designated above.

0. As raspects the coversge afforded the additional insuredis} scheduled above, this insurance is primary and
non-contributary, and our obligations are not atfactad by any ather insuranca carriad by such additional insuradis)

whather primary, excess, contingent, or on any other basis.

A other terms, conditions and exclusions shall ramain the sama.

()]

AUTHORIZEO REPRESENTATIVE

or countarsignature (in states whers applicable)

103393 {10/09)
(14408
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POLICY NUMBER: AS6-291-450627-024 COMMERCIAL AUTO
CA04441013

THIS ENDORSEMENT CHANGES THE POLICY. PLEASE READ IT CAREFULLY.

WAIVER OF TRANSFER OF RIGHTS OF RECOVERY
AGAINST OTHERS TO US (WAIVER OF SUBROGATION)

This endorsement madifies insurance provided under the following:

AUTO DEALERS COVERAGE FORM
BUSINESS AUTO COVERAGE FORM
MOTOR CARRIER COVERAGE FORM

With respect o coverage provided by ihis andorsement, the provisionsof the Caverage Form apply unless modified
by the endorserneant.

SCHEDULE

Name(s) Of Person(s) Or Organization(s):

The City of St. Helena, its Agents, Officers, Officlals,
Employees and Volunteers

Attn: Danlel J. Brunetti

1480 Main St

Salnt Helena, CA 84574

Premium: $§ 80 FC

Information required to complete this Scheduls, if not shown above, will be shown in the Declarations.

The Transfar Of Rights Of Recovery Against
Others To Us condition does not apply o the
person(s) or organization(s) shown In the Schedule,
but anly to the extent that subrogation is walved prior
to the “"accident® or the *loss" under a contract with
that person or arganization.

CAD4441013 © Insurance Services Office, Inc., 2011 Page 1 of 1



WAIVER OF OUR RIGHT TO RECOVER FROM OTHERS ENDORSEMENT -
CALIFORNIA

We have the right to recover our payments from anyone llable for an Injury covarad by this policy. We will not
anforce our rdght against the person or arganization named In the Schedule. (This agreement appliea only lo the
axtani that you parform work under a wiitten contract that requires you to ablain this agreement from us.)

You must maintaln payrall records accurately segragaling the remuneration of your employees while engaged in
the work described in the Schedule.

The addilional pramium for this endorsement shall be 2.0% of the Califamia workers' compensation premium
olherwise due on such remunsration,

Schedule

Additional premium {s a percant of the Califomia Manual Warkers Compansation premium. Subject to a minimum
premium charge of $ 250

Pergon or Organization
Whare raquired by contract or Any Job

written agreement prior to loss and
allowed by law.

Issued by  The First Liberty Insurance Corparation 27359

For altachment to Policy No. WC6-291-450627-014 Effective Dale Premium $
Issuedto  GLENMOUNT GLOBAL SOLUTIONS INC.

WC 04 03 08
Ed: 041

Paga 1ol 1
04/1884 g
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; Item No: 15

Report to the City Council
Council Meeting of April 14, 2015

Agenda Section: New Business

Subject:  Consideration of Resolution Approving an Employment
Agreement with Noah Housh to serve as the City’s Planning
and Community Improvement Director

CEQA Status: Not a project

Prepared By:  Jennifer Phillips, City Mangg@

Approved By: Jennifer Phillips, City Manag;({ 5

To—— cer=n

DISCUSSION

The City's Planning and Community Improvement Director position has been vacant
since May 2014. In the summer of 2014, the City conducted a recruitment for Planning
and Community Improvement Director that did not result in finding a candidate. A new
open recruitment was initiated, resume’s reviewed and interviews conducted. Mr. Noah
Housh has been selected to serve as the City’s Planning and Community Improvement
Director. Mr. Housh has a Master's in Public Administration Degree from Sonoma State
University and a Bachelor’s of Arts Degree from Humboldt State University. With nearly
15 years of planning, project management, construction management, environmental
policy and public administration experience, Mr. Housh brings a strong set of leadership
and technical skills and abilities to this position. For nearly ten years, Mr. Housh has
been employed by the City of Santa Rosa and currently serves as Senior Planner
responsible for managing the planning process for a wide range of projects including
environmental review, development review, annexation, and other entitlements along
with smaller scale proposals necessitating proactive outreach and communication with
neighborhood groups and other stakeholders.

FISCAL IMPACT
Funding for this position is included in the FY 2014-15 adopted budget and is funded by

the General Fund.

RECOMMENDED ACTION
Approve an Employment Agreement with Noah Housh.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 - Employment Agreement
Attachment 2 - Resolution




Noah Housh Employment Agreement Attachment 1
City of St. Helena
Page 1 of 7

EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT FOR
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT DIRECTOR
Between
CITY OF ST. HELENA AND NOAH HOUSH

THIS EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT (the Agreement) is entered into as of April 14,
2015, between THE CITY OF ST. HELENA, a municipal corporation (City), and NOAH
HOUSH (Director or Employee), collectively “the Parties.”

RECITALS

WHEREAS, City desires to employ Noah Housh as Planning and Community
Improvement Director for the City of St. Helena.

WHEREAS, Noah Housh desires to serve as Planning and Community Improvement
Director of the City of St. Helena beginning on May 11, 2015.

WHEREAS, Noah Housh has the necessary education, experience, skills and expertise to
serve as the City’s Planning and Community Improvement Director; and

WHEREAS, the City Manager, as appointing power, and Noah Housh desire to agree in
writing to the terms and conditions of Noah Housh’s employment as Planning and Community
Improvement Director;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the above recitals, promises and conditions
contained herein, the Parties agree as follows:

AGREEMENT

1. Powers and Duties of the Planning and Community Improvement Director

(a) Director shall have the powers and shall perform the functions and duties
specified in state and federal law, the St. Helena Municipal Code, and the ordinances and
resolutions of City, and to perform other legally permissible and proper duties and functions as
City Manager may from time to time assign.

(b) Director shall perform his duties to the best of his ability in accordance with the
professional and ethical standards of the profession and shall comply with the laws of the State
of California, the Municipal Code of the City, and Ordinances and Resolutions of the City, and
as they may be amended.
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(c) Director shall not engage in any activity which is or may become a conflict of
interest, prohibited contract, or which may create an incompatibility of office as defined under
California law. Prior to performing any services under this Agreement and annually thereafter,
Employee must complete disclosure forms required by law.

(d) Director shall report to the City Manager who has authority to dismiss, discipline,
and give direction to the Planning and Community Improvement Director.

(e Director shall devote full time to the performance of his duties; the Director shall
notify the City Manager of any outside employment, which employment shall not interfere with
the Director’s City job duties, pose a conflict of interest, or be inappropriate for a City employee.

(f) Director shall maintain a valid California Driver’s License as a condition of his
employment unless it is not possible because of a documented medical reason.

2. Term
This Agreement is effective April 14, 2015 and will continue in effect until terminated as

provided herein.

3. At-Will Employment

(a) The Parties recognize and affirm that: (1) the Director is an “at will” employee
whose employment may be terminated by the City Manager at any time with or without cause,
(2) there is no express or implied promise made to the Director for any form of continued
employment and (3) upon termination of this Agreement, the Director understands that he has no
right to any further employment, in any capacity, with the City. This Agreement is the sole and
exclusive basis for an employment relationship between the Director and the City.

(b) Termination for cause means termination based upon a breach of any of the terms
of this Agreement, malfeasance of any nature occurring during the course and scope of the
Employee's duties as Planning and Community Improvement Director; or a conviction, plea
bargain, or personal adverse State or federal determination against Employee individually
involving any felony, intentional tort, crime of moral turpitude, violation of statute or law
constituting forfeiture of office, misconduct in office for personal gain, misuse of public funds
for personal benefit, conflict of interest resulting in conviction, or any other incompatible
activity or conflict of interest.
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4. Termination of Agreement

This Agreement may be terminated as follows:

(a) By Mutual Agreement. The City Manager and Director may terminate this
Agreement at any time by mutual written agreement.

(b) Termination by City. The City Manager may, in her or his sole and unrestricted
discretion, terminate this Agreement with or without cause at any time upon written notice to the
Director.

(©) Severance. If the City Manager terminates this Agreement without cause while
the Director is still willing and able to perform the duties of Planning and Community
Improvement Director, the Director shall be entitled to six (6) months’ base salary, less
applicable deductions, plus applicable accrued leaves as provided in this Agreement together
with any extension of benefits required under California and federal law. No time served by the
Director after notice of the termination shall be debited from the period of severance pay.
However, in the event the Director is terminated for cause, the Director shall be entitled to only
the compensation earned and accrued and such other termination benefits and payments as may
be required by law. Director shall not be entitled to any severance benefits.

(c) Resignation by Director. Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent, limit or
otherwise interfere with the right of Director to resign at any time from his position as Planning
and Community Improvement Director. Director may terminate this Agreement by submitting
written notice of his resignation to City. As a courtesy, Director shall give the City thirty (30)
days written notice of his intention to resign.

(d) Rights and Remedies of Director upon Termination. Nothing in this
Agreement is intended to, or does, confer upon Director any due process right to a hearing or
other administrative process pertaining to termination, before or after a decision by the City to
terminate his employment, unless Director is entitled to a name clearing hearing under California
or federal law. Director may appeal a determination of for cause termination to the City Council
for the sole purpose of qualifying for severance pay; the City Council shall not have the
authority to overturn the termination.

(e) Resignation in Lieu of Termination. If the Director is terminated without cause,
the Director shall have the opportunity to resign in lieu of being terminated. In such an event,
any public announcement issued by the City will state that the Director resigned.
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® Administrative Leave. The City Manager may place the Director on
administrative leave with or without pay pending investigation of any allegations of misconduct.

5. Compensation and Benefits.

(a) City agrees to pay Director for his services rendered an annual salary of $120,000
payable in instalments at the same time as other employees of City are paid and subject to all
applicable payroll taxes and withholdings. Such salary may be adjusted from time to time at the
sole discretion of the City Manager. The Director shall be an “exempt” employee under all
applicable state and federal labor laws, including, but not limited to, the Federal Labor Standards
Act and the regulations of the California Industrial Welfare Commission.

(b) Performance Review. The City Manager shall evaluate the Director’s
performance by September 30, 2015 and at least annually thereafter.

(c) CalPERS. Employee shall be included in the City's Miscellaneous Plan with the
California Public Employees' Retirement System ("CalPERS"), and enrolled in the 2% at age 60,
highest year average program if he meets the definition of “classic employee” under PEPRA.
Employee shall contribute 7% for the Employee share of PERS.

(d)  The City participates in Social Security; the employee contribution (6.2%) will be
deducted from the Director’s gross pay.

(e) Director shall be entitled to all benefits, rights and privileges accorded to
Department Heads as set forth in the St. Helena Employees’ Handbook, as may be amended
from time to time, except as otherwise provided in this Agreement or as they may conflict with
the Director’s status as an “At-will” employee. If there is any conflict between this Agreement
and any resolution or policy fixing compensation and benefits for City Department Heads or
other unclassified employees, this Agreement shall control.

(f) Director shall receive ten (10) days paid vacation during each full year of his five
years of employment. Upon commencing employment, the Director shall receive forty (40) hours
of vacation as an advance accrual of vacation time. Upon completion of year five (5), the
Director may accrue fifteen (15) days paid vacation annually. During years six (6) through ten
(10), the Director may accrue an additional eight (8) hours of vacation per year. The maximum
vacation that may be accrued by the Director is twenty (20) days per year. The maximum
amount of accrued vacation may not exceed 380 hours.

() Director shall receive two (2) days of paid floating holidays awarded January 1st
of each full year of her first five (5) years of employment. Upon completion of year five (5), the
Director/ACM will be awarded three (3) additional days of floating holidays per year for a total
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of five (5). Director shall receive five (5) days of executive leave awarded January 1st of each
full year. Floating holidays and executive leave must be used in the year accrued or the time
shall be forfeited. For purpose of calculating Vacation accruals and Floating Holidays; time
shall be based on the Director’s initial date of hire with the City.

(h)  Director shall be entitled to twelve (12) days sick leave each year. Upon
commencing employment, the Director shall receive forty (40) hours of sick leave as an advance
accrual of sick leave. After completing five (5) full months of employment, the Director will
accrue sick leave in the same manner and under the same limitations provided to and imposed
upon Department Heads.

)] Vehicle Allowance. Director will receive a Vehicle Allowance of $200 per
month.

)] Deferred Compensation. Director will receive a matching contribution of $200
per month towards his deferred compensation account.

(k) Communications. Director will have the use of a City cellular phone and iPad
pursuant to policies established by the City.

)] Professional Development and Training. City shall pay for Director’s annual
training and membership to essential professional associations.

(m)  Hours of Work. The Director is an exempt employee but is expected to engage in
those hours of work that are necessary to fulfill the obligations of the Director position. If
mutually agreed to between the City Manager and the Director, the Director may have a
modified work schedule, such as 4/10 or 9/80 or have the opportunity to telecommute as deemed
appropriate by the City Manager.

6. Return of City Property

In the event of termination, any City equipment or property will be promptly returned to
the City. In addition, any and all finished and unfinished documents, data, reports and materials
are the property of the City and shall be promptly delivered to the City Manager. Director shall
keep all information acquired through his position in the strictest confidence.

7. Indemnification

In accordance with the terms, conditions, and limitations of the Government Claims Act
(Gov't Code §§ 810 et seq.), City shall defend, save harmless, and indemnify the Director against
any tort, professional liability claim or demand or other legal action, whether groundless or
otherwise, arising out of an alleged act or omission occurring in the performance of Director’s
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duties as Planning and Community Improvement Director. City will determine whether to
compromise and settle any such claim or suit and the amount of any settlement or judgment
rendered thereon.

8. Attorney’s Fees

In the event of any mediation, arbitration or litigation to enforce any of the provisions of
this Agreement, each party shall bear its own attorney's fees and costs.

9. Jurisdiction and Venue

This Agreement shall be construed in accordance with the laws of the State of California, and
the Parties agree that venue shall be in Napa County, California.

10. Notices

Any notices required by this Agreement shall be in writing and either given in person or
by first class mail with postage prepaid and addressed as follows:

TO CITY: City Manager
City of St. Helena
1480 Main Street
St. Helena, CA 94574

TO EMPLOYEE: Noah Housh
City of St. Helena
1480 Main Street
St. Helena, CA 94574

11. Entire Agreement

This Agreement is the final expression of the complete agreement of the parties with
respect to the matters specified herein and supersedes all prior oral or written understandings.
However, the Agreement may be amended or altered by the City Manager at any time. Any such
amendments or alterations must be in writing, signed by Director and the City Manager and
approved by the City Council.
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12. Severability

If any provision of this Agreement is found to be unenforceable by judgment or court order,
the remainder of the Agreement shall remain in full force and effect, as if the unenforceable
provision had never been included.

13. Assignment
Director may not assign or transfer any rights granted or obligations assumed under this
Agreement.

14. Informed and Voluntary Agreement
Director acknowledges that he has had the opportunity to receive legal representation and
advice in connection with this Agreement and that he voluntarily enters in to this Agreement
fully informed about the rights and obligations he assumes and waives by entering into this
Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, City and the Planning and Community Improvement Director
have entered into and executed this Agreement as of the day of 2015.

CITY OF ST. HELENA

A Municipal Corporation PLANNING AND COMMUNITY
IMPROVEMENT DIRECTOR
By: By:
Jennifer Phillips Noah Housh
City Manager

Approved as to Form:

By:

Thomas B. Brown
City Attorney



Attachment 2

CITY OF ST. HELENA
RESOLUTION NO. 2015-

APPOINTING A PLANNING AND COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT DIRECTOR
AND APPROVING AN EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE CITY OF ST HELENA AND NOAH HOUSH

RECITALS

A The City of St. Helena conducted a recruitment process for a Planning and
Community Improvement Director.

B. Noah Housh participated in that process and ultimately emerged as the preferred
candidate.

RESOLUTION
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of St. Helena hereby resolves as follows:

1. Approve and authorize the City Manager to enter into an employment
agreement effective with Noah Housh as the Planning
and Community Improvement Director of the City of St. Helena.

Approved at a Regular Meeting of the St. Helena City on April 14, 2015 by the following
vote:

Mayor Galbraith:

Vice Mayor White:
Councilmember Crull:
Councilmember Dohring:
Councilmember Pitts:

APPROVED: ATTEST:

Alan Galbraith, Mayor Cindy Black, City Clerk
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Item No: 16

. Report to the City Council

oY Council Meeting April 14, 2015

&, a0y
HEL

%

Agenda Section: New Business

Subject:  Approval of Senior Management Analyst'Water Conservation
Coordinator position for a total cost of $18,800 for FY 2014-15.

CEQA Status: Not a Project

Prepared By:  Jennifer Phillips, City Mana
Steve Palmer, Public Works Director

Approved By:  Jennifer Phillips, City hjgm@

= — —— ===

DISCUSSION

In 2011, the City performed a water and waste water rate study to assess current
expenditures along with existing and planned capital improvements to the water system
and the required rates were calculated and presented to the Council on April 26, 2011.
At that time, a new Water Conservation Coordinator position was included in the rate
study but was not approved. A follow up item was presented to the Council and a full-
time Water Conservation Coordinator was approved and included in the FY 2012-13
Adopted Budget. The full-time permanent position was not included in the FY 2014-15
budget so for much of 2014, the City instead contracted for a temporary water
conservation employee, tasked mostly with responding to voluntary drought measures
and billing questions. With the recent State mandated water restrictions and the
California drought entering its fourth year, staff recommends adding this full-time
permanent position to the FY 2014-15. This position would be funded entirely from the
Water Fund.

The fundamental job duties of this position include implementing, coordinating and
monitoring water conservation programs for the City; maintaining and analyzing water
conservation records; preparing reports on compliance with best management practices
for water conservation; monitoring and ensuring the efficient use of energy for the Public
Works Utilities Division water production and wastewater facilities; participating in
regional water related committees and initiatives; tracking water related legislation;
identifying grant opportunities for water conservation programs and projects; and
performing other duties as required within the scope of the classification.

The creation of the Senior Management Analyst/Water Conservation Coordinator
position with the focus of the duties on water conservation was presented to the
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Sustainability Committee at their April 1%t meeting and the Committee voted 3-0-1 in
support.

FISCAL IMPACT

The funds for this positon are being appropriated from Water Fund. Of this amount,
only $18,800 is being appropriated for this position to cover the remaining two months
of the fiscal year. The FY 2015-16 proposed budget will include this position at the full
cost (salary and benefits) of approximately $117,478 funded through the Water Fund.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve the addition of the Senior Management Analyst/Water Conservation
Coordinator position and appropriate $18,800 from the Water Fund to fund this position
for the remaining two months of FY 2014-15.

ALTERNATIVE OPTION 1

The Council has the option to not approve the addition of the Senior Management
Analyst/Water Conservation Coordinator position. Without this position the City will not
be able to create and deliver drought education, information, programs and services to
the community. In addition, the City would not be able to actively participate in regional
and statewide water conservation meetings and collaborations, due to lack of staffing.
Finally, if this position is not approved, the water rates would need to be adjusted to
exclude the cost of this position.

ALTERNATIVE OPTION 2

The City could utilize the funds designated for this position and contract with a
consulting firm or private consultant to perform some of the duties. Duties such as
regional engagement would need to be done by current staff and responding to
citizen calls and questions would have to be absorbed by Finance Department/
Utility Billing staff.
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CITY OF ST. HELENA
RESOLUTION NO. 2015-

APPROVING THE CREATION OF THE NEW FULL-TIME POSITION

SENIOR MANAGEMENT ANALYST/WATER CONSERVATION COORDINATOR

E.

FOR THE PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
RECITALS

In 2011, the City performed a water and waste water rate study to assess current
expenditures along with existing and planned capital improvements to the water
system and the required rates were calculated and presented to the Council on
April 26, 2011. At that time, a new Water Conservation Coordinator position was
included in the rate study but was not approved.

The full-time Water Conservation Coordinator was presented to Council at a later
date and included in the FY 2012-13 Adopted Budget.

The full-time permanent position was not included in the FY 2014-15. For much
of 2014, the City had contracted for a temporary water conservation employee,
tasked mostly with responding to voluntary drought measures and billing
questions.

With the recent State mandated water restrictions and drought entering its fourth
year, staff recommends adding this full-time permanent position to the FY 2014-
15.

The position would be funded entirely from the Water Fund.

Now, therefore, the City Council of the City of St. Helena resolves as follows:

1.

Adopts resolution approving the creation of the new full-time position Senior
Management Analyst/Water Conservation Coordinator

Approved at a regular meeting of the St. Helena City Council on April 14, 2015 by the
following vote:

Mayor Galbraith:
Vice Mayor White:
Councilmember Crull:

Councilmember Dohring:

Councilmember Pitts:

APPROVED: ATTEST:

Alan Galbraith, Mayor Cindy Black, City Clerk
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Item No: 17

Report to the City Council
Council Meeting of April 14, 2015

Agenda Section: New Business

Subject: Independent Auditor's Report on Internal Control over
Financial Reporting

CEQA Status: Not a CEQA Project

Prepared By:  April Mitts, Finance Directou)

Approved By: Jennifer Phillips, City Managgé ;

BACKGROUND
The City of St. Helena has undergone the fiscal year audit and issued its
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) for fiscal year ended June 30, 2014.
The City publishes an annual CAFR to fully disclose its financial information, as well as
to comply with state and federal requirements and bond covenants.

The financial audit and the preparation of the financial statements takes place over
several months, beginning just after the end of the fiscal year and continuing through
the time the books are closed and the CAFR is published. Staff coordinates with the
auditor to ensure that the work is completed accurately and timely.

The City contracts for an annual independent audit of its financial statements. The City
of St. Helena contracted with Terry E. Krieg, CPA to perform this function. The CAFR is
available on the City of St. Helena's website at:

http://cityofsthelena.org/sites/default/files/2%20City%200f%20St.%20Helena%20CAFR
%20012915_1.pdf

DISCUSSION

In addition to producing the City’s audited financial statements (CAFR) it is the
responsibility of the independent auditor to provide to the City of St. Helena a report on
internal control over financial reporting and a report on compliance with other matters
based on the audited financial statements. The Report on Intemal Control and Other
Matters identifies deficiencies in internal control that the auditor considers to be material
weaknesses and significant deficiencies.
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A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not
allow management or employees in the normal course of performing their assigned
functions, to prevent, or detect and correct, misstatements on a timely basis.

A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal control,
such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of the city's
financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis.

A significant deficiency is a deficiency, or combination of deficiencies, in internal control
less severe than a material weakness, yet important enough to merit attention by those
charged with governance.

As the auditor identifies material weaknesses and deficiencies a series seven (7) points
of interest are described/addressed for each weakness or deficiency. Below is a
summary of each point of interest and a brief explanation:

Criteria - What should be happening

Condition - The condition at the time of the audit

Context - A brief description of the context

Effect - How this impacts City financials

Cause - Reasons the weaknesses or deficiencies exist

Recommendation - Auditors recommendation for corrective action

Views of Responsible Officials and Planned Corrective Actions - City's response
and planned actions to material weaknesses and deficiencies identified by the
auditor

NSO WN =

The independent auditor identified two material weaknesses:

1. Number 2014-1 Capital Asset Capitalization and Subsidiary Ledgers
2. Number 2014-2 Fund Cash Overdrafts and Budgetary Accounting

The independent auditor identified two significant deficiencies:

1. Number 2014-3 City Wide Cash and Investment Accounting
2. Number 2014-4 Year End Closing and Reconciliation

Staff has reviewed the auditor's Report on Internal Control and Other Matters and
provided their views and planned corrective items for each item presented to the
auditor. Attachment A provides detailed information, including planned corrective
actions, for each material weakness and significant deficiency.

FISCAL IMPACT
None
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RECOMMENDED ACTION
Staff recommends the City Council receive and accept the Report on Internal Control
and Other Matters prepared by Terry E. Krieg, CPA.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A — Report on Internal Control and Other Matters




CITY OF ST. HELENA, CALIFORNIA
REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL AND OTHER MATTERS
JUNE 30, 2014



Terry E. Krieg, CPA

Certified Public Accountant

Report on Internal Control over Financlal Reporting and on Compliance and Other Matters
Based On an Audit of Financial Statements Performed in Accordance With Government
Auditing Standards

Independent Auditor’'s Report

Honorable Mayor and Members
Of the City Council

City of St. Helena

St. Helena, California

| have audited, in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of
America and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States, the financial statements of the governmental
activities, business-type activities, each major fund and the aggregate remaining fund information of the
City of St. Helena, as of and for the year ended June 30, 2014, and the related notes to the financial
statements of which collectively comprise the City of St. Helena's basic financial statements, and have
issued my report thereon dated December 30, 2014.

Internal Control over Financial Reporting

In planning and performing my audit of the financial statements, | considered City of St. Helena's intemal
control over financial reporting (intemal control) to determine the audit procedures that are appropriate
in the circumstances for the purpose of expressing my opinions on the financial statements, but not for
the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the City of St. Helena’s internal control.
Accordingly, 1 do not express an opinion on the effectiveness of the City of St. Helena’s internal control.

My consideration of internal control was for the limited purpose described in the preceding paragraph
and was not designed to identify all deficiencies in intemal control that might be a material weaknesses
or significant deficiencies and therefore, material weaknesses or significant deficiencies may exist that
were not identified. However, as described in the accompanying schedule of findings and response, |
identified certain deficiencies in intemal control that | consider to be material weaknesses and significant
deficiencies.

A deficiency in intemal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow
management or employees in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent, or
detect and correct, misstatements on a timely basis. A material weakness is a deficiency, or combination
of deficiencies, in internal control, such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement
of the City's financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis. |
consider the deficiencies described in the accompanying schedule of findings and responses as
Numbers 2014-1 and 2014-2 to be material weaknesses A significant deficiency is a deficiency, or
combination of deficiencies, in intemal control less severe than a material weakness, yet important
enough to merit attention by those charged with govemance. | consider the deficiencies described in
the accompanying schedule of findings and responses as Numbers 2014-3 and 2014-4 to be significant
deficiencies.

131-A Stony Circle, Suite 500 1 Santa Rosa, California 95401
P:707-544-5684  E:Kriegcpa@msn.com



Compliance and Other Matters

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the City of St. Helena’s financial statements
are free from material misstatement. | performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws,
regulations, contracts, and grant agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and
material effect on the determination of financial statement amounts. However, providing an opinion on
compliance with those provisions was not an objective of my audit, and accordingly, | do not express
such an opinion. The results of my tests disclosed no instances of noncompliance or other matters that
are required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards.

City of St Helena’s Responses to the Findings

The city of St. Helena's responses to the findings identified in my audit are described in the
accompanying schedule of findings and responses. The City of St. Helena's responses were not
subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the audit of the financial statements, and accordingly, |
express no opinion on it.

Purpose of Report

The purpose of this report is solely to describe the scope of my testing of internal control and compliance
and the results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on the effectiveness of the City of St.
Helena's intemal control or on compliance. This report is an integral part of an audit performed in
acgprdance with Govemment Auditing Standards in considering the City of St. Helena’s interal control
d compjiaricg. Acoordingly, this communication is not suitable for any other purpose,

" TemyE . CPA
Santa Rosa, Californi
December 30, 2014



CITY OF ST. HELENA, CALIFORNIA
Schedule of Findings and Responses
For The Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2014

[ SECTION 1 FINANCIAL STATEMENT FINDINGS ]

[ Finding 2014-1 Capital Asset Accounting and Depreciation

| Criteria ]

Capital Asset Capitalization and Subsidiary Ledgers

When expenditures are made to purchase new capital assets (those costs more than $10,000 and
having useful lives of more than one year), the asset costs and other data should be recorded in
suitable subsidiary ledgers and then adjusting journal entries should be made to add the costs to
general ledger control accounts in order to maintain accountability over these high dollar value
assets.

For water and wastewater capital asset additions being financed with long-term debt proceeds,
interest on the debt during the construction period should also be added to the cost of the new asset
or system improvement project.

Costs of projects not yet completed (those projects where the costs to complete span more than one
fiscal year) should be identified as construction in progress (CIP). These (CIP) costs should then be
recorded the general ledger control accounts and in subsidiary schedules.

Depreciation Accounting

Capital assets costing more than $10,000 and having useful lives of more than one year should be
capitalized and amortized (depreciated) to expense over their useful lives. The depreciation should
be reported in subsidiary ledgers, the calculations should be made, and then journal entries should
be made to record the current year's depreciation in the general ledger control accounts.

| Condition ]

The general ledger capital asset and depreciation control accounts had not be reconcited and
adjusted for fiscal year 2014, capital asset additions were omitted from the general ledger,
construction period interest had not been added to the asset costs, construction in progress
accounts had not been reconciled, and the subsidiary fixed asset accounting system had not been
updated and reconciled. Vehicles that had been sold were not removed from the general ledger
control accounts.

| Context ]

Capital asset accounts had not been updated for the water and wastewater enterprise funds, the
internal service fund or the general City capital asset fund. The dollar amounts of omitted
depreciation charges were significant and exceeded $2.4 million.

The City had in fiscal 2013 commenced a project to establish, update, and reconcile all capital asset
records and to the general ledger control account balances. The goal of that project was to develop
new subsidiary ledgers to track and account for the costs of all capital assets and the related
depreciation calculations and amounts. While the project was started in fiscal 2013, it was not
completed in fiscal 2014.

As a result, depreciation estimates had to be used from the preexisting 2013 calculations and
schedules as 2014 depreciation calculations were not available.
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CITY OF ST. HELENA, CALIFORNIA
Schedute of Findings and Responses
For The Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2014

| Effect

The general ledger control accounts for capital assets, accumulated depreciation and depreciation
expense were significantly misstated. Expenses in the water and wastewater fund were understated
because depreciation expense amounts were omitted; and they were overstated because costs that
qualified to be capitalized were left as expenses in these two enterprise funds.

Capital assets that were sold or disposed of were not removed from the general ledger records
therefore overstating theses asset costs and accumulated depreciation

Preparation of the City's government-wide financial statements and fund financial statements could
not be completed until capital assets transactions were researched, identified and corrections were
made to general ledger accounts

| Cause

In my judgment, reasons for the existence of these deficiencies in internal control over financial
reporting over capital assets included (1) tumover in the Finance Director position, (2) turnover in
staff personnel in the Finance Department, (3) turnover in personnsl that were assigned initially to
develop and establish a new capital asset and depreciation record keeping subsidiary system.

| Recommendation

I recommend that the City establish a suitable capital asset subsidiary system (or purchase a third-
party software system), update the subsidiary system, and reconcile the subsidiary ledgers to the
general ledger control accounts. | also recommend that the City formalize its capital asset internal
accounting policies and assign the management and updating of the capital asset records to a
particular staff position within Finance. The policies and procedures should include the steps that
are to be completed each fiscal year in order to permit the preparation of annual financial statements
for the enterprise, internal service and government-wide financial statements.

Views of Responsible Officials and Planned Corrective Actions

The City of St. Helena has a Capital Asset Accounting System through its Springbrook accounting
software system. Due to staff shortages and change in staff this system has not been updated and
reconciled on a regular basis. It is the intent of management to update and reconcile all assets ona
more timely and regular basis.

On October 28, 2014 the City of St. Helena's City Councii adopted Resolution No. 2014-82
approving a Capital Asset and Depreciation Policy for the City of St. Helena (Attachment A). The
Management Analyst in the Finance Department will be responsible for updating the capital asset
records on a regular basis.

The Capital Asset and Depreciation Policy adopted by City Council by Resolution No. 2014-82 does
not include procedures detailing the steps that are to be completed each fiscal year to permit the
preparation of annual financial statements for funds. It is the intent of management to create internal
procedures detailing these steps as a part of Finding 2014-4 Year End Closing Reconciliation
Procedures (see Finding 2014-4 below).
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CITY OF ST. HELENA, CALIFORNIA
Schedule of Findings and Responses
For The Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2014

| Finding 2014-2 Fund Cash Overdrafts and Budgetary Accounting

[ Criteria ]

When individual funds do not have enough cash to fund the expenditures charged to the fund,
{the fund ends up with an overdrawr/deficit fund cash account), accounting principles require that
the fund with the cash deficit report a zero cash balance. The cash deficit is to be eliminated either
by borrowing cash from another fund or by a cash transfer in from another fund. The fund with the
cash deficit can generaily only borrow from another fund if it has the financial ability to repay the
borrowing within the next fiscal year.

Sound municipal financial management practices generally provide that if actual expenditures in a
particular fund exceed significantly the originally adopted budget, that the budget be amended to
provide for the additional outiays.

[ Condition ]

The cash account in the City's Measure A fund was significantly overdrawn (by about $1 6 million)
and shown as a deficit at the end of fiscal 2014.The originally adopted expenditure budget
($526,805) was significantly exceeded by June 30, 2014,

No documents were made available to indicate that the budget had been amended to provide for the
additional expenditures charged to the Measure A fund. No adjustments had been posted by the City
to alleviate the significant cash deficit in the fund.

| Context ]

The City had received a notification to refund $1.9 million in grant funds related to the Measure A
floodwall project. The claim from a regulatory agency was in writing, and the refund was authorized
and paid by City management. The payment of the refund, however, resulted in this fund having a
$1.6 million cash account deficit and expenditures exceeded the fund budget by about $1.9 million.

The cash deficit was alleviated by the City transferring $1.6 million from the City’s general fund into
the Measure A fund. The deficit was cured by a transfer in lieu of an inter-fund loan because an
inter-fund loan would have produced a fund balance deficit; and it was management’s judgment that
there would not be sufficient additional future revenues into the Measure A fund that would enable
repayment to the general fund in a reasonable period of time.

According to the fiscal 2013-2014 adopted budget document, total appropriations within a fund may
only be increased with City Council approval. | was not provided with documentation showing that
the City Council had approved an increase in the Measure A Fund appropriations to provide this
additional high doliar value expenditure.

[Effect |

The impact of this situation was that the cash account in the Measure A fund was overdrawn by
about $1.6 million and its appropriations budget was exceeded by about $1.9 million. City
management determined that the best way to cure the cash deficit was to transfer cash from the
City's general fund.
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CITY OF ST. HELENA, CALIFORNIA
Schedule of Findings and Responses
For The Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2014

{ Cause ]

The cause of the fund and cash deficit was the payment of the $1.9 million to a regulatory agency.

I have no knowledge as to why (1) there was no documentation to show that the City Councii had
amended the budget in this fund to provide for the additional expenditures and (2) the cash overdraft
was left to be resolved by management during the audit as opposed to resolution when it actually
occurred and the payment was processed by the City.

During this period of time, there was however, employee tumover in the City Manager, Finance
Director, and Finance staff positions.

| Recommendation ]

I recommend that the City comply with City Budget Policies and Procedures as stated in its adopted
budget documents, and that all budget changes be documented in the City's Budget Revision Form,
that the approved form be forwarded to the City’s Finance Department, and that the approved
changes be entered into the computerized financial management system atter all proper approvals.

| also recommend that the City at least once a quarter, and certainly no less frequently than the end
of each fiscal year, review all fund cash accounts, identify any fund having a cash deficit/shortage,
and determine how the cash deficit/shortage is to be cured either by an inter-fund loan or a fund
transfer. After such determinations are made, then actual general joumal entries should be posted to
the general ledger accounts.

| Views of Responsible Officials and Planned Corrective Actions |

The deficit in Measure A funds occurred prior to the start of employment of the current City Manager
and the current Finance Director. The deficit was not discovered until the City’s annual audit was
taking place. It was discovered the refund payment to FEMA/OES was authorized by the previous
Finance Director and previous City Manager. None of the staff involved in the refund are current
employees of the City of St. Helena.

Current City Management agrees with the auditor's recommendation and intends to fully comply with
City Budget Policies and Procedures and not allow a deficit in a fund balance to occur. Itis also the

intent of current City Management to regularly review all fund balances and identify any funds with a
cash deficit/shortage.
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CITY OF ST. HELENA, CALIFORNIA
Schedule of Findings and Responses
For The Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2014

| Finding 2014-3 City Wide Cash and Investment Accounting ]

| Criteria ]

Sound municipal cash accounting practices dictate that all cash and investment accounts should be
reconciled and compared to general ledger all funds cash balances at the end of each month. The
process should result in the production of monthly Treasurer's reports documenting the City’s actual
holdings compared to actual general ledger balances.

[ Condition |

The City's fiscal agent accounts and total cash and investment holdings were not in agreement with
the actual general ledger balances as of June 30, 2014.

| Context |

The general ledger fiscal agent accounts were misstated by about $157,000; and there was about a
$303,000 out of balance condition in the overall cash position of the City that had not been resolved
by staff within a reasonable period of time.

[Effect ]

The City general ledger cash account balances were not in agreement with actual City cash
holdings.

[ Cause ]

The fiscal agent account errors appear to be the resuit of the posting of incorrect joumal entries. The
out of balance cash condition was a combination of a systemic computer software problem and the
misapplication of bank reconciliation procedures in terms of what defines outstanding checks.

There was.also employee turover during this period of time at the supervisory level (Finance
Director) and Finance staff accountant level.

| Recommendation ]

| recommend that the City reconcile all cash and investment accounts monthly, resolve all out of
balance conditions with a reasonably short period of time, and cure immediately any computer
software problems whether they be systemic system or operator problems.

|_Views of Responsible Officials and Planned Corrective Actions |

City Management agrees with the auditor’s findings and recommendations regarding reconciliation
of alt cash and investment accounts. Due to changes in staff and staff shortages reconciliations
were not being done on a timely basis. As of November 2014 finance staff has stabilized and it is
the intent of City Management to have reconciliations completed on a regular, timely basis and
immediately cure any computer/software problems as they arise.
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CITY OF ST. HELENA, CALIFORNIA
Schedule of Findings and Responses
For The Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2014

mnding 20144 Year End Closing and Reconciliation Procedures

| Criteria |

Customary and normal municipal accounting practices dictate that local governments reconcile all
significant general ledger balance sheet, revenus, and expenditure accounts as part of the normal
year end closing process.

Capital asset additions and disposals, depraeciation, prepayments, cash and investment accounts,
receivable balances, debt retirements, and payables are normally verified and adjusted to actual in
order to permit the preparation of annual financial statements that are reasonably comect and free of
significant errors or omissions.

| Condition ]

The City had not reconciled and adjusted capital asset accounts, interest payable on debt, bond
principal and instaliment agreement payable balances, loans payable, amortizations of debt
premiums and losses, sick leave conversion liabilities and cash overdrafts in funds and related fund
transfers.

| Context |

There was employee turnover at the Finance Director and staff accountant levels during fiscal 2014,
Normal year end reconciliations, adjustments and closing entries had not been completed and
account balances had not been adjusted by City staff for significant accounts.

[ Effect |

There were significant errors and omissions in the City’s general ledger control accounts that were
detected during the financial statement auditing process that should have been corrected by the City
prior to the final audit process.

| Cause |

There was employee turnover during this period of time at the supervisory level (Finance Director)
and finance staff accountant level. Temporary employees were hired to assist the City in
maintaining its ongoing financial reporting system; and time may not have been made available to
enable such temporary employees to deal with year- end account reconciliations and close out
procedures.

Written guidelines were not available describing what reconciliations were required to be completed
by staff in order to complete the year end close out.

| Recommendation ]

I recommend that the City develop a written set of standard year end account reconciliations policies
and procedures and assignments by staff position and target dates for completion.

| Views of Responsible Officials and Planned Corrective Actions ) ]

City Management agrees with the auditor’s findings and recommendations in this area. The Finance
Director is working on written guidelines describing end of year reconciliation requirements. It is
anticipated the guidelines will be complete prior to the end of Fiscal Year 2014-15.
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Item No: 18

Report to the City Council
Council Meeting of April 10, 2015

Agenda Section: Staff Report
Subject: FEMA/OES Refund Update

CEQA Status: Not a CEQA Project

Prepared By:

Approved By:

BACKGROUND

At the February 10, 2015 City Council meeting Finance Director Mitts reported on the
City's annual Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR). Highlighted in this
presentation was a $1.9 million reimbursement in February 2014 to the Department of
Homeland Security’'s Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)/California
Governor's Office of Emergency Services (OES). Staff was asked to research the
reimbursement and report to Council their findings.

DISCUSSION

City Manager Phillips and Finance Director Mitts have been researching the events that
took place regarding the reimbursement to FEMA/OES. Findings in this report include:
information received by contacting OES, research of finance documentation and files,
and hiring an independent third party to research and conduct interviews with former
City Manager Gary Broad, former Finance Director Karen Scalabrini, and former Interim
Finance Director Sheila McCrory. At the time of this report, the interview with Broad has
not yet occurred.

Timeline

In 1998 FEMA declared Disaster 1203 (DR-1203) due to El Nino. DR-1203 made funds
available for a 404 grant through FEMA. A 404 grant is for Hazard Mitigation. When
the 404 grant was established by FEMA a set amount of money was established to
draw from by various entities.

Total funding received by St. Helena from FEMA was $8 million.
Between the years of 2000-2007 the City of St. Helena received $3.5 million in grant

funds from FEMA for flood protection planning. The funds were to be used to plan,
design and engineer the St. Helena comprehensive flood project.
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In 2012 Scalabrini requested additional grant funds and the City of St. Helena received
an additional $4.5 million from FEMA. The funds requested in 2012 from FEMA were
for costs previously incurred by the City for the flood protection project. Per Scalabrini
she used ledger entries and not physical documents to request the grant funds from
FEMA. When the funds were received they were placed in a designated fund (Fund
235) and used to pay the City’s annual State Revolving Fund debt. The State Revolving
Fund provided funds for the St. Helena-Napa River Flood Protection and Estuary
Restoration Project.

OES works with FEMA and the City of St. Helena in the distribution and facilitation of
FEMA funding. The documents referenced in this report were initiated from FEMA, sent
to OES for facilitation with the City of St. Helena. The same process takes place when
the City of St. Helena responds to requests by OES. With that in mind all
correspondence with the City of St. Helena and OES were initiated from directives by
FEMA. Only correspondence with the City of St. Helena and OES are included in this
report.

Prior to close out of DR-1203, OES conducted an audit of the City’s files for the funds
received from FEMA. Any funding received for grants is subject to audit and is normal
course of business. Document retention requirements vary by funding source. FEMA
requires all files to be kept for a period of seven (7) years after the close of the project.
According to Scalabrini a temporary employee was hired through Account Temps to
assist in the retrieval of documents for this audit. Three (3) auditors from OES were on
site for one (1) week reviewing project documentation.

June 25, 2013 - Scalabrini received notification from California Emergency Management
Agency (EMA — now known as OES) stating FEMA had reviewed the closeout
documentation for DR-1203 provided by the City of St. Helena and had determined the
project cost category “Other/ Prior to 2007” in the amount of $1,821,220 was not eligible
for reimbursement (Attachment 1 and Attachment 2). The City had 60 days to appeal
FEMA'’s decision and include documented justification supporting the City's position.

August 29, 2013 - Finance Director Scalabrini filed an appeal with OES (Attachment 3)
providing additional information on other costs for the project totaling $938,635.81
(Attachment 4).

October 5, 2013 - OES requested Finance Director Scalabrini send a summary of the
process used to determine the eligibility of items associated with the appeal dated
August 29, 2013.
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On or around November 19, 2013 - Finance Director Scalabrini responded to OES
summarizing the process used to determine the eligibility of items associated with the
appeal letter dated August 29, 2013 (Attachment 5).

December 16, 2013 - Finance Director Scalabrini received notification from OES stating
that aithough the City provided additional information, FEMA feels it is still unclear how
these costs are directly related to the Flood Protection Planning Project. Therefore, the
appeal was denied. The City of St. Helena then had 60 days to appeal this decision
(Attachment 6).

January 13, 2014 - Finance Director Scalabrini emailed OES stating she will not be able
to complete the detail asked for before she left and that she did not think anyone in St.
Helena has the detail of information FEMA is requesting (Attachment 7).

January 15, 2014 - OES replied to Finance Director Scalabrini’s email asking for
confirmation via email that they City of St. Helena is no longer appealing FEMA’s
decision on the denial of cost category, “Other/ Prior to 2007" in the amount of
$1,821,220 (Attachment 8).

January 17, 2014 - Finance Director Scalabrini responded to OES via email stating that
she spoke to the City Manager Broad and he agreed that the City will need to de-
obligate the funds for the appeal (Attachment 9).

January 31, 2014 - Finance Director Scalabrini received notification from OES that
FEMA is deobligating $1,977,904 from the flood protection project. The City of St.
Helena had 60 days to appeal this decision (Attachment 10).

Prior to Scalabrini’s departure she instructed Interim Finance Director Sheila McCrory to
drawdown Measure A funds for expenses the City previously incurred for flood
protection projects. Scalabrini believed the City would receive the needed monies from
Measure A funds to cover the repayment check to FEMA.

February 18, 2014 - City Manager Gary Broad received Invoice 13-04888 from OES for
$1,901,700 for reimbursement for de-obligation related to Supplement #208 resulting in
total project overpayment for DR-1203 (Attachment 11).

February 24, 2014 - Sheila McCrory wrote, “OK to pay per Gary” on Attachment 11.

February 27, 2014 - Invoice #13-04888 was processed through the accounts payable
system. The invoice was coded to Fund 235 and Check #87512 was processed and
mailed to CAL-OES in the amount of $1,901,700 (Attachment 12). The utilization of
Fund 235 caused a negative cash balance of ($1,647,119) in the fund.
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During the Fiscal Year 2013-14 audit process (which took place from the months of July
2014 to December 2014) the auditor discovered a negative cash fund balance in Fund
235 of ($1,647,119) due to the refund payment to FEMA/OES in February 2014. The
auditor asked McCrory about the deficit in the account and she informed the auditor a
request to drawdown funds from Measure A needed to be done (per Scalabrini prior to
her departure) to bring the cash balance in Fund 235 in the positive.

November 19, 2014 - Finance Director Mitts submitted a request to draw down funds for
Measure A to the County of Napa. Although reports from the County of Napa show a
balance available to the City of St. Helena in Measure A Funds of $3.5 million, this
request was denied due to the City’s bond debt to the County of Napa exceeding the
amount of funds collected to date for Measure A. Until the amount of bond debt is
reached in Measure A funds (approximately $5.2 million) no additional monies will be
released.

Due to the denial of Measure A funds, the negative cash balance in Fund 235 needed to
be addressed from an accounting perspective in order to complete the annual audit. In
order to clear the cash deficit in Fund 235 a $1.6 million journal entry was made from
the general fund increasing the cash balance in Fund 235 and decreasing the cash
balance in the general fund.

Current Policy — Disbursement of Funds
Through its Municipal Code, Adopted Annual Budget, and by Resolution the City of St.
Helena has policies in place regarding the disbursement of funds.

MUNICIPAL CODE

The St. Helena Municipal Code states the Finance Director has the authority to disburse
funds on checks which have been allowed either by the council, law, or city officers
authorized to allow the same (Municipal Code 2.24.020) (Attachment 13). St. Helena
Municipal Code does not specifically address City Manager duties as related to
disbursement of funds; however, it states the City Manager is responsible for the
supervision of the proposed annual municipal budget, and is to offer his or her
recommendations as to changes in any of the items included in the proposed budget
and in the budget after its final adoption and to keep the council informed (Municipal
Code 2.12.060 B.9) (Attachment 14).

BUDGET DOCUMENT
The adopted budget contains pages providing an overview of the City of St. Helena
(Attachment 15). For the Fiscal Year 2013-14 budget, pages 6 and 7 provides detail on
the City's budget policies and procedures. The Fiscal Year 2013-14 budget document
states the following regarding appropriations:
1. On a quarterly basis the Director of Finance submits a budget status report to the
City Council;
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2. The City Manager may transfer appropriations between departments so long as
total appropriations are not increased within a fund. Total appropriations within a
fund may only be increased with Council approval; and

3. All budget changes are recorded on a Budget Revision Form and forwarded to
the Finance Department for review and processing and after proper approval, the
changes are made to the Working Budget.

RESOLUTION
Each year a resolution is approved by City Council adopting the City's annual budget.
Resolution No. 2013-39 Adoption of the Annual Budget for the City of St. Helena for the
Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2014 was adopted on June 11, 2013 (Attachment 16).
Contained in this document are the following regarding appropriations:
1. The City Manager may transfer appropriations between departments so long as
total appropriations are not increased within a fund;
2. The City Council has overriding authority to control the use of revenues and the
appropriation of funds and therefore may modify this policy at any time;
3. The total appropriations in any fund may not be increased except by the City
Council;
4. All changes in appropriations will be authorized on a “Budget Transfer” form; and
5. Allincreases in appropriations will be authorized by Council.

By definition an appropriation is an authorization by a legisiative body (e.g. City Council)
that provides legal permission to make expenditures and incur obligations for specific
purposes.

Normal course of business for disbursement of funds for the City of St. Helena is limited
to payment of funds which have been approved by City Council through the council
approved annual budget and/or through council approved resolution. The FEMA/OES
refund was not in the approved FY 2013-14 annual budget nor was a resolution brought
forth to council for approval.

Recommended Policy Changes
1. Quarterly reports to City Council on the budget status, to take place during a
regularly scheduled City Council meeting
2. Quarterly reports to City Council on grant status, to take place during a regularly
scheduled City Council meeting. Reports should include, but is not limited to:
a. New grant funds being sought
b. New grant funds received
c. Upcoming grant audits
d. Audit results
e. Grant appeal status, if applicable
3. Provide monthly check warrant list to Council for all warrants highlighting checks
exceeding a set dollar amount (e.g. $100,000)
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4. Executive management commits to following all process, procedures, and
protocols set forth by the council, law, or city officers authorized to allow the
same

5. Create a comprehensive grant administration program that will include:

a. A full review of the scope of work for each grant prior to request for funds
to ensure ability to comply with grant requirements

b. Closely monitor grant funding projects to ensure adherence to the scope
of work designated for each grant

c. For reimbursement grants, funds are requested only after all
documentation has been reviewed for compliance with the scope of work
and all supporting documentation is accounted for

d. All grant funding documentation is properly maintained for the required
timeframe

e. Create a comprehensive system for the tracking of grant funding

f. Exhaust all appeals available to the City if refunds for grants are being
sought

6. Approval of full-time permanent Grant Manager position (item #19 on agenda)
which would allow for the following:

a. Forensic research for awarded grants including the $1.9 million
FEMA/OES refund (this will include all aspects of seeking reimbursement
for all or a portion of the FEMA/OES refund);

b. Creation of a comprehensive grant administration program for the City;
and

c. Seeking and securing grant funding for various City projects/departments

FISCAL IMPACT
None

RECOMMENDED ACTION
None

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 — June 25, 2013 letter from EMA

Attachment 2 — Other/ Prior to 2007 document

Attachment 3 — August 29, 2013 appeal to OES

Attachment 4 — Appeal line items provided to OES on August 29, 2013
Attachment 5 - Letter to OES

Attachment 6 — December 16, 2013 letter from OES

Attachment 7 — January 13, 2014 email to OES from Finance Director Scalabrini
Attachment 8 — January 15, 2014 email from OES to Finance Director Scalabrini
Attachment 9 — January 17, 2014 email to OES from Finance Director Scalabrini
Attachment 10 - January 310, 2104 letter from OES deobligating funds
Attachment 11 — Invoice 13-0888
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Attachment 12 — Copy of check stub for check #87512 in the amount of $1,701,700
Attachment 13 — Municipal Code — Director of Finance

Attachment 14 — Municipal Code — City Manager

Attachment 15 — City of St. Helena Overview (from FY 2013-14 budget)
Attachment 16 — Resolution No 2013-39
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EDMUND G. BROWN JR. MARK S. GHILARDUCCI
GOVERNOR SECRETARY

g Cal EMA

CALIFORNIA EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

June 25, 2013

Ms. Karen Scalabrini, Finance Director
City of St. Helena

City Hall, 1480 Main Street

St. Helena, California 94574

Subject: FEMA-DR-1203-CA, Cal EMA #1012, FEMA #1010
FIPS #055-64140
City of St. Helena
Saint Helena Planning Study

Dear Ms. Scalabrini:

The California Emergency Management Agency (Cal EMA) has received the enclosed notification
from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) stating that partial funding has been
denied for this Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) project.

FEMA has reviewed the closeout documentation provided by the City of St. Helena and determined
the project cost category “Other/ prior to 2007” in the amount of, $1,821,220 is not eligible for
reimbursement. Without further clarification of these costs in compliance with 2 CFR Part 225,
these items are denied. Al items listed under the project cost category “Other/prior to 2007” must
be specifically indentified and allowable under the approved planning project.

As outlined in Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations, the City of St. Helena has the right to
appeal FEMA'’s decision. A written appeal must be submitted to Cal EMA within 60 days from
receipt of this notification. The appeal must contain documented justification supporting your
position.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 845-8150.

Sincerely,

/ZZ///

EVERHART
State Hazard Mitigation Officer

Enclosure

3650 SCHRIEVER AVENUE. = MATHER, CA 95655
HAZARD MITIGATION GRANTS BRANCH
(916) 845-8150 TELEPHONE ° (916) 636-3780 FAX
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St Helena Listby Category Type of Unallowable {U), Questlonable (Q) and Allowable {A)

Comments
$11,000 elocation assistance; $190 mald services to move stuff; $33.01 phone

INDEX TYPE Year Vendor Amount

5 U 06-07 Blanche Doty 11,223.01 reconnect
6 U 07-08 Bob & Helen Bertolant 827.42 07 Relocat on assistance
Relocatlon assistance - $6,069 rent differential, $1,130 buyers settlement, $430
4 U 06-07 Diana Lavagnino 7,787.01 storage, $158.01 phone reconnect
47 U 06-07 Earl Farnsworth Express 3,048.27 Relocatlon assistance, movers
48 U 06-07 Edward & loan Miller 10,319.64 Relocation assistance, storage, rent, moving, etc., $4,328; 5,991.64
49 U 06-07 Elaine Kent & Kathy Kent-Chick 225.00 Relocatlon Assistance, $225 storage exp
70 U 06-07 Hermanus & Joyce Brok 5,186.00 Relocation assistance, $3746 maving/rent; $150 escrow fees$1,290 incldenta exp
Relocation assistance, moving/storage fees: Bertolani, $437.50,5932.30;
72 U 06-07 Holmes Van & Storage, Inc. 7,107.53 Ott/Dougherty, $5737.73
81 U 06-07 Joan Young 19,101.01 Relocation assistance, Young
Relocation assistance, moving/storage for: Lavagnino, $4330; Doty, $3,585.87,
106 U 06-07 Mee Moving & Starage 8,665.87 $750
107 U 07-08 Mee Moving & Storage 926.00 07 Relocation Assistances
111 U 06-07 Mildred Wilson & Tyler Pirro 175.00 Doc prep fee, escrow - relocation assistance
Property taxes, Val Vineyard Mobile Hm Pk (VWMHP), $180.96; Edward M. ler
19 v 06-07 Napa County Tax Coliector 1,105.96 relocation, $925
137 U 06-07 Ott & Dougherty 6,999.00 Relecation assistance
146 U 06-07 PG&E 1,087.98 PG&E fees related to relocation assistance
187 U 06-07 St. Helena Self Storage 4,410.00 Relocation storage, Miller Lavagino
202 U 06-07 Stow-it 925.00 Relocatlon, starage for Kent
211 U 06-07 Tom Dougherty 290.00 Relacation assistance - hauling & cleanup
167 U 07-08 Richard & Patsy McDonnell 4,771.20 07' relocation assistance
50 Q 07-08 Elaine Kent & Kathy Kent-Chick 1,035.00 07 relocation assistance & storage; 08 relocation assistance
51 Q 08-09 Elaine Kent & Kathy Kent-Chick 11,039.70 07 relocation assistance & storage; 08 relocation assistance
73 Q 07-08 Holmes Van & Storage, inc. 1,019.00 07 Storage expense
3 a 03-04 Auberge- meeting 34,02 03 cant find dac
4 Q 02-03 Bioangineering 1,000.00 02 Cant find doc
19 Q 03-04 Cingular 29.08 03 cant find doc
21 Q 02-03 COA02 94,468.96 02 Cant find dac
30 Q 03-04 County of Napa 856.00 03 no supporting documentatian
3s 08-09 David Nugent 20,444.30 Cant find document?
42 08-03 Diablo Valley Reporting 14,769.13 08 No supporting dacumentation.
46 04-05 OLTO1 4,021.62 Undefined expenditure; Measure A?
55 03-04 Fed Ex 264.82 03 amt not supported anly $226.62 in involces
61 05-08 First America Title - Mailers 1,170.84 No Documentation
64 03-04 Greystone -Meeting EIR 669.79 03 no supporting documents

65 07-08 Harold Smith 1,128.26 07 no supporting documents

75 07-08 HOR. 1,742.56 07 no supparting documents
Conference Services, no info to support purpose of meatings, ony b llings, Aug 06 -
76 06-07 Intercall 781.36 Apr 07
85 02-03 Kellers Market 90.17 02 & 03 Grocery - amount charged to grant is not supported
86 03-04 Kellers Market 802.47 02 & 03 Grocery - amount charged to grant is not supported
89 06-07 Kincos 646.45 no backup

1,983.95 03 amt not supported only $1,007.83 in invoices
18,300.00 07 no supporting dacuments

03-04 Kinco's
07-08 Kingsborough Atlas Tree

90
92

100 03-04 League of CA C Sac 785.00 03 No supporting docs

103 03-04 Market St. Helena 434.99 03 No supporting docs

105 03-04 Martini House- meet ng 697 31 03 No supporting doc

112 08-09 Mildred Wilson & Tyler Pirro 38,892.90 Na support documentation
113 04-05 Napa County Flood Cantrol 40,459.20 Invoice Not Found

114 05-06 Napa County Flood Control 37,556.67 Invoice Not Found

128 08-09 Northfork Native Plants 8,300 00 Na support documentation

807 21 $434.99 no support documentation

129 08-09 Office Depot

130 04-05 oLbo2 1,140 00 Undefined expenditure; Measure A?
148 08-09 PG&E 13.75 No support documentat on

149 03-04 Pinat Blanc - meetin; 84.40 03 No supporting docs

150 08-09 Pinot Blanc - meeting 13.75 No suppart documentation

DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDQDDD PPPPPLPPLOLDD

151 04-05 PLAD? 908.00 Undefined expenditure; Measure A?



159
162
166
170
171
177
184
200
201
208
209
213
218
223
224
178

12
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
67

68
69

115
124
126
139

214

10

14

15
29

36
37
39
45

58
63
79
82
83
93
94
95
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03-04
03.-04
07-08
04-05
03-04
04-05
03-04
08-09
04-05
05-06
03-04
03.04
07-08
03-04
03-04
03-04

06-07
02-03
03-04
04-05
05-06
06-07
07-08
08-09
03-04

06-07
07-08

06-07
06-07
06-07
06-07

06-07
03-04
04-05
05-06

06-07

07-08

08-09
08-09
03-04
08-09
08-09
07-08
07-08

06-07
07-08
08-09
07-08
08-08
04-05
05-06
07-08

Postage

PRO2S

Rental Solut ons

SAF10

Safeway

SPRO4

St. Helena Mail Center
Steve's Hardware
STH60

Taylor Baley, Inc.

The Rex -Masting
Travigne - meeting
Unlted Rentals

Wine Country Helecopter - photas
Wine Spectator

Sprint Conferancing Svc

Cal Dept of Fish and Game
Coombs & Dunlap

Coombs & Dunlap

Coombs & Dunlap

Coombs & Dunlap

Coombs & Dunlap

Coombs & Dunlap

Coombs & Dunlap

Heather Stanton Napa County

Heather Stanton Napa County
Heather Stanton Napa County

Napa County Flaod Contro
Napa Valley Publishing
Nat'l Resources Mgmt Corp
Patrick Id/art & Assoc.

Tuitahi Landscape

ASP Messenger Service
Buena Tierra

Buena Tierra

Cal Native Plant Saciety
Cal Native Plant Soclety

Cal Native Plant Soclety
Carnflower Farms
David Briggs

de Faymorgan

Dell

Delta

Diane Barr

Fed Ex

Gerry Bross
JAMS

Jon Lander

Jon Lander
Knickerbackers
Knickerbockers
Knickerbockers

Attachment 2

1,916.96 03 amt not supparted only $1,755.88 in involces
1,142.21 03 no supparting docs {nate same amt two fy's)
2,112.12 07 rental of a chipper for one week.
6,625.00 Invoice Not Found
13.29 03 No supporting documents
9,058.80 Invoice Not Found
306.90 03 No supparting documents
8,555.12 No support documentation
113.14 Invoice Not Found
13,910.13
50.21 03 no supporting documents
711,57 03 no supporting documents
25,974.63 07 no supporting documents
840.00 03 no supporting documents
77.00 03 no supporting document
6,113.77 03 amt not supported $5,590.73 in invoices
Permit app fees, $6,800 & $750 . 4 projects: bank stabillzation, shoreline
restoration & terrace construction, storm water management/ditch fill and
7,550.00 relocation, and vegetation mgmt
8,234.24
42,950.49 03 legal fees total amt not supported;
24,838.16
22,956.68 Clty Attorney - General Representation *
36,993.00 Cty Atty legal fees (see Coombs tab)
39,944.25
44,119.85
8,783,25 03 amt not suppoarted $5,437.25 In invoices;
Flood Proj mgr, Reso 2006-100, Aug 06 - May 07. Some relocation exp, most may
21,600.00 be allowable. Need to see cantract
6,770.00 07 project manager
Heather Stanton Flood Praject Mgr, Jan-May 06, $26,379.34; Jun 06, $8,233.16; Jul
06, $3,045.90; Dist Adm costs for Stormwater mgmt prog, $591.26 - Need cc of
contract 238 (FC), FY 03-04, 04-05, 05-06, Reso 2004-51 (a few relocation activities
logged - cannot Identify other specific activities, e.g., subject conf cals, team mtgs,
38,249.66 etc.)
553.16 Legal ads, public notices, Measure A (no Idea of content)
1,090.10 Prof Serv for fisheries declaration for LRC lawsuit
10,262.50 Appraisal fees, Hunter Property, Adams Rd, St. Helena
Repalrs to San Arda Vineyard Valley, replace sod, sldewalk {Urgent repa rs of
concrete and landscaping damage caused by intrusive geotechnical investigations
5,100.00 on San Ardo Court and putting green at Vineyard Valley)
131.00 03 messenger service
8,922.88 Vineyard Management: Contract of $35,000
23,653.94 Vineyard Management: Contract of $35,000
Prof Serv for custom native plant propagule collection svs in advance of
3,000.00 construction
07 seed/ propagule of plants; ‘08 Contract for custom native plant propagule
6,180.00 collectlans and propogation services
07 seed/ propagule of plants; '08 Contract for custom native plant propagule
16,720.00 collections and propogation services
64,319.05 08 native p'ants purchase
572.00 03 consulting program and grant services
1,253.36 08 Flood Projact Manger services in prep for award of contruction bid
2,343.00 08 Laptap and desktop for Fload project mgr
74,895.51 07 Vin Valley MM Demo plece charged to grant.
360.00 07 Job Recruiter

Misc Fed Ex: B. Bunger, DAP Tech Corp, Harold Smith & Sons, Marin Bldrs Assoc,
Bab Covey, Solana-Napa Bldrs Exch, Constructin Bidbaardm McGraw-Hill
Construction Dadge, Contra Costa 8ldrs Exch, Marin 8ldrs Exch, North Coast Bldrs
192.72 Exch NOAA Dept of Commierce, Clty of St. Helena {return shipment}
500.32 07 reimb for Fence
53,746.24 08 retainer fee, case mgnt fee, hearing time, reading research
6,880.00 07 Tech Manager for project; 08 Tech Manager for project
19,600.00 07 Tech Manager for project; 08 Tech Manager for project
566.94 Box Lunches flood project
190.00 Box Lunches flood project
80.81 07 box lunches for meeting; 08 box lunches for meeting



96
97

98

99
101
102
108
109
110
116
117
120
121
123
127
134
136
140
141
143
144
147
152
153
154
155

156
157
158
160
163

165
169
173
174
181
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08-09
07.08

06-07
07.08
06-07
07-08
03-04
05-06
06-07
07-08
07-08
05-06
03-04
03-04
07-08
07-08
07-08
07-08
02-03
05-06
07-08
07-08
02-03
03-04
04-05
05-06

06-07
07-08
08-09
06-07
04-05

06-07
07-08
02-03
06-07
06-07

06-07

06-07
06-07
07-08
06-07
03-04
03-04
08-09
07-08

06-07
06-07
04-05
08-09
08-09
05-06
08-09
05-06
05-06
04-05
08-09
04-05
03-04
06-07
05-06

Knickerbockers
Kristin Lowell

Layne Christensen Co.
Layne Christensen Co.
M. Brocco & Son
M. Bracco & Son

Michael Landis Aerfal photgraphy

Mllano Famlily Winery
Milana Family Winery
Napa County Flood Contral
Napa Caunty ITS

Napa County Treasurer
Napa Title- Prelim work
Napa Valley Publishing
Nelson

OneRain

Orrick

Patrick tdiart & Assoc.
Petty Cash - Flood Meeting
Petty Cash - Flood Meeting
Petty Cash - Flood Meeting
PG&E

Platnum Plus

Platnum Plus

Platnum Plus

Platnum Plus

Platnum Plus
Platnum Plus
Platnum Plus
Precislon Crane
PRO25

Regusci Vineyard
Russell Kinsey
Saf-R-Dig- SURVEY

SF Chronfcal

Spr nt Conferencing Svc

St. Helena Mail Center

State Water Resaurces
Stevenson Supply
Stevenson Supply
Steve's Hardwara
Sunshine Food:

Tamera Haas- Consuitant Finance

Thomas Kerr
Tom McKelthan

United Rentals
Willlams USA
ASACO
BPXpress
Branum Tree
Britton Tree
Carneghi-Bium
CASQA

Central Precast
Cem Car'nalii
Culinary inst tute
CURO8

Das Curb Markers Mailers/door hanger

Delta
Dept. of Fish and Game

Attachment 2

381.44 07 hox lunches for meeting; 08 box lunchas for meeting
19,090.00 07 Flood project engineering
Evaluat on of city-owned Miller Vineyard irrigation Well used to Irrigate vegitat on
8,611.66 to be planted for flood project.
2,364,54 07 repair well
1,384.38 Dust Off delivered & applied, 3 sites (Spring Mtn, Miller Vineyard & ?)
365.49 07 portion of dust contro!
983.50 03’ Aerial Photo of Flood Control Project
14,100.00 Contract: Custom grape crush
7,422.55 Custom Wine Work {winemaking & storage)
432.90 07 Fload Control 1PA
1,250.00 07 Arieal Photography
29,454.31 Bllling for Napa fund (Measure A)?
1,500.00 03 Title research on 3 locations
12,586.02 03 advertising of public hearing why entire cost to this project?
72,088.49 07 relocate burried gas and electric lines.
1,618.75 07 software annual tach support fees
24,196.70 07 Legal Fees for Special Counsel
14,000.00 07 appralsai of Hunter property and research
15.00 02 Pastries for meeting; 07 petty cash
14.39 $7.50 denied Lobblng Activities
17.48 02 Pastrles for meeting; 07 petty cash
89,25 07 utility cost
909.00 02 3 Plane tickets to DC
3,646.16 02 3 Plane tickets to DC
9,937.08 Lobbing - WRDA Legislation (Wir Rsrc Devel)
4,164.68 Lobbing - WRDA Leglslation (Wtr Rsrc Devel)
Misc exp for City; staff/mtg faod, small taals, off supplies, frames for certs, water
hearter sllv museum, desk, network switch, DC labbying trips exp, fire hall daar,
4,195.43 printers, POST canf trvl exp
1,954.08 02 3 Plane tickets to DC
2,207.71 $2,107.71 undocumented meals; no support documentation
3,418.50 Remove tree across creek
1,142.21 Undefined expenditure; Measure A?

Vineyard mgr, caterpiliar backhae, land prep/burn, dump transfer, dumpsters,
11,814.04 trackmaster w/loader, working foremen, toilet Ford F450, cleanup, general labor
190.00 07 Home Inspector
6,625.00 02 Utility Potholing
792.50 Adbvertising to bid flood project constructon
746.08 Conf calls, May - Sep 06. Some noted as Measure A - cannot tell purpose.

129.11 2 shipments to Automatic Fritters, Carmen Group - cannot Identify allowability
Annual fee for waste discharge requirements, $2,963; fee for storm water permit,
4,053.00 $1,090
2,155.00 Poly sandbags for storm stock
5,411.75 07 Tractor rentals
9.23 Sodlum Hypo sys proj tools

107.47 03 waterwise,youth sports and Measure A
6,338.80 03 Dinner, Lunch, prep of project, travel to DC expenses
7,330.07 08 Moblle home expert consultant

455.00 07 Density testing and backfill

Rental of dozer for 1 week, $2,011.58 {end of Adams & Library Lane); excavator

7,083.96 rental, $2,573.87, road plates & trench box rental, $2,498.51
1,542.09 portable radio, instali remote controller for base station

131.00 Undefined expenditure; Measure A7

26.83 08 F-11 Bond Futon Land Flood project
2,075.00 08 Prune Redwood Trees flaading project
2,125.00 Tree removal fallen by flood
59,337.71 08 appraisal vvmhp, expert witness

250.00 Membership renewal: Stormwater Mgmt

445,08 Storm Orain

100.00 Undefined expenditure; Measure A?

100.00 08 van rental

990.01 Undefined expenditure; Measure A?
1,999.51 03 storm draln curb markers and info material

108,000.00 In 07-08 binder - demoalition of WMHP

6,529.50 5129 - Qrtly Streambed Malntenance



41
43
52
53
54
S6
S7
59
60
62
66
71
74
77
78

87
88
91
104
118
122
125
131
132

133
135
138
142
145
161
164
168
172
175
176
179
180
182
183
185
188
189
190
191
192
194
197
198
204
205
207
215
216
219
220
221
225
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06-07
04-05
05-06
04-05
04-05
04-05
05-06
07-08
03-04
08-09
05-06
04-05
04-05
08-09
05-06
05-06
04-05
04-05
03-04
04-05
04-05
05-06
04-05
08-09
04-05
05-06

06-07
08-09
05-06
04-05
08-09
08-09
05-08
03-04
04-05
08-09
04-05
04-05
05-06
08-08
02-03
04-05
08-09
05-06
07-08
08-09
05-06
08-09
08-09
05-06
05-06
05-06
04-05
06-07
05-06
08-09
08-09
08-03
08-09

Dept. of F th and Game
Diad Inc

Employment Development
Entomaological Consulting
Environmental Data

Fed Ex

Fed Ex

Fed Ex

First America Title - Mallers
Fischer Computers

Harcld Smith & Sons
Hertz Equipment Rentals
HOR.

Intercall

JAMS

Jerry Haag

Jonathan Goldman

Kellers Market

Kincos

Kinco's

Martin Olford P.E.

Napa County Tax Collectar
Napa Title- Prellm work
Napa Valley Publishing
OneRain

OneRa'n

OneRain

OneRain

Pacific Tree

Petty Cash - Flood Meet ng
Petty Cash - Flood Meeting
Printing Services Napa Valley
REB Engineering

Royal Graphlcs

Safeway

Shooter & Butts

Sonoma Rentals- PA System
Sprint Conferenc ng Svc
Sprint Conferencing Sve

St. Helena Hospltal

St. Helena Mail Center

St. Helena Mail Center

St. Helena Unified School - vintage Hall
Staples

Staples

Staples

State Water Resources
State Water Resources
Stevenson Supply

Steve's Hardware

Sunshine Foods

Syar Industries

Tamera Haas- Consultant Finance
Underground Services Alert
United A entals

urs

US Bank

Verizan

Xerox

Attachment 2

7,550.00 Duplicate Entry (see CA Dept of Fish & Game)
20,169.84 Remave trallers VWMHP
51.00 Force Account Labar Ul taxes
10,000.00 Flood control project - €IS
684.00 Flood cantrol project - €IS
72.62 Flood Control correspondence
117.79 Flood Control Control correspondence
27.97 03 amt not supported only $226.62 inlnvolces
3,500.00 03 Mailing list for 300 raldlus of sulpher crk and napa flood project
2,260.00 08 Computer setup and trailer Internet and wireless service
3,826.37 Contractor: Duck Pond Clean-Up
839.93 Traller rental to move ?
5,817.00 07 no supporting documents
2,035.81 08 measure A conf call
616.67 Public Outreach - VV Flood Prict
1,995.00 Planning VWMHP (Mohlle Home Park)
61.42 Undefined expenditure; Measure A?
78.51 Food for meeting
614,95 03 4 coples of DEIR for State Off & Consultants Measure A
2,037.57 Printed material flood project/Measure A
2,640.00 Flood project engineering
186.70 Taxes for WV land
1,250.00 Praperty purchase
398.52 Public Notice of DWR Public Hearing
1,618.75 Stormwatch software maintenance fees
1,618.75 Stormwatch software mainenance fees
Base statn alert recelver for fire house, $994.50; annual stormwatch software tech
2,613.25 support, $1,618.75
3,387.50 Stormwatch software annual support fees
2,660.00 Dead tree removal Flood Cntrl Prict
95.64 Flood project
71.42 $46.72 Foad items; $9.00 no suppart documentat on
63.68 No support documentation
255.00 Surveying
2,945,03
52.44 Food for meeting
6,200,70 Hydroseed, VWMHP
287.50 Flood control public meeting
497.02 (nadequate documentation / Measure A?
1,948.73 Documented: $313.31, $297.06, $43.38, $135.42
162.00 Pre-employment screening Eusbaldo Solario
126.64 02 Color Coples,
401.22 Flyers, 8rochures
4,375.00 VVMHP Flood Proj. Public Hearing
135,51 $30.02, $40.34x2
59,50 07 Binder sfantring for meas A
143.30 Measure A Flocd Praj.
3,063.00 $500 Wtr Qity Cert. ; $2,563 Annual Wst Dschg
149,172.06 No support documentation
60.90 Hard Hats
39.30 Duck Pond Supplies
97.58 Food Purchase / Non-grant related
439,32 Mitchel Storm Drain
3,376.30 Flood control VWMHP
169.50 Annual membership to USA Service Alerts
260.84 Mitchel Storm Drain
90.31 No support documentation
1,462.58 No support documentation
1,456.37 Cell phone usage by force account labor/consultants
2,427.35 Allocated copier lease/maintenance

1,821,296.62
1,821,219.62

Master list did not add up correctly thus $77.00 was not accounted for. (Wine
77.00 Expector)



Attachment 3

The City of St. Helena will conduct city affairs
on behalf of our citizens using an apen and creative process.

August 29, 2013

California Office of Emergency Services
Attn: Ricardo Castillo

3650 Schriever Ave.

Mather CA 95655

Subject: FEMA-DR-1203-CA, Cal EMA #1012, FEMA #1010
FIPS #055-64140
City of St. Helena
Flood Protection Planning Project

Dear Ricardo:

The City of St. Helena received you letter dated June 25, 2013 stating that partial funding had been denied for this
Hazard Mitigation Grant. Specifically the project cost category labeled “Other/ prior to 2007” in the amount of
$1,821,220. The City respectfully appeals this decision and provides additional information on other costs for the
project totaling $938,635.81. The City used all Hazardous Mitigation funds from FEMA-DR-1203-CA to plan,
design and engineer the St. Helena Comprehensive flood project as outlined in our requests. The following is a

breakdown of “other costs” by Category:

Category Amount dlz. PA
Permits/EIR $104,650.57 F.sr DR /D03
Plan Development $408,831.34 Project # %)
Planning Communications $22,805.87 OES #: "LL
Preliminary Engineering $29,120.00 Do . (s D
Project Managment $196,913.30 M
Public Outreach §54.234.32 a C_g) G H
Supplies 122,080.41

Total $938,635.81 Doc Date: és‘ 29/7 =

While the project had many delays, the grant enabled the city to complete the planning and design phase of the
project,

Sincerely,

C OQ g
oo Loalblnu
Kakren Scalabrini

Finance Director

City of St, Helena o 1480 Main Street, St. Helena, CA 94574
Phone: (707) 967-2792 o Fax: (707) 963-7748 o Website: www,ci.st-helena.ca.us



0120310/

Ci7e p¢[ d%x;éélghﬁ4

/5T (zvel Appenl [,4c LA

P>>»>>n>»>p04
]

)>9’D’DDDD”DQDDDDDD’DDD>D>)DDD)D))>9D DDDD’DDD”>DDD’DQDDD>DDDDD>Q>QD

LN-N-N-N-¥ 3

Yooy

08-09
06-07
05-06
0847
03-0¢
0408
04.08
08-0§
0s-08
0509

07-08
03-09
03-09
03-0¢
0408
0708
07.08
07-08

ar-08
08-09

07-08
05-06

07.08

0s-06

04-08
o607

03.04
02:03
0708

0807

04-03
07-08
02-09

03-04
05-07
07-08

Vendor

1AMS

Cal Oapt of Flsh and cams
Cal Oept of Sish end Game
CalDapt of fish and Game
Oswid Briggs
Entomalogical Cansulting
Environmenta! Data

State Water Rosovrens
Napa County Tax Collsctor
Dlabio Valley Reporting

Kingsborough Aths Tree
MBldrad Wiison 8 Tyler Pirro
Sisto Weter Resovicas

Elatne Kant & Kathy Kent-Chick
Etaine Nent & Xathy Kent-Chick
Halmes Van & Storage Inc.
Carnaghi-Blum

County of Nspa

Napa County flood Control
Napa County Treasurer

Oreick

Patrick idisrt & Assoc,

RED Engineering

Thomas Xerr

ASP Mssienger Service
BPXpross

Pacific Tree

cAsaA

Underground Ksrvices Alert
Prtrick idiare & Assae,

oldford

CalNative Plant Soclaty

Jetey Hrog

layna Christensen Co.

Michas) Landis Asrlal photgraphy
Sloenginsuring

Russell Kinsay

Fod Ex

fedIa

Fed Ix

Fed Ex

Fed Bx

Intarcall

intercall

Postage

SF Chronicat

$print Canferencing Sve
Sprint Confurancing Sve

Rnickarbockers
Xnickerbockars
Knickerborkors

Markat St Helana

Martinl House- meating
Patty Cash + Flood Meeting
Patty Cash - Flood Mesting
Patty Cash + Aiood Mesting
Patty Cash - Flond Masiing
Pinot Blane - meating
Pinot Blanc - mesting
Platnum plus

Safoway

Safeway

Sunshine Foody

Sunshine Foods

SL Halens Msll Canter

urs

Kincos

Mariin Olford P.E.
Jonlander
lon Londer

Hoathar Stanton Naps County
Heather Stanton Nepa County
Heather Stanton Napa County

Catogory
$3,746.24 PERMITS
7.550.00 PERMITS
6,529,350 PEAMITS
7,580.00 PERMITS
§72.00 PEAMITS
10,000.00 PEAMITS
684,00 PERMITS
3,063.00 PERMITS
186.70 PEAMITS
14,7693 PERMITS
104,650.57 PERMITS Tata)
18,300.00 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
38,802.90 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
149,172.08 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT

1,250.00 PLANNIED DEVELOPEMNT
19,090.00 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
3.035.00 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
11,039,70 PLANNED DEVILOPEMNT
1,015.00 LANNED OEVELOPEMNT
59,5371 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
858.00 PLANNED DEVEROPEMNT
432.90 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
294$4.31 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
24,195.70 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
14,000.00 FLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
255,00 PMANNED DEVELDPEMNT
7.330.07 PLANNID DEVELOPEMNT
131.00 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
26.83 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
2,660.00 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
250,00 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
169.50 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNY

10,62.50 PLANNED DEVELDPEMNT

1,140.00 FLANNED DRVELOPEMNT
3,000.00 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
1,995.00 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
§,521.68 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT

$83.50 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT
1,000.90 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT

180,00 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT

408,631.34 PLANNED DEVELOPEMNT Tatal

264.52 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
192.72 PLANNING COMMUNICATONS
72.62 RANNING COMMUNICANONS
117.79 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
27.97 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
781.36 PLANNING COMMUMCATIONS
2,035.81 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
1.916.96 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
79250 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONY
6,113.77 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
487.02 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
1,948.73 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
748,08 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
1,456.57 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
29,08 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
20.17 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
80247 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
7831 PLANMING COMMUNICATIONS
566.94 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
190.00 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
80.81 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
38144 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
434,99 PLANNDIG COMMUNICATIONS
697.31 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
13.00 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
1748 PLANNING COMMUNICANIONS
95.64 PLANNING COMMUNICATSONS
7142 MANNING COMMUNICATIONS
8440 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
11.75 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
S$09.00 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
1329 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
5244 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
207.67 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
97.58 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
306.90 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
$0.31 FLANNING COMMUNICATIONS
614,95 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS

72,805.87 PLANNING COMMUNICATIONS Total

2,640.00 PRELIMIMARY ENGINFERING
£,880.00 PRELIMIMARY ENGINEERING
19,800.00 PREUMIMARY ENGINEZRING

25,120.00 PATUMIMARY ENGINEZRING Total

8,783.25 PROJECT MANAGER
21,600.00 PROJECT MANAGER
6,770.00 PROJICT MANAGER

Attachment 4
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felfiepsigases:

07408
04-08

08-07
03-04

0408
07-08
05.08
o800
0708

111111

e
g
8

Diane Barr

do Feymorgan

Napa Cournty Flood Control

Hapa County Flood Contral

Naps County Flaod Controt
Tamera Heas Cansultant Financa
Temera Haas- Consultant Finance
flschar Computers

Herz Equipmant Rantols

United Rentals

Employment Davalopmant

PGAE

PCAE

First Amarica Title - Mallars

Naps Valiey Publishing

Nops Valley Publishing

Napa Veliay Publishing

Das Curb Markers- Mallers/doot hangers
David Nugemt

Firnt Amarica Tils - Mallers

AMS

Kincos

Kinea's

Printing Servicas Napa Valley

PROZS

Aoyl Graphicy

Sonoma Rontals. PA Systam

S Hulona Ml Conter

5t Halens Mol Conter

Wine Country Halecopier - phates
Cullnary lnstttte

S, Halona Uniflad School - vintage Hall

Kinzo's

wiliams USA

Ol

Xarox

Northlork Native Plants
Shooter & Bults

ONke Dapot

Onefatn

Onefaln

Oneflsin

OnsRsin

OneRain

Cal Native Plant Society
Cal Natve Plem Soctety
Cantra) Pracatt
Camiiowor Forms
{lorathan Goldman
Staphes

Staplas

Staples

Stevemon Supply
Steve's Hardware
Steve's Hardware

Syer Indusities

38000 PRDIECT MANAGER
1.253.38 PROIECT MANAGER
40,459.20 PROJECT MANAGER
37.536.67 PROJECT MANAGER
$8,289.86 PROMCT MANAGER
6,158.50 PROJECT MANAGER
3,376.30 PROJECT MANAGER
2,260.00 PROJECT MANAGER
839,93 PROJECT MANAGER
8,912.13 PROJECT MANAGER
S1.00 PROJECT MANAGER
1578 PROJECT MANAGER
839.25 PROJECT MANAGER
196,913.30 PROJECT MANAGER Tats)
9,500.00 PUBLIC QUTAEACH
553.16 PUBLIC OUTREACH
12,398.02 PUSLIC OUTREACH
39832 PUBLIC OUTREALH
1,995.51 PUBUC OUTREACK
10,444.30 PUBLIC OUTREACH
1,270.84 PUBLUC OUTREACH
616.67 PUBLIC DUTREACH
84643 PUBLC OUTREACH
2,037.57 PUBLIC OUTREACH
63.50 PUBLIC OUTREACH
1142.21 PUBUC OUTREACH
2,545.08 PUBUC OUTREACH
287.50 PUBLIC OUTREACH
128.64 PUBUC OUTREACH
401.22 PUSUC OUTREACH
840.00 FUBLIC OUTREACH
100.00 PUBLIC OUTREACH
4,375.00 PUBLC OUTREACH
54,134.32 PUBUC OUTREACH Tota)
1,007.88 SUPPLIES
1.542.00 SUPPLIES
2,343.00 SUPPLILS
241735 surruts
£,300.00 SUPPLIES
6.200.70 SUPPLIES
765.00 SUPPUES
L6108.75 SUPPUES
L6107 SUPPUES
1,818.75 SUPPLILS
.613.25 sUPPuLS
3,387.50 SUPFLILS
6,180.00 SUPPLIES
16,720.00 SUPFLIES
445,08 SUpPLIES
64,519,085 SUPPLIES
61,402 sUPPLLS
135.51 SUPPUES
$9.50 SUPPUIES
143230 SurPLES
60.90 SUPPLIES
9.23 SUPPLIES
39.30 surruLS
439.32 SUPPLIES
122,08041 SUPPULS Tols}
938,638.8] Grand Tota)
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Attachment S

The City of St. Helena will conduct cily affairs
on behalf of our citizans using an open and creative process.

Ricardo Castillo
3650 Schriever Ave.
Mather CA 95655

Subject: FEMA-DR-1203-CA, Cal EMA #1 012, FEMA #1010
FIPS #055-64140 .
City of St. Helena
Flood Protection Planning Project

Dear Ricardo:

The City of St. Helens used all Hazardous Mitigation funds from FEMA-DR-1203-CA to plan, design and
engineer the St. Helena Comprehensive flood project as outlined in our requests.

On October 5, 2013 you requested I send you a summary of the process used to determine the eligibility of
items associated with our appeal letter dated August 29, 2013,

In 2003 & special fund was created to account for all project costs. During our appeal review, finance staff met
with the city’s Public Works Director to determine which invoices were eligible and how they were related to
the project. Throughout the process staff used OMB Circular A-87 to determine invoice eligibility. Staff also
checked dates of invoices to make sure the work was completed within the period of performance. All

invoices were then categorized into eligible budget line items,

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional detail.

Sincerely, HM PA
Qr oR: (20 3

Project# /0/2

* .
/{MM&»&caQaﬂww %S "g’f £ (4 FO

Karen Scalabrini A(D 6 H
M P

Finance Director . s
Doc Date: _////7//3

City of St. Helena o 1480 Mgin Street, St, Heiena, CA 94574
Phone: (707) 967-2792 o Fax: (707) 963-7748 o Website: www.ci.st-helena.ca.us




Attachment 6

I 4
¢ &
EDMUND G. BROWN IR,
GOVERNOR r=__"
P Cal OES
\/ OOVERNOR’S OFFIDE
\ OF EMERGENCY SERVIOES
DEC 162013
Karen Scalabrini, Finance Director
City of St. Helena
1480 Main Street
St. Helena, California 94574

Subject: FEMA-DR-1203-CA, Cal OES #1012, FEMA #1010
FIPS #055-64140
City of St. Helena
Flood Protection Planning Project

Dear Ms. Scalabrini:

I% - 1106
MARK S. GHILARDUCCI
DIRECTOR

The California Governor's Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES) has received the enclosed
letter dated December 9, 2013, from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
denying your first level appeal for additiona] funding in the amount of $938,635.81 federal share.

Although the City provided additional information, FEMA feels it is still unclear how these costs
are directly related to the Flood Protection Planning Project. Therefore, the appeal was denied.

In accordance with 44 CFR 206.440, the City of St. Helena may appeal FEMA’s determination.
The second level appeal must be in writing and contain documented justification to support the
City of St. Helena’s position. The second level appeal must be recejved by Cal OES prior to

February 8, 2014,
If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 845-8150,

Sincerely,

EVERHART
State Hazard Mitigation Officer

Enclosure
3650 SCHRIEVER AVENUE, MATHER, CA 95655

HAZARD MITIGATION GRANTS DivISION
(916) 845-8150 TELEPHONE (916) 636-3780 FAX

@D e

F ST DR U203

Project# {0 (D
CES #:

RS ¢=bY1yo
A G H

gocl?(;e: lSQIH', ] 5



Attachment 7

At

Castillo, Ricardo@CalOES

From: Karen Scalabrini <KarenS@cityofsthelena.org>
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2014 12:51 PM

To: Castillo, Ricardo@CalOES

Hi Rick,

I'm sorry | will not be able to compete the detail you asked for before | leave. | don't think anyone in St. Helena has the
detail of information FEMA is requesting.

Thanks for all your help.

XKaren

Karen Scalabrini
Finance Director
City of St. Helena
1480 Main Street

St. Helena, CA 94574

Karens@citvofsthelena.org Tt

{707) 968-2751
(;@ PA
ST Dr: /203
g;oject# /D12
S#
OS5 ~LY(¥O
Lo

M s
Doc Date: / / /3‘/2




Attachment 8
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a-- tllo Rl¢ rdo@CﬂlOES
From: Castillo, Ricardo@CalOES
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2014 8:30 AM -
To: *Karen Scalabrini'
Subject: RE: 7;
\'DD o \&
Hi Karen,

Can you please confirm via email that the City of St. Helena is no longer appealing FEMA's decision on the denial of cost
category “other prior to 2007” in the amount of $1,821,220 total project cost. If so the City will be receiving a de-

obligation in the amount of approximately $1,901,701.00. Thank you

Ricardo Castillo

California Governor's Office of Emergency Services
Hazard Mitigation Division

Emergency Services Coordinator

916-845-8158 Fax 916-636-3780

™ Cal OES

.57 . ) DOVERWOR'S OFFICE
N 25 OF EMERGENCY SERVICES

Please note my new email address: ricardo.castillo@caloes.ca.gov

From: Karen Scalabrini [mailto;XarenS@cltvofsthelena.org]
Sent: Monday, January 13, 2014 12:51 PM

To: Castlllo, Ricardo@CalOES

Subject:

Hi Rick,
I'm sorry | will not be able to compete the detail you asked for before | leave. | don’t think anyone in St. Helena has the
detail of information FEMA is requesting.

Thanks for all your help.

Karen

Karen Scalabrini
Finance Director
City of St. Helena
1480 Main Street
St. Helena, CA 94574
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7
o
Castillo, Ricardo@CalOES AR
From: Karen Scalabrinl <KarenS@cityofsthelena.org>
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2014 9:13 AM
To: * Castillo, Ricardo@CalOES

Hi Rick,

I spoke to the City Manager and he agreed that we will need to de obligate the funds f

th eal. Thanks for all your
help. ®19202

7
23

] BEC

Karen my SEp X

- ) aon_( 3
Karen Scalabrini % ws%wﬂ é‘,;
Finance Director ] imc' %7
City of St. Helena e 964 071~ el
1480 Main Street N A
St. Helena, CA 94574 CandMm

Karens@cltyofsthelena,org

{707) 968-2751



EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
GOVERNOR

Attachment 10

Cal OES

OOVERNOR'S OFFICE
OF ENERGENCY SERVICES

January 31, 2014

Karen Scalabrini
Finance Directory

St. Helena, City of
1480 Main Street

St. Helena, CA 94574

Subject: Notification of Deobligation of Excess Funds
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
FEMA-1203-DR-CA, Project #1012, FIPS # 055-64140, Supplement #208

Dear Ms, Scalabrini:

The California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (Cal OES) has received notification
from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) deobligating from
this project, resulting in a negative account balance. The FEMA deobligation documents have
been forwarded to our Debt Recovery Unit, pending resolution of the amount owed on this
project. A copy of the FEMA supplement is enclosed for your records.

In accordance with Title 44 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 206,440, if your organization
disagrees with FEMA's deobligated amount, you can appeal. All appeals must be in writing and
contain documented justification supporting your position and received by Cal OES within 60
days from the receipt of this letter. Please submit your letter of appeal to the following address:

California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services

Hazard Mitigation Branch

3650 Schriever Avenue

Mather, CA 95655
If you have any questions or need assistance, please contact the Hazard Mitigation Grants
Division at (916) 845-8150.
Hazard Mitigation Grants Division

Enclosure

c: Applicant’s File

3650 SCHRIEVER AVENUE * MATHER, CA 95655
HAZARD MITIGATION GRANTS
(916) 845-8150 » (916) 636-3780

MARK §. GHILARDUCCI

DRECTOR



STATE OF CALIFORNIA Attagiment 11
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF EMERGENCY SERVICES Cal OES

MATHER AR AVE L oy tees
RECEIVED
TO: City of St. Helena FEB 18 201 INVOICE NO:  13-04888

Attn: Mr. Gary Broad, City Manager

INVOICE DATE: February 14, 2014

1480 Main Street, City Hall PO/Contract#: -HMGP DR1203
St. Helena, CA 94574 CITY OF ST.HELENA

QUANTITY ! " DESCRIPTION ' UNIT PRICE | _TOTAL PRICE
Federal Emergency Management Agency ‘ —7;",‘::5"@'3-—
— i \ —-——-—‘——_-—.---
DR1203 - EI Nino 1988 o Mfz«.{gﬂ
HMGP Project 1203-1012 wTe
Cal OES ID# 055-64140 L,
/
Reimbursement is requested for de-obligation ) B
related to Supplement #208 resuiting in total | —_—
project overpayment for the disaster. o e
Payment is due upon receipt of this invoice. l 46‘0‘
, U N
For any questions regarding this invoice, please ' 0
contact Susan Kantner at (916) 845-8125 or email 90
susan.kantner@calema.ca.gov. 6 i
For any questions regarding payment, please ! ”Q?? 73\
contact Junko Roberts (916) 845-8348 or email _/)\ \_//
junko.roberts@calema.ca.gov. Q _/H\ \ =4
8 & &
Thank You, '
O\t\Q o 0’
| 4 |
Yo )021 | TOTAL DUE l/ $1,901,700.00
Kris Plaza ™
Local Assistance Manager _
Make Check Payable to: Mall to: Governor's Office of Emergency Services
ATTENTION: Accounting Branch
Governor's Office of Emergency Services 3680 Schriever Avenue
Mather, CA 95655-4203
ACCOUNTING USE ONLY
Current Doc  13-04888 Cash Receipt:
Fund: 0880 FY: 201112 FM:. 08 Date: Amount;
Batch Date: Batch No.. TC: 130 Batch Date: Batch No.: TC. 155
index: 8311 Object: 702 PCA: 82203 Source: 580200  Project No.: Subsidiary: 15900000
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Attachment 12

Vundor: GOVERNOR'S OFC OF EMERGENCY SVCS

Check Date: 02/27/2014
Vendor No: CAL-OES Vendor Acct No: -HMGP DR1203 Check Amount: $1,901,700.00
Invoice Number Date Description Invoice Amount
13-04888 02/14/2014 PO/CONTRACTY -HMGP DR 1203

1,901,700.00

TV AF AT simt mave




4912015 Chapter 2.24 DIRECTOR OF FINANCE/TREASURER
Attachment 13

Chapter 2.24
DIRECTOR OF FINANCE/TREASURER

Sections:
2,24.010 Office created.
2.24.020 Powaers and duties.
2.24.030 Quarterly statement to city manager and council.
2.24.040 Withholding payment when money owed city.

2.24.010 Office croated.

The office of director of finance/treasurer is created. The director shall be appointed and supervised by the
city manager as set forth in Section 2.12,060(B)(2). The director shall execute the same form of bond as
required to be executed by the city clerk pursuant to California Government Code Section 36518. (Ord. 01-
10 § 5 (part): prior code § 2.115)

2.24.020 Powers and duties.
The director of financeftreasurer shall:

A. Exercise general supervision over the city’s finances:

B. Maintain records readily reflecting the financial condition of the city;

C. Keep such accounts, receipts, and records as shall be prescribed by the city manager
D. Be responsible for the safekeeping of money received by the city;

E. Prepare and publish a summary of the city’s annual financial report as required by California
Government Code Sections 53831, 40804 and 40805:

F. Countersign all city warrants or checks, or to authorize signature by a deputy,
G. Audit all demands against the city for money or damages:

H. Certify or approve payrolls or attendance records of city officers and employees or to authorize
approval by a deputy:

| Disburse funds of the city treasury on checks which have been allowed either by the council, law, or city
officers authorized to aliow the same;

J. Issue checks on the treasury for all debts and demands against the city when the amounts are fixed by
law, for interest and redemption of bonds issued by the city, upon surrender and cancelation of such bonds
or Interest coupons, for salaries of officers and employees of the city who are legally entitled to such
salaries, and for all other demands authorized by law. Salary checks are to be drawn on the dates specified
by the city and at least twice monthly;

K. Collect all money due the city unless in any given case the duty of collection is by this code given to
another officer;

http /Mww .codepublishing com/CA/StHelena/#/StHelena02/StHelena0224.himi



Attachment 13
4/9/2015 Chapler 2.24 DIRECTOR OF FINANCE/TREASURER

L. Be responsible for the investment of city funds in accordance with this code and applicable state
statutes;

M. Retain the records of current inventories of all property of the city by all city departments, offices and
agencies, unless this duty is assigned to another officer by the city manager;

N. Attend regular meetings of the city council, and present to the council regular and special oral and
written reports requested by the council or necessary to inform the council of matters under the director’s
discretion. The director shall, at the direction of the city manager or the city councll, attend special meetings
of the city council and meetings of other bodies considering matters related to the city's finances:

O. Assume all functions of the treasurer as set forth in this code and in California Government Code
Sections 41000 to 41007; provided, however, that the city manager may instead assume such duties
pursuant to Section 2,12,060(B), upon notice {o the city council;

P. Possess such other powers and perform such additional dutes otherwise imposed upon the city clerk
by California Government Code Sections 37200 through 37210, including any amendments thereto. which
are hereby transferred to the director of finance/treasurer. The director is authorized and required to
perform all of such transferred duties:

Q. Possess such other powers and perform such other functions as the city council or city manager may
from time to time specify. (Ord. 14-14 § 2; Ord. 01-10 § 5 (part): prior code § 2.116)

2.24.030 Quarterly statement to city manager and councll.

The director of finance/treasurer shall deliver to the city manager and to the council at a regularly scheduled
council meeting a budget report showing the budget status at the end of the preceding quarter. (Ord. 01-10
§ 5 (part): prior code § 2.117)

2.24.040 Withholding payment when money owed city.
The director of finance/treasurer shall allow no payment:

A. Without first deducting any indebtedness due from the claimant to the city. if notice of the indebtedness
has been received;

B. In favor of any officer, employee, or individual having custody of any funds or collections for the aty,
who is delinquent in making the required accounting. (Ord. 01-10 § 5 (part): prior code §2.118)

Mobile Version

http /Mvww.codepublishing. com/C A/StHelena/#/StHelena02/StHelena0224. himi



41912015 Chapter 2,12 CITY MANAGER Attachment 14

Chapter 2.12
CITY MANAGER

Sections:
2.12.010 Purpose.
2,12.020 Office created--Qualiflcations.
2.12.030 Eligibility of counclimembers.
2.12.040 Appointment, tonure and removal.
2.12.050 Compensation and expenses.
2.12.060 Powers and duties.
2.12.070 Administrative relationships.
2.12.080 Limitation imposed.
2.12.090 Standards of performance.

2.12.010 Purpose.

The council finds and determines that the administrative affairs of the municipal government of the city
would be handled more expeditiously, efficiently, and satisfactorily through an officer who, acting on behalf
of the council, would attend to such administrative affairs, correlate and coordinate various municipal
activities, compile data, prepare reports relating to the affairs of city government and generally act as the
agent of the council in the discharge of administrative duties. (Prior code § 2.4.00)

2.12.020 Office created—Qualifications.

There Is created in the service of the city the position of city manager. The city manager shall be selected by
the council on the basis of his or her professional experience, administrative qualifications, and education
with special reference to his or her actual experience in, and knowledge of, accepted practices in respect to
the duties of his or her office as set forth in this chapter. (Ord. 11-6: prior code § 2.4.01)

2.12.030 Eligibility of counciimembers.
No person elected to membership on the council shall be eligible for appointment as city manager until one
year has elapsed after he or she has ceased to be a member of the council. (Prior code § 2.4.03)

2.12.040 Appointment, tenure and removal.

A. The city manager shall be appointed by the council and shall hold office at and during the pleasure of
the council; provided, however, the city manager shall not be removed from office during or within a period
of ninety (90) days next succeeding any general municipal election in the city at which election a member of
the council is elected, except by a unanimous vote of the council.

B. The purpose of this provision is to permit any newly elected member of the council to observe the
actions and ability of the city manager in the performance of the powers and duties of his or her office.
(Prior code § 2.4.04)

2.12.050 Compensation and expenses,
A. The city manager shall receive such compensation and expense allowances as the council shall, from
time to time, determine, and such compensation and expenses shall be a proper charge against such funds

hitp:/Mww.codepublishing.com/CA/StHelena/#/StHelena02/StHelena0212.hmi#2.12
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Chapter 2,12 CITY MANAGER Attachment 14
of the city as the council designates.

B. The clty manager shall be reimbursed for all sums necessarily incurred or paid by him or her in the
performance of his or her duties, or incurred when traveling on business pertaining to the city under the
direction of, or with the express consent of, the council. Reimbursement shall be made only in accordance
with an itemized claim setting forth the sums expended or obligation incurred in the manner provided by the
council for the presentation of claims for reimbursement of expenses of other city officers and employees.
(Prior code § 2.4.05)

2.12.080 Powers and duties.

A. The city manager shall be the administrative head of the government of the city, under the direction
and control of the councll. The manager shall be responsible for the efficient administration of ail the affairs
of the city, which affairs are under his or her control.

B. In addition to the general powers as administrative head, and not as a limitation thereon, the city
manager shall have the following powers and duties:

1. General Supervision. To execute on behalf of the counci, its administrative supervision and
control of such affairs of the city as may be placed in his or her charge, or which are not otherwise
provided for the council;

2. Personnel and Organization. To appoint competent, qualified officers and employees to all
positions in city employment except the city attorney and the fire chief: to dismiss, suspend and
discipline such officers and employees in accordance with such policies as may from time to time be set
forth by the councll; to transfer such employees from one department to another consistent with the
policies of the council; to recommend to the council such reorganization of officers, departments or
divisions as may be indicated in the interests of the efficient, effective and economical conduct of the
city's business, and to effect such reorganization when authorized by appropriate ordinance, resolution
or motion of the council. The city manager shall have the authority to appoint department heads other
than the city attorney and fire chief subject to ratification by the council at its next regular meeting

3. Authority Over Officers and Employees. To control, order, and give direction to all heads of
departments and subordinate officers and employees of the city, except in matters which by state law
are confined to their exclusive and uncontrolled jurisdiction, and except the city attorney. Department
heads shall include: public works director/city engineer, finance director, planning director, police chief,
library director, recreation director, fire chief;

4. Rules and Regulations. To prescribe such rules, regulations and polices as he or she deems
necessary or expedient for the conduct of administrative services, and to revoke, suspend, or amend
any rule, regulation or policy established by any officer, department head or other person in
administrative service;

5. Shift Work. To temporarily direct any department or division of the city to perform work for any
other department, division or office of the city;

6. Compensation Plan. To prepare and to recommend to the council, from time to time, desirable
revisions of the compensation plan of the city;

7. Assist the Council. To attend meetings of the council and to report upon and discuss any matters
concerning the affairs of the departments, services or activities under his or her supervision upon
which, in his or her judgment, the council shall be informed, or upon which his or her views or opinions
are requested by the council;

8. Carry Out Council Decision. To carry out, on behalf of the council, its policies, rules, regulations
and laws relating to the administration of the affairs of the city, its departments, divisions and services;

http:/fiwww codepublishing.com/CA/StHelena/#/StHelena02/StHelena0212 himi#2.12
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Chapter 2.12 CITY MANAGER Attachment 14

9. Budget. To supervise the preparation of a detailed, proposed municipal budget and submit the
same to the councll on or before May 15th of each year, and to offer his or her recommendations as to
such increases, decreases, cancellations, transfers, or changes in any of the items included in the
proposed budget as in his or her judgment should be made before adoption of the budget after its final
adoption; and to keep the council informed with respect thereto;

10.  Public Improvements. To supervise public improvement projects and programs, and to aid and
assist the council and the various departments, services, and offices of the city in carrying the same
through to a successful conclusion;

11.  Recommendations to the Council. To recommend to the councll for adoption such measures and
ordinances as he or she deems necessary or expedient;

12. Studies and Reports. To make such surveys, studies, reports and recommendations as he or she
may deem desirable on any matter affecting the interest of the people or city as budgeted or as may be
requested by the council;

13.  Council Agenda. To supervise the preparation of the agenda for all regular, special, or adjourned
meetings of the council in accordance with the laws establishing rules for the council meetings,

14.  Other City Offices. To serve in any appointed office within the city government to which he or she
may be qualified when appointed thereto by the council, and to hold and perform the duties thereof at
the pleasure of the council and without further compensation except as expressly provided by the
council at the time of such appointment or thereafter:

15. Mail. To supervise the receipt and opening of all mail addressed in whole or In part to the council,
or the mayor or mayor pro tem by title only, and to give immediate attention thereto, to the end that all
administrative business referred to in such communications, and not necessarily requiring action by the
council, may be disposed of in an expeditious manner; provided, however, all actions taken pursuant to
such communications shall be reported to the council at its next regular meeting thereafter or by
separate communication to each member of the council;

168. Enforcement of Laws. To see to the enforcement within the city of the laws of the state and the
city;

17. Confracts, Franchises, Permits and Licenses. To investigate and see to the faithful performance
and observation of all contracts of the city and of all franchises, permiits, licenses, and privileges
granted by the city;

18. Citizens Complaints. To appropriately investigate all complaints in relation to matters concerning
the administration of city government: to adjust all proper grievances within the scope of authority
provided by city laws and policies, and to report to the council all injustices suffered by reason of
defects or omissions in the laws, policies, or practices of the city which he or she is not authorized to

rectify;

19. Public Property. To exercise general supervision over all public buildings, public parks and other
public property which is under the control and jurisdiction of the council, when the general supervision
thereof is not specifically delegated to a particular officer;

20. Community Relations. To explain to the public the actions, purposes and policies of the city
government;

21. Contracts. To execute in the name of the council and city any contract authorized or approved by
the council unless the council expressly provided for another manner of execution of such contract:
and
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22. Owner Powers and Duties. To perform such other duties and exercise such other powers as are
necessary, incident to the powers set forth in this section or as may be assigned or delegated to him or
her from time to time, by action of the council.

23. Assume all functions of the treasurer as set forth in this code and in California Government Code
Sections 41000 to 41007. (Ord. 14-14 § 1; Ord. 02-5 § 3 (part); Ord. 00-4 (part); prior code § 2.4.06)

2.12.070 Administrative relationships.

The council and its members shall deal with the administrative services of the city through the city manager,
except for the purpose of inquiry to other departments for informational background. Department heads will
receive council direction regarding his or her department from the manager. The city manager will receive
his or her direction and instructions from the council as a body. An individual councilperson does not have
the authority to order or instruct the city manager without prior approval of the council. (Prior code § 2.4.07)

2.12.080 Limitation imposed.

The city manager shall not establish general policy which is the province of the council to determine, nor
shall he or she commit or bind the council, or any member thereof, to any action, plan or program requiring
official council action. It is not intended by the provisions of this chapter to grant any authority to, or impose
any duty upon the city manager, which is now, or hereafter may be vested in or imposed by general state
law or any other city commission, departments, officer or employee. (Prior code § 2.4.08)

2.12.090 Standards of performance.

in the discharge of his or her duties, the city manager shall endeavor at ail times to exercise the highest
degree of tact, patience, and courtesy in his or her contacts with the public, with the councll, and with all city
commissions, boards, departments, officers and employees, and shall use his or her best efforts to establish
and maintain a harmonious relationship among all personnel employed in the government of the city to the
end that the highest possible standards of public service shall be continuously maintained. Pursuant to this
goal, the city manager shall recelve full cooperation of the city staff. (Prior code § 2.4.09)

Mobile Version
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CITY OF ST. HELENA
OVERVIEW

FISCAL YEAR 2013-2014
Economic Profile

The City of St. Helena is located in the center of the world famous wine growing Napa
Valley, 65 miles North of San Francisco. The area was settled in 1834 as part of General
Vallejo's land grant. On March 24, 1876, the City of St. Helena was incorporated and re-
incorporated on May 14, 1889,

The City from its inception has served as a rural agricultural center. In recent years, with
the growth and development of the wine industry, the City has become an important
business and banking center for the wine industry. The St. Helena Public Library includes
a respected wine library. The City also receives many visitors as a result of the wine
industry and the area's scenic qualities.

|

Population and Local Revenues from State

The City's population has remained relatively stable over the past ten years, due primarily
to the agricultural land preservation policies and other resource and infrastructure
constraints. The State Department of Finance releases population data. The City’s
population figures for 2013 are estimated to be 5,849; up .7% from the previous years
estimate of 5,809. The State Controller distributes local subventions such as gas tax, and
other revenues on a per capita basis that may be affected by this change. The State
Controller has not released the apportionment to local governments as of the
publication of this document so the impact is unknown at this time.

Municipal Government

The City has a Council-Manager form of government. The Council is composed of a
directly elected mayor and four councilmembers. In the November 2012 election, Sharon
Crull and Greg Pitts were elected to serve a four-year term as Councilmembers. In
November 2012 Del Britton was re-elected to a two-year term as Mayor. Ann Nevero
was appointed Mayor after Mayor Britton’s passing in January 2013. In 2010 Peter White
and Ann Nevero were elected to four-year terms. In February 2013 Mario Sculatti was
appointed to fill Councilmember Nevero’s vacant seat. A City Manager appointed by the
City Council is responsible for the administration of City affairs. The City Manager is
assisted by an administrative team that includes the City Attorney (who is a contract
attorney), an appointed City Clerk and department heads for the Finance, Fire, Library,
Planning, Police, and Public Works Departments.

Budget Policies and Procedures

City Code section 2.4.06(9) reqmres that the City Manager submit a budget document to
the City Council by May 15" of each year. The budget process begins with the individual
department heads submitting their budget requests to the Finance Department for review.
After the Director of Finance has reviewed the requests, the department heads meet
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individually with the City Manager and Director of Finance to review their budgets on a
line-by-line basis and any changes needed are agreed upon and made to the proposed
budget.

The Director of Finance prepares the upcoming year's revenue projections and reviews
these projections with the City Manager. Unlike appropriations, projected revenues are
not subject to direct City control. Property Tax revenues vary with real estate sales and
building activity in the community.

Building activity also affects building permits and plan check fees. Sales Tax and
Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) are subject to the economic cycles of businesses in the
community mixed between tourism and local sales, The Director of Finance uses a
combination of current trends, historical performance and anticipated changes to current
projections to arrive at the revenue levels contained in the budget, After estimating
revenues, the Director of Finance compiles a draft report for review by the City Manager
and the Proposed Budget is prepared for Council review.

After submittal of the Proposed Budget, the Council holds budget study sessions before
adopting the budget at a regularly scheduled Council meeting in June. Upon adoption of
the budget, monthly budget status reports are prepared and distributed to Department
Heads. Ona quarterly basis the Director of Finance/City Treasurer submits a budget
status report to the City Council.

Any adjustments to the Adopted Budget must be made in conformance with the City's
Budget Resolution, which allows Department Heads to transfer appropriations within
their department providing that neither the number of authorized personnel is increased,
nor any transfer that would decrease appropriations for capital outlay results.

The City Manager may transfer appropriations between departments so long as total
appropriations are not increased within a fund, Total appropriations within a fund may
only be increased with Council approval. All budget changes are recorded on a Budget
Revision Form and forwarded to the Finance Department for review and processing.
After proper approval, the changes are made to the Working Budget.

Budgetary and Accounting Basis

The Operating Budget is developed by fund on a Generally Accepted Accounting
Principles (GAAP) basis, except that depreciation and amortization are not budgeted.
Principal payment on debt in the enterprise funds is budgeted as an expense.

General, Special Revenues, and Debt Services funds are budgeted on a modified accrual
basis; Water and Wastewater Enterprise Funds are budgeted on an accrual basis.

Continuing Grants and Trusts expenditures are offset by self-supporting revenues in the
budget. If budgeted grants are not awarded to the city then no expenditures are made,
Some Grants are not included in the budget since funding information is not available
until mid year.
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CITY OF ST. HELENA, CALIFORNIA
Resolution No. 2013-39
ADOPTION OF ANNUAL BUDGET FOR THE

CITY OF ST. HELENA FOR THE FISCAL
YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2014

RECITALS

Good operating practice requires that the City adopt estimates of revenues and expenditures on a
fiscal year basis and provide a policy for subsequent modification of such appropriations. The
Council and staff have had several study sessions to determine the appropriations needed for the
next fiscal year.

RESOLUTION

The City Council hereby adopts the following:

1.

Revenue estimates and appropriations by fund and department as shown in "EXHIBIT A" a
copy of which is attached and hereby made a part of this Resolution, is hereby adopted.

Any unexpended portion of the General Fund balance as of June 30, 2013, is hereby assigned
to a Contingency Reserve, up to the City's annual appropriation limitation.

The City, as a practice, shall expend current year proceeds of tax first, and then any non-
proceeds of tax to satisfy approved appropriations.

Any remaining Capital fund projects and encumbrances will be rolled into the next fiscal
year.

The St. Helena Chamber of Commerce shall receive an operating subsidy equal to eight
percent (8%) of Business License Tax revenues, three percent (3%) of Transient Tax
revenues, and two percent (2%) of Sales Tax revenues received by the City during the fiscal
year to be used for promotion and entertainment purposes. The Chamber shall annually on or
before April 30, submit to the City Council a report of activities of the Chamber, the
approved budget, and an accounting of public funds expended during the previous calendar
year ending December 31.

Department Heads may authorize the transfer of appropriations within a department, except

transfers: (1) that would purport an increase in the number of regular personnel, and (2) that
would decrease appropriations for capital outlay.
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7. The City Manager may transfer appropriations between departments so long as total
appropriations are not increased within a fund.

8. The City Council has the overriding authority to control the use of revenues and the
appropriation of funds and therefore may modify this policy at any time. The total
appropriations in any fund may not be increased except by the City Council.

9. All changes in appropriations will be authorized on a "Budget Transfer" form. All increases
in appropriations will be authorized by Council.

10. Any expenditure of greater than $25,000 for supplies, equipment or general services require
formal bid procedures and must be approved by the City Council pursuant to Article X1V,
Chapter 2 of the City Code.

Approved by action of the City Council at a Regular Meeting held on June 11, 2013, by the
following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers Pitts, Sculatti, White
NOES: None
ABSENT: Councilmember Crull, Mayor Nevero

APPROVED: ATTEST:

e \'.\ 4 !
Peter White Delig Guijosa
Councilmember City Clerk
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EXHIBIT A
CITY OF ST. HELENA
Budget Summary by Fund
Fiscal Year 2013/2014
FUND 101, GENERAL FUND $6,808,821
City Council $163,088
City Manager/Clerk 287,841
Finance 267,738
City Attorney 495,000
Planning/Building 404,272
Library 866,756
Recreation 78,956
Fire 556,050
Police 2,582,445
Public Works Admin 212,462
Government Bulldings 187,804
Storm Drains 101,014
Streets 214,772
Parks 643,134
Debt Service 236,275
Non-Departmenta) 519,208
Operating Transfers 176,286
Subtotal $7,985,178
Capital Transfers 788,000
JQIAL GENERAL FUND
Fund 218, Public Safety Impact Fees 22,000 -
Fund 218, Public Library Foundation 20 12,000
Fund 218, CL8A Library Restoration 1,500 214,500
Fund 224, Public 8afety (COPS) 100,300 100,000
Fund 228, State Gas Tax 2108 28,880 28,680
Fund 226, State Gas Tax 2106 20,550 20,550
Fund 227, State Gas Tax 2107 48,150 46,150
Fund 228, State Gas Tax 2107.5 2,030 2,030
Fund 228, State Gas Tax 2103 65,430 65,430
Fund 235, Measure A 526,805 526,805
Fund 238, Training Development 4,000 4,000
Fund 279, Asset Forfeiture - -
Fund 280, Community Activities 126,939 126,939
Fund 283, Tree City USA 52,357 §2,357
Fund 286, Bocce Ball 40,250 24,568
Fund 289, Recreation Programs 132,835 132,835
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Fund 290, Tourism improvement District
Fund 375, Murray Trust 1,106
Fund 381, Ryan Library Trust 600
Fund 382, Martin Library Trust

Fund 383, Dr. Woad Trust -

Attachment 16

Fund 384, Tweed Trust 118,486 101,197

Fund 420, Fire Station GO Bonds 184,658 184,950

Fund 561, Water Enterprise 4,771,503 4,374 570

Fund 6§62, 1977 Water Bond 200

Fund 571, Sewer Enterprise 2,080,083 1,671,217

Fund 582, Garage 129,736 129,738

TOTAL BUDGET $17,545,686 $16,872,180

Less Interfund Transfers (1,809,679) (1,809,679)

TOTAL NET REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES 315‘736l007

316‘002,61 1
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EXHIBIT A

(EXPENDITURES |
Additional Capital Funds for 2013-2014

Fund 713, Civic Improvement impact Fees $ - $ -

Fund 733, General Fund Capital Projects

Downtown Renisainance $108,000 456,000 456,000

Bullding Maintinance $15,000

Flnancial Sofiware $10,000

City Hall Refocation $270,000

Water for Dog Park $5000

Crinella Pari Improvement $50,000
Fund 741, Street Improvement 500,000 500,000
Fund 783, Water Caplital Projects 200,000 200,000
Fund 773, Wastewater Capital Projects 100,000 100,000

Total Additional Capital Project Funds $ 1,258,000 $ 1,256,000
e e, ——T
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Report to the City Council
Council Meeting April 14, 2015

Agenda Section: New Business

Subject:  Development of a Grant Manager Position and Appropriation
of Funds for Remainder of FY 2014-15 in the amount of $19,000

CEQA Status: Not a Project

Prepared By:  April Mitts, Finance Directo?‘L’

Approved By: Jennifer Phillips, City ManagéS

DISCUSSION

On February 27, 2015, the City Council conducted a Goal Setting Session to identify
priority objectives for the coming year. The Council focused on an overall goal of
securing the City’s financial future. Grants are a key revenue source that can provide
essential funding for capital improvement projects, emergency preparedness, public
safety, and innovative community programs that best serve our community. This source
of funding can help ease the demand on the General Fund as well as the City’s two
enterprise funds.

In Fiscal Year 2013-14 the City was required to refund FEMA/OES $1.9 million in grant
funds due to lack of necessary documentation to claims submitted. The source of the
repayment was the City’s unassigned General Fund Reserve. As discussed in the prior
Council Item #18 on this same Council agenda, City has not established a sound grant
administration and records management program, resulting in the inability to satisfy the
requirements of the FEMA/OES grant.

After reviewing the overall needs of the City and specific direction from the Council to
secure the City’s financial future and to fully research the events leading up to the
refund of the $1.9 million to FEMA/OES, it is recommended that a Grant Manager
position be created.

The responsibilities of this position would include: (1) forensic research for awarded
grants including the $1.9 million FEMA/OES refund documentation (this will include all
aspects of seeking reimbursement for all or a portion of the FEMA/OES refund) to
ensure all grants are being properly administered; (2) creating a comprehensive grant



Item No: 19

administration program for the City; and (3) seeking and securing grant funding for
various City projects/departments including, but not limited to, Upper York Creek, public
works (transportation, roads), water/wastewater, public safety, emergency operations,
historic preservation, utility vehicles, and community programs.

The City of St. Helena does not have a dedicated staff member to develop a proper
grant program thus underutilizing the amount of federal, state, and local grant funding
available to the City. Currently, grants are identified and applied for on a case by case
basis and only when resources are available to prepare and submit a grant application.
Grant writing is a specialized skill and an experienced grant writer can significantly
increase the City’s success in grant awards. In addition, once grants are awarded, the
proper documentation, administration, and policies must be in place to ensure the funds
are spent appropriately to ensure the City receives the grant funds. This proposed
Grant Manager position will also enhance the City's long-range planning by: (1)
developing a strong grant planning program, (2) allowing for quality and timeliness of all
aspects of grant processing and management, (3) ensuring regulatory compliance with
all state and federal requirements and circulars, and (4) maintaining consistent financial
reporting by City departments and the Finance Department.

FISCAL IMPACT

The funds for this position are being appropriated from three sources: Water Fund
Unassigned Reserves, Wastewater Unassigned Reserves and General Fund
Unassigned Reserves. A total of $19,000 is being appropriated for this position to cover
the remaining two (2) months of the Fiscal Year 2014-15. The Fiscal Year 2015-16
proposed budget will include this position at the full cost (salary and benefits) of
$117,500 using Water Fund Unassigned Reserves, Wastewater Unassigned Reserves,
and General Fund Unassigned Reserves. For Fiscal Year 2016-17 ongoing revenue
will be identified to fund this position. Ultimately, the goal of all grant programs is to
cover the cost of the Grant Manager within the grants awards that are received by the
City and to obtain significantly more in grants funds than the annual cost of the position.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve creation of a Grant Manager position for a total cost for FY 2014-15 of $19,000
and FY 2015-16 of $117,500. Funding will be divided equally from Water Fund
Unassigned Reserves, Wastewater Unassigned Reserves, and General Fund
Unassigned Reserves.

ALTERNATIVE OPTION

Council has the option of not approving the Grant Manager position. The result of this
action would be that the City does not currently have the expertise or the staff capacity
to develop a comprehensive grant administration program, which would mean status
quo in the City’s limited number current number of grant applications being submitted.
Also, proactive searching for beneficial grants for areas in emergency preparedness,
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alternative transportation, environmental programs, community programming and even
streets and roads will not occur. Finally, a records management review of ali currently
awarded grants would occur as time permits and as reports are due to ensure full
compliance, rather than an overall proactive review over the next few months.

Regarding the FEMA/OES $1.9 million refund, the City could hire an independent
forensic account to search, review and compile the City's documentation on the
FEMA/OES grants with the goal of identifying the required documentation related to the
expenses deemed not eligible by FEMA/OES. The City could then hire an expert in
federal funding to work with federal agencies to not only petition for a reopening of the
closed grant, but to also identify potential sources of funds if some or all of the grant
funds are deemed eligible for return to the City.

ATTACHMENTS
ATTACHMENT 1 - Resolution No. 2015- Permanent Grant Manager Position
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CITY OF ST. HELENA
RESOLUTION NO. 2015-

APPROVING THE DEVELOPMENT OF A GRANT MANAGER POSITION AND
APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS
FOR REMAINDER OF FY 2014-15 IN THE AMOUNT OF $19,000
RECITALS
A. On February 27, 2015, the City Council conducted a Goal Setting Session to identify
priority objectives for the coming year; and
B. The Council focused on an overall goal of securing the City's financial future; and

C. In Fiscal Year 2013-14, the City was required to refund FEMA/OES $1.9 million in grant
funds due to lack of necessary documentation to support the claims submitted: and

D. Duties of the Grant Manager Position will include: forensic accounting for grant funding;
creating a comprehensive grant process; and seeking and securing grants for various
City projects/departments; and

E. The community of St. Helena will benefit from the creation and development of a Grant
Manager position; and

RESOLUTION
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of St. Helena resolves as follows:
1. Adopt resolution approving the creation and development of a Grant Manager position.

Approved at a Regular Meeting of the St. Helena City Council on April 14, 2015 by the
following vote:

Mayor Galbraith:

Vice Mayor White:
Councilmember Crull:
Councilmember Dohring:
Councilmember Pitts:

APPROVED: ATTEST:

Alan Galbraith, Mayor Cindy Black, City Clerk
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Report to the City Council
April 14, 2015

Agenda Section:

Subject: Appeal of the February 3, 2015 Planning Commission decision
to deny a Demolition Permit, Parcel Map, Use Permit and
Design Review in order to demolish an existing single-family
residence, subdivide the existing parcel into two parcels
(creating a flag lot) and develop a new two-story single-family
residence on each of the new parcels at 1837 Pine Street in the
MR: Medium Density Residential district.

CEQA Status: Categorically Exempt

Prepared By: Victor Carniglia, Planning Consultant

Approved By: Jennifer Phillips, City Managg¢r

PROJECT APPLICATIONS

The proposed Project involves a number of discretionary applications as described
below:

Demolition Permit:

The applicant is requesting approval of a Demolition Permit to demolish all existing
structures on the 16,686-sf parcel in order to accommodate the proposed lot split.
Structures that would be demolished include a four bedroom 2,967-sf single-story
residence, a large 1,323-sf carport, a 615-sf garage, a 109-sf shed, and a 431-sf pool.
The existing house is in fair to poor condition.

Parcel Map & Use Permit Applications:

The applicant submitted an application for a Parcel Map in order to subdivide the
existing 16,686-sf parcel into two parcels, the 9,066-sf Parcel 1 (the front parcel) and
7,620-sf Parcel 2 (the rear, “flag” lot). A 16’ wide private drive is proposed as access to
Parcel 2. This access drive (or panhandle portion of the lot) is excluded when
determining lot size and Floor Area Ratio (FAR), pursuant to section 17.112.100(B) of
the Municipal Code. Therefore, Parcel 1 (the front parcel) has a functional square
footage of 7,366-sf.
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This Parcel Map, if approved, would create a flag lot, which according to the Municipal
Code requires a Use Permit. Such a Use Permit mandates that the City make additional
required findings, in addition to the standard Use Permit findings, as discussed later in
this report.

Design Review Application:

The applicant submitted a Design Review application for two new single-family
residences (one on each parcel created by the subdivision). The proposed residence on
Parcel 1 (the front parcel) is a two-story home which includes a second unit, an
attached two-car garage, and a pool. The first floor is 1,788-sf and the second floor is
488-sf for a total of 2,276-sf. The attached second unit on Parcel 1 totals 383-sf and is
located on the second floor of the main residence. Access to the second unit is from an
exterior stairway. The total building square footage of the residence on Parcel 1,
including the second unit, is 2,659-sf. The height of the proposed two story house is 24
feet.

The proposed residence on Parcel 2 (the rear parcel) is also a two-story home, and
contains a detached two car garage, a 400 square foot second unit, and a pool. The first
floor is 1,561-sf and the second floor is 784-sf for a total of 2,345-sf. The 400 square
foot second unit is located on the second floor, and is accessed by an exterior stair
case. The total building square footage for Parcel 2, including the house and the
second unit is 2,745-sf.

It should be noted that the applicant had previously proposed submitting revised plans
to the City that removed the second unit from Parcel 2, which would have reduced the
overall size of the home by 400 square feet, with a corresponding reduction in the
apparent mass of the structure. The applicant ultimately decided not to “downsize” the
plans as discussed, citing lack of agreement with the City on several project issues.

Water Neutrality Application/Determination:

The existing house that is proposed to be demolished is currently connected to City
water and sewer. Development of Parcel 2 will require additional connections to the City
water and sewer system. The proposed access drive from Pine Street through Parcel 1
will accommodate sewer and water extensions to the house on Parcel 2. The Applicant
has submitted a water neutrality analysis (attached), which takes into account the
removal of the existing home on the lot and the use of very low flow fixtures in both
proposed homes.

PROJECT HISTORY

Mark Kaye and Michael Fahn of MDK Homes (the “applicant”) in May 2014 applied for a
parcel map, demolition permit, use permit, and design review to subdivide 1837 Pine
Street into two parcels and develop new single family residences on each parcel (each
of which would have a guest or second unit). Prior to submittal, the applicants in late
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2013 and early 2014 met with then Interim Planning Director Greg Desmond to discuss
the various standards and parameters applicable to their proposed project.

On September 2, 2014, the Planning Commission first considered the proposed project.
The applicant did not attend the September 2, 2014 hearing, aithough many interested
neighbors were in attendance. It is staff's understanding, based on conversations with
the applicant prior to the September 2, 2014 Commission meeting, that the applicant
chose not to attend the September 2 hearing as they did not agree with the option
proposed by staff for a single story home on the rear parcel (Parcel 2). As a courtesy to
the applicant, who were not in attendance to represent themselves, the Planning
Commission continued the item to the September 16, 2014 meeting, after opening the
public hearing and taking testimony from those residents who indicated they would not
be able to attend the September 16, 2014 meeting.

On September 16, 2014, the Planning Commission, upon considering testimony from all
parties, directed staff to prepare a resolution of denial. The Planning Commission on
September 30, 2014 adopted the denial resolution, thereby denying the project as
proposed. The applicant subsequently asserted procedural irregularities with respect to
the September 16, 2014 Planning Commission hearing. By letter dated November 17,
2014, and in a lawsuit filed January 12, 2015 (Kaye et al. v. City of St. Helena et al.,
Napa County Superior Court Case No. 26-65665), the applicant asserted that the
Planning Commission lacked a legal quorum on September 16, 2014, alleging violations
of the Brown Act, and denial of a fair hearing, and thus that the Planning Commission
decision on September 16, 2014 to deny the applications, and adoption of a resolution
on September 30, 2014 denying the applications, was null and void.

On February 3, 2015 Planning Commission cured and corrected the alleged violations
(without admitting the allegations) and again heard the subject applications, taking the
following actions:

e Declared the earlier September 16, 2014 public hearing on the matter null and void.

e Vacated the Planning Commission’s decision on September 16, 2014, to deny the
application and its adoption of Resolution 2014-08 denying the proposed project on
September 30, 2014.

e Conducted a new public hearing at which the Commission accepted the testimony
and evidence from the public hearing on September 2, 2014, as well as new
testimony and evidence.

» After considering all the testimony and evidence presented at the February 3, 2015
meeting, the Planning Commission, after deliberating, unanimously voted to deny
the proposed applications.

It should be noted that the Planning Commission on February 3, 2015 denied the
applications “without prejudice”, which would have allowed the applicant to resubmit a
revised application tailored to address the City’s concerns. (See SHMC section
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17.08.150(A).) Instead, the applicant chose to appeal the Planning Commission action
to City Council.

On February 16, 2015 the applicant filed their appeal of the Planning Commission
denial of the requested approvals. While the appeal of the Use Permit, Design Review,
and Demolition Permit applications was timely under the 14-day appeal period for those
applications, the appeal of the denial of the Parcel Map was beyond the 10-day period
to appeal actions on parcel maps. (See St. Helena Municipal Code (“SHMC”) section
16.24.100(F).) This issue concerning the timeliness of the appeal is discussed in more
detail in the “Project Analysis” section of this report.

A final point to note concerning “Project History.” At the February 3, 2015 Planning
Commission meeting the applicant made an extensive power point presentation, in part
citing over twenty instances of what the applicant described as examples of “flag lots”
that the City purportedly approved in the past, which the applicant felt were similar to
what they were proposing. The applicant specifically cited instances where it was their
understanding two story (as opposed to one story) homes were approved on the rear
parcel of flag lots, with in some cases driveways 16 feet or less wide, rather than 20 foot
width required by City Code. Staff, as a follow up, reviewed the majority of the
examples presented. As part of this process staff discovered, based on City records,
that many of what the applicant considered to be comparable examples of flag lots were
actually created well over 20 years ago, and in some instances were much older than
that. Given the age of many of the flag lots, it is not surprising that they don't comply
with current City requirements. For example, a flag lot cited at 1713 Adams Street
contains a home that has a 14 foot wide easement accessing the property, which is
clearly less that the current 20 foot requirement. However, the home in question was
built in 1920 based on County Assessor records. 1640 Tainter Street, which appears to
have a “flag lot like” configuration, contains a 913 sq ft home that was constructed in
1946, and is accessed by a 12 foot wide alley. 1629 Madrona Avenue created in 1983
contains a large 2 story home on a flag lot, but the flag lot is much larger at just over
13,000 square feet as compared to the applicant's 7,620 square foot flag lot. 1247
Hudson Avenue consists of a flag lot parcel with a 15 foot wide access to a home built
in 1924.

While some of the flag lots cited by the applicant were indeed created more recently
(i.e. post 2000) with two story homes or with access less than 20 feet wide, there are no
true comparables to the subject application, as all sites differ in a number of important
ways, including parcel size, setbacks, proximity of surrounding structures, the level of
neighborhood concern etc. An example of these inherent differences is the flag lot most
often cited by the applicant, namely 1701 Madrona, which happens to be located in
close proximity to the subject application, and was created very recently in 2014. While
the flag lot approval for 1701 Madrona does not limit the home on the rear parcel to one
story in height, the rear parcel at 1701 Madrona is 13,774 square feet in size, making it
almost twice as large as the rear lot proposed by the applicant of 7,620 square feet.
This larger lot size allows for much greater setbacks from neighboring properties. On
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the other hand, the width of the access to the rear parcel at 1701 Madrona is
inexplicably 16 feet wide, as opposed to the Code required 20 feet.

In the end, each project has to stand on its own merits within its own specific context.
Thus, the other projects cited by the applicant have but limited utility, and don'’t
preclude the City from properly applying the Subdivision Ordinance and Zoning
Ordinance as it is written, or force the City to assume that a design solution that fit
another context is also appropriate in a different setting.

CEQA STATUS

The requested demolition permit is exempt from the requirements of CEQA, pursuant to
Section 15301, Class 1, which exempts demolition of one single family residence and
accessory structures; Section 15315, Class 15, which exempts the division of property
in urbanized areas zoned for residential use into four or fewer parcels; and Section
15303, Classes 3(a) and 3(b), which exempts the construction and location of limited
numbers of new small structures, including single-family residential homes and second
units.

It is important to note that the preceding Categorical Exemptions are proposed to be
applied if the City Council finds that the Project is consistent with the City's various
subdivision and zoning requirements. If the City denies the Project, e.g., because of
inconsistencies with the City's Subdivision and/or Zoning Ordinances, the project would
be exempt under section 15061(b)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines (exemptions for denials
of projects).

PROJECT ANALYSIS

Whether the Appeal Is Untimely:

As mentioned in the previous “Project History” section of this report, the appeal of the
Parcel Map was not submitted within the ten-day appeal period of the City’s Subdivision
Ordinance (Title 16 of the SHMC). The following section contains additional information
concerning the City’s appeal process:

The St. Helena Municipal Code provides different appeal periods, depending on the
entitlement application involved. SHMC section 17.08.180, subdivision B, provides the
following appeal deadline for zoning decisions:

“Unless otherwise indicated, all appeals shall be made in writing and be
accompanied by the appropriate fee. Appeals must be received by the
planning director or city clerk not later than fourteen (14) calendar days
following the date of action from which such appeal is being taken. If the
fourteenth calendar day is a weekend or a city holiday, the deadline is
extended to the next working day of the city.” [Emphasis added)]
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Section 16.24.100, subdivision (F), provides the appeal deadline for Parcel Map'
decisions:

"The subdivider or any interested person adversely affected by a planning
commission action with respect to the parcel map, must file an appeal in
writing with the planning director within ten (10) days of the decision.
The city council shall consider the appeal within thirty (30) days after the
date of filing of the appeal, unless the subdivider consents to a
continuance and shall affirm the planning commission’s approval of the
parcel map and any subdivision improvement agreement in accordance
with Section. 16.20.080." [Emphasis added]?

The applicant’s appeal, filed February 16, 2015, was filed 14 days after the Planning
Commission action. Thus, the appeal is timely with respect to the demolition permit,
use permit and design review applications pursuant to section 17.08.180, subdivision B.
However, the appeal was filed more than ten days after the denial of the Parcel Map,
and staff believes that it was thus not timely with respect to that appeal pursuant to
section 16.24.100, subdivision (F).

The applicant asserts the 10-day appeal period does not apply to the appeal at all (even
re: the Parcel Map). The applicant asserts that the Planning Commission did not inform
the applicant that SHMC section 16.24.100(F) would apply and instead informed the
applicant, including on the published agenda, that SHMC section 17.08.180(B) would
apply. While staff acknowledges that the Planning Commission agenda cited to SHMC
section 17.08.180(B) as providing an appeal deadline, and did not inform the applicant
about SHMC section 16.24.100(F), staff believes it is the applicant's responsibility to
determine the period applicable to its appeal, as those periods are set forth in the
Municipal Code, and that the applicable appeal periods are not rendered unenforceable
as a resuit of statements made, or not made, by City staff or officials. Moreover, the
staff report to the Planning Commission and the Planning Commission’s denial of the
application referred extensively to Title 16 of the SHMC, which concerns subdivisions,
and not merely to Title 17 of the SHMC, which concerns zoning. Thus, staff believes
the applicant should have reviewed Title 16 of the SHMC where the applicant would
have seen section 16.24.100(F). Thus, staff believes that the appeal was untimely with
respect to the Parcel Map.

Further, the applications are dependent upon the division of the existing parcel at 1837
Pine Street into two parcels. Because the Planning Commission denied the Parcel Map
application, which decision the applicant did not timely appeal, the City Council could
deny the Parcel Map appeal as untimely, and the other appeals as moot or otherwise
incapable of being granted.

! A “parcel map” is the commonly used term for subdivisions of four or fewer parcels. A “tentative map” is the
commonly used terms for subdivisions of more than four parcels.
2 Section 16.24.060 also provides a ten-day appeal deadline for tentative maps.
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Nevertheless, staff recommends that the City Council consider, as alternative and
supplemental bases for a decision, the merits of the appeal. As to the merits, staff
recommends that the Council find that the various project applications, as previously
considered by the Planning Commission, do not meet the requirements of the Municipal
Code in multiple respects, including the ability to make the required findings. This
question as to the merits of the appeal, and the proposed Project's compliance with City
requirements, are addressed in detail in the following sections of this staff report. As a
practical matter, if the Council took the position that the appeal was untimely without
addressing the merits of the appeal, the applicant, aside from contesting the timeliness
of the appeal legally, could simply refile the various applications.

General Plan Consistency:

The property has a General Plan designation of “Medium Density Residential”. This
district provides for single-family detached homes and accessory dwelling units.

The following relevant General Plan policies are directly applicable to the proposed
project:

o Policy 2.6.4: “Permit infill development and higher densities within currently
developed areas wherever possible to minimize and postpone the need for
expansion of the Urban Service Area.”

(Comment: The proposed project is consistent with this General Plan policy)

e Policy 2.6.15: “Encourage new residential development in all density ranges that
is consistent with scale and character of the older residential districts of the City,
particularly the neighborhoods west of Main Street.”

(Comment: The properly in question is located west of Main Street. This issue of
the “scale and character” of the proposed project is addressed in detail in the
Design Review Analysis section of this staff report. Based on this analysis it can
be concluded that the project as proposed is not consistent with this General
Plan Policy)

» Policy 2.6.19: “Permit higher density housing in single family neighborhoods as
long as the development character of the single family area is maintained (i.e., lot
widths, orientation to street, building heights, etc.)”

(Comment: While project density is not an issue, there is a significant concem in
relation to building heights (one story versus two story) and the overall intensity
of development as measured by Floor Area Ratio (FAR) as compared to
surrounding development, as discussed further in the Design Review section of
this staff report. Based on this analysis, the project as proposed is not consistent
with this General Plan Policy)
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Zoning Consistency:

The project site is located in the “MR: Medium Density Zoning District”, which
implements the pertinent policies in the General Plan relating to the Medium Density
Residential designation. The project as proposed meets most of the requirements of the
MR zone including lot size, building size, and setbacks. However, there are three
instances where zoning requirements are not met by the project as proposed:

Lot Width of Parcel 2: The “MR” Zoning District requires a 70 foot minimum lot
width. (See SHMC section 17.40.060(B).)*} The existing property being
subdivided is a “pie” shaped lot, with a width of 121 feet at the street. However,
the rear lot line is just 60.4 feet wide, which is aimost 10 feet less than the Zoning
Code minimum width of 70 feet for the Medium Density Residential Zone. As a
result of this “pie” shape, the average lot width for Parcel 2 is approximately 75
feet and the front lot width of Parcel 2 is proposed to be 93 feet. Given that this
60.4 foot width at the rear lot line already exists, and the fact that the average
real lot line width is approximately 75 feet, staff believes that the City can
interpret this Project to be compliant with the 70-foot width requirement of the MR
Zoning District.

However, staff also believes that the City Council also has the discretion to
strictly interpret the 70-foot width requirement (and not to consider the average
width) and to determine it is not satisfied in this instance due to the 60.4 rear
width. In such a scenario, the applicant could in theory subsequently apply for a
variance, which according the City’s Zoning Code and State law would require
the applicant to demonstrate a hardship or unique circumstances pertaining to

the property.

Width of Driveway of “Flag” Lot: The City's Zoning Code requires that a
driveway accessing a flag lot have a minimum width of 20 feet, with 16 feet of
paving and 2 feet of landscaping on each side of the driveway, for a total of 20
feet. (SHMC section 17.112.100(B)(1).) The applicant is proposing a 16 foot
wide driveway, with 12 feet of paving and 2 feet of landscaping on both sides of
the driveway. The applicant feels this is adequate as the minimum paved width
required by the City for emergency vehicles is 12 feet. (See SHMC section
17.124.070(A)(5).)

The applicant has verbally indicated a willingness to “deed restrict” four feet of
land adjacent to the 16-foot driveway in order to meet the 20-foot driveway
minimum width requirement. The applicant contends the 16-foot width is justified

3 SHMC section 17.40.060(B) states that these are “[m]inimum standards for parcels, except for flag lots, smali lots
or residential condominium projects and townhouses as provided for in Chapter 17.112. While the back lot is a
flag lot, staff interprets the foregoing language of exception to apply to the panhandle/flagpole of the portion of
the lot, not the width requirement.
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given that the minimum width for emergency vehicle access is 12 feet of
pavement. The applicant also claims that a number of the flag lots approved
over the last 10 years have 16 foot wide driveways, not 20 foot driveways.

However, the purposes of these two provisions of the Municipal Code—sections
17.112.100(B) and 17.124.070(A)(5)—are not the same. The latter, section
17.124.070(A)(5) (cited by the applicant), concerns minimum widths to ensure
sufficient emergency access, while the former requirement, section
17.112.100(B), is applicable specifically to flag lots and addresses concerns
above and beyond emergency access, such as aesthetics, set-backs and privacy
concerns where two properties abut. The City Zoning Code is very clear on this
issue. It requires that the dimensions of the “pole” or “panhandle” for a flag log,
be a minimum 20 feet wide, with 16 feet of pavement and four feet of
landscaping, and that the “pole/panhandle” portion of the lot be owned in “fee” by
the owner of the Parcel it accesses (Parcel #2). (SHMC sections 17.112.100,
subdivisions (B)(1) and H.)* These specific provisions for flag lots should control
over the more general provision for driveway width. Further, the fact that the City
may have previously mistakenly approved a non-compliant project does not
mandate that the City to approve this non-compliant Project.

Parking for 2nd Units: A total of two second units are proposed, one within
each the two single family homes. The City’s Zoning Code requires that each
second unit have its own parking space. The parking space intended for the
second unit proposed on Parcel 1 (the front parcel), is depicted on the Pine
Street frontage such that it angles to the street in a manner that would create an
unsafe situation for someone backing out of the parking space onto Pine Street.
This should be reconfigured to be perpendicular. The parking for the second unit
located on the rear parcel (Parcel 2) is located in the driveway accessing the
garage of the main unit. Impeding access to the garages by placing second unit
parking in the driveways would eliminate the ability of the primary residential unit
to use the covered garage parking spaces, and is therefore should not be
approved. As proposed, neither the front nor the rear parcel contains
appropriate, required parking for the two proposed second units.

Floor Area Ratio (FAR): It should be noted that the Floor Area Ratio (FAR.),
which is a “yardstick” to measure of the building intensity of a project, is proposed
at the maximum allowed for both parcels. Applying the City’s F.A.R provisions,
the maximum permitted F.A.R. for Parcel 1 is .336, which allows for a maximum
building area of 2,475-sf (excluding the guest unit and 200-sf of the garage,
which are exempt from F.AR. calculations). Taking into account the exempt
square footage, the building area allowed on Parcel 1 is 2,476-sf, which is one-

“ As with the lot width question, the applicant in theory could apply for a variance, which requires very specific

findings.
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square foot over the F.A.R maximum. Presumably this Zoning issue could be
addressed by a minor change to the floor plans.

The maximum F.A.R. for Parcel 2 is .334 (F.A.R varies by lot size) which allows
for a maximum building area of 2,545-sf (again, excluding the 200-sf of the
garage and the guest unit, which are exempt from F.AR. calculations). As
proposed, the building area on Parcel 2 is 2,545-sf which is exactly the maximum
allowed.

The fact that both the proposed residential units are at (or in the case of Parcel 1,
slightly above) the maximum F.A.R allowed by the Zoning Ordinance, raises
compatibility issues with the surrounding neighborhood which in most cases are
at a much lower F.A.R. Barring an unlikely coincidence that the square footage
of the proposed homes just happens to coincide with the maximum house size
allowed by the zoning, it appears the proposed homes were “reverse engineered”
to deliver the maximum square footage rather than to address in a meaningful
way consistency and compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood. This has
serious negative implications for the project's ability to meet relevant City goals,
policies, and findings as discussed elsewhere in this staff report.

REQUIRED FINDINGS

As noted previously, the proposed project involves a number of applications, including a
Demolition Permit, Parcel Map, Use Permit, and Design Review. Each of these actions
requires that the decision making body make specific findings in order for the
application to be approved. In this section of the report, the various required “findings”
are identified and discussed.

Findings: Demolition Permit

Municipal Code Section 17.164.050(E) implements the policy direction provided in the
General Plan. As provided in this section, no permit authorizing the demolition of any
building within any zoning district shall be issued until approved by the Planning
Commission in accordance with the following findings:

1. That, based on the public record and testimony presented at a public hearing, the
building is determined not to be a significant architectural or historical building.

2. That the demolition does not eliminate elements that are required to maintain the
essential character of the neighborhood.

Comments on Required Demolition Permit Findings: The structure which was built
in the late 1950’s is not designated a historic structure, nor does it have particular
architectural merit. The structure is in fair to poor condition. The demolition of the
existing residence would in no way negatively affect the character of the neighborhood,
and therefore both findings can be made.

10
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Findings: Parcel Map

Pursuant to Sections 16.24.040(B), 16.24.050 and 16.16.080 of the City of St. Helena
Subdivision Ordinance and California Government Code Section 66473.5,5 the City
must make the following findings when considering a tentative parcel map.

1. The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and
improvements, is consistent with the General Plan and other applicable provisions of
the Code.

2. That the design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision, as
described in the state Subdivision Map Act and any guidelines promulgated by the
City Council.

A tentative map shall be denied if any of the following findings are made:

1.

That the proposed map is not consistent with the General Plan, applicable
specific plans, or other applicable provisions of this code;

That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consistent
with the general plan, applicable specific plans, or other applicable provisions of
this code;

That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development;

4. That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development;

That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to
cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure
fish or wildlife or their habitat. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the planning
commission may approve such a tentative map if an environmental impact report
was prepared with respect to the project and a finding was made pursuant to
Section 21081(a)(3) of CEQA that specific economic, social or other
consideration make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives
identified in the environmental impact report;

That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements are likely to cause
serious public health problems;

5 Government Code section 66473.5 provides:

“No local agency shall approve a tentative map, or a parcel map for which a tentative map
was not required, unless the legislative body finds that the proposed subdivision, together with
the provisions for its design and improvement, is consistent with the general plan required by
Article 5 {commencing with Section 65300) of Chapter 3 of Division 1, or any specific plan
adopted pursuant to Article 8 (commencing with Section 65450) of Chapter 3 of Division 1.

A proposed subdivision shall be consistent with a general plan or a specific plan only if the
local agency has officially adopted such a plan and the proposed subdivision or land use is
compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs specified in such a
plan.”

11
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7. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will conflict with
easements of record or easements established by court judgment, acquired by
the public at large, for access through or use of property within the proposed
subdivision. In this connection, the city council may approve a map if it finds that
alternate easements for access or for use will be provided and that those will be
substantially equivalent to ones previously acquired by the public. This
subsection shall apply only to easements of record or to easements established
by judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction, and no authority is granted to
the planning commission to determine that the public at large has acquired
easemenlts for access through or use of property within the proposed subdivision;

8. That all requirements of the California Environment Quality Act and the rules and
procedures adopted by the city council pursuant thereto have not been met:

9. That the applicant has failed to submit complete or adequate information;

10. Subject to Section 66474.4 of the state Subdivision Map Act, that the land is
subject to a contract entered info pursuant to the California Land Conservation
Act of 1965 (commencing with Section 51200 of the Government Code) and that
the resulting parcels following a subdivision of the land would be too small to
sustain their agricultural use.

Comments on Required Parcel Map Findings: As previously mentioned in the
section of this staff report addressing General Plan and Zoning Consistency, the
proposed Parcel Map does not meet a number of the requirements of the City’s
General Plan and Zoning requirements, therefore Parcel Map Findings 1 and 2
cannot be made.

Findings: Use Permit

It is important to emphasize that in order for the City to approve a Parcel Map to create
a “flag lot’, the City’'s Zoning Ordinance requires approval of a Use Permit with three
very specific additional findings concerning the flag lot, in addition to the twelve
standard Use Permit findings pursuant to Municipal Code Section 17.168.050. These
required findings, all of which must be made by decision makers, are discussed below:

1. That the proposed use would not generate odors, fumes, light, glare, radiation or
refuse that would be injurious to surrounding uses or to the community;

2. That the proposed use would not generate levels of noise that adversely affect
the health, safety or welfare of neighboring properties or uses;

3. That the proposed use would not generate traffic noise in excess of the normally
acceptable range identified in the general plan;

4. That the proposed use would not make excessive demands on the provision of
public services including water supply, sewer capacity, energy supply,
communication facilities, police protection and fire protection;

5. That the proposed use would provide adequate ingress and egress to and from
the proposed location;
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6. That allowing the proposed use would not conflict with the city’s goal of
maintaining the economic viability of a local-serving economy;

7. That the proposed use would be compatible with surrounding land uses and
would not conflict with the purpose established for the district within which it
would be located;

8. That the proposed use would not be in conflict with the city’s general plan;
9. That the proposed use would not be injurious to public health, safety or welfare;

10. That granting the use permit would not set a precedent for the approval of similar
uses whose incremental effect would be detrimental to the city or would be in
conflict with the general plan;

11.That, as demonstrated on a detailed plan submitted by the applicant, adequate
off-street parking to accommodate the long-term parking needs of employees
and business owners and customers is available;

12. That the capacity of surrounding streets is adequate to serve the automobile and
delivery truck traffic generated by the proposed use.

In addition, pursuant to Section 17.112.100(l) of the City of St. Helena Municipal Code,
the Planning Commission must make the following additional findings in order to
approve a flag lot:

1. The creation of a flag lot is consistent with neighborhood character and density.

2. Development upon the flag lot will not result in a significant loss of privacy for
adjoining residential units.

3. Development on the flag lot will not result in excessive noise, traffic and parking
congestion.

Comments on Required Use Permit Findings: Use Permit Findings 7, 8, and 9 that
address General Plan and Zoning consistency and compatibility with the surrounding
land uses cannot be made given compatibility and privacy issues discussed elsewhere
in this report. In addition, the three additional required Use Permit findings specific to
the creation of a flag lot are problematic for the proposed project. Specifically, Findings
1 and 2 raise the issue of the compatibility of the proposed homes given their height,
mass and size as compared to the character of the existing neighborhood. While the
neighborhood surrounding the property consists of both one and two story homes, with
a preponderance of single story homes, both homes proposed are two stories in height
with the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) allowed. FAR, which is a ratio of the total
amount of building square footage proposed on the lot (minus exemptions) as
compared to the size of the lot, is the best measure the City has of the overall
development “intensity” on a given property. In comparing the size of the homes
proposed with the surrounding neighborhood, the FAR of the proposed homes is much
higher than typical homes in the area. When the “exempt” square footage is taken into
account (specifically the second units proposed in both homes), the FAR of the
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proposed homes is even higher in comparison to the surrounding neighborhood. The
end result is the proposed project is out of character with the surrounding neighborhood.

The issue of loss of privacy, as raised by Finding 2 concerning the creation of “flag lots”
warrants further analysis and discussion. As a “rule of thumb” approval of a flag lot in
most cases results in the creation of a new lot to the rear of the lot located adjacent to
the street. In essence, the new lot and any house proposed on that new lot, is located in
what previously was the back yard of the existing lot. As a result of this “backyard”
orientation, any residence proposed on the back lot (Parcel 2) has the potential to
create significant privacy impacts on surrounding homes. This is less critical if the lot in
back (Lot 2) is much larger in size than the surrounding properties, thereby allowing a
residence on the back lot to be placed a substantial distance from the property line.
However, in this case, the back lot (Parcel 2) is actually smaller than the front parcel,
and is just over the 7000 square foot minimum lot size. Combine this issue of parcel
size with the fact the applicant is proposing two story homes on both lots that are at the
maximum square footage allowed by City code, and the result is the potential for
significant privacy impacts on surrounding properties. This privacy issue is further
aggravated by the fact that both homes are proposed with second units located on the
upper floor that are accessed by exterior stairs, which look directly down onto the
neighboring property.

It should be noted that the applicant has taken a number of steps in an attempt to
address privacy impacts created by the home proposed on Parcel 2, and to a lesser
extent on Parcel 1, including reducing window size, and increasing the sill height of the
windows on the building elevations facing the surrounding properties. In addition, the
applicant is preserving existing landscaping located near the property lines, while
adding significant mature landscape screening at the property line placed to screen
second floor windows. While these measures reduce the privacy impacts created by
the proposed homes, significant privacy impacts remain created by the second story
windows that still overlook the back yards of adjacent properties, and by the exterior
stairways accessing the second units located on the upper floor of both homes, which
loom over the surrounding homes and yards. While strategically planted landscaping
can reduce privacy impacts, it is shortsighted to overly rely on such plantings as they
can (and often will) be trimmed or removed by property owners to gain more expansive
views.

The Council should carefully assess these critical required findings concerning privacy,
neighborhood character, and density. One clear solution to address this issue of privacy
impacts would be to redesign the home on Parcel 2 to reduce it to a single story in
height. Limiting the house on Parcel 2 to a single story could be done without a
significant reduction in the total square footage of the home, and a single story home on
Parcel 2 would be much more in keeping with the various General Plan policies
mentioned elsewhere in this report, and the required findings concerning neighborhood
character, compatibility, and related issues.

14
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Findings: Design Review

The purpose of design review is to, among other things, promote the qualities that bring
value to the community and foster attractiveness and functional utility of the community
as a place to live and work. The following design criteria are required to be considered
by the City Council in review of this application:

1. Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the general plan;
2. Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site;

3. Relationship of the design to the site;
4

. Determination that the design is compatible in areas considered by the board as
having a unified design or historical character;

5. Whether the design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in areas
between different designated land uses;

6. Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site;

7. Whether the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are
appropriate to the function of the project;

8. Whether the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site
create an intemal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for occupants,
visitors and the general community;

9. Whether the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are
appropriate to the design and the function of the structures;

10. Whether sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions of
the project and whether they are compatible with the project’s design concept:

11. Whether access to the property and circulation systems are safe and convenient for
pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles;

12. Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the project:;

13. Whether the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an appropriate
expression of its design concept and function and whether they are compatible with
the adjacent and neighboring structure and functions;

14.In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or historical
character, whether the design is compatible with such character;

15. Whether the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the relationship of
plant masses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage textures and colors create
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a desirable and functional environment and whether the landscape concept depicts
an appropriate unity with the various buildings on the site;

16. Whether plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being
properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the climate of
St. Helena;

17. Whether sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of green
building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of green building
materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape materials.

Comments on Required Design Review Findings: A number of the preceding
required Design Review Findings, notably Findings 2, 5, and 8 raise the same issues of
the lack of compatibility of the proposed Project with the surrounding community, as
were raised in the preceding discussion of the required Parcel Map and Use Permit
findings just discussed.

CORRESPONDENCE

At the time of packet distribution staff had received letters of opposition to this Project
(included as attachments). The public has raised many concerns about the project
including the size of the houses, neighborhood character, privacy for adjacent
properties, lot width, loss of mountain views, and lack of water among others. Also
attached is a letter from the applicant dated April 7, 2015 that addresses the proposed
project.

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS:

Approval of the appeal, thereby approving the proposed project, would result in the
development of two new, approximately 3000 square foot homes with an assessed
value of likely $2 to $3 million each, which would yield the City approximately $3600 to
$5000 per year in new property tax revenue, minus City costs to serve the property
(primarily fire and police). Denial of the appeal would result in no net gain or loss in
current revenue to the City.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

As documented in this staff report, there are a number of serious problems with the
project proposed at 1837 Pine Street, and with the appeal of the February 2, 2015
Planning Commission denial. Grounds for denying the appeal and therefore the project
include without limitation: (1) the appeal of the Parcel Map denial by the Planning
Commission was not timely as it was submitted after the 10 day appeal period specified
by City Code, (2) the project as proposed does not comply with the following Zoning
requirements, specifically the 70-foot minimum lot width required in the Medium Density
Residential Zone, the minimum 20-foot width of the “flag” portion of the flag lot providing
access to the “flag” portion of the lot, and the required one off street parking space for
each of the two accessory, second units proposed, (3) the standard Categorical
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Exemption for a project of this scale cannot be made given the various inconsistencies
with City Zoning, and therefore a valid CEQA determination cannot be made, and (4) as
documented in the preceding “Findings” discussion all the various required findings for a
Parcel Map, Use Permit, and Design Review cannot be made.

Thus, based on the foregoing, staff recommends that the City Council adopt the
attached resolution denying the appeal of the Planning Commission’s denial of the
applicant's request for a Demolition Permit, a Parcel Map, a Use Permit, and Design
Review approval.

Staff would further recommend that the City Council, consistent with the February 2, 2015
denial “without prejudice” by the Planning Commission, deny the appeal and therefore the
proposed project, “‘without prejudice”. Staff is recommending this distinction, given the fact
that while the project as proposed does not meet City Code requirements and numerous
required findings, it may be possible for the applicant to modify the proposed project in
such a manner as to result in a proposal that would be acceptable to the City. The
following are a number of possible changes/modifications that could in aggregate result in
compliance with City Codes and Ordinances, and could put City decision makers in a
position to be able to make all the various required findings:

e Propose a single story home on the rear parcel (Parcel 2) instead of the two story
home proposed, with a roof height and pitch consistent and compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood.

e That the second floor exterior stair access to the second unit located in the home on
the front parcel be eliminated.

o That a decorative masonry or equivalent sound attenuating wall be built on the side
property line between the driveway accessing the rear parcel (Parcel 2) and the
adjacent neighbor to reduce noise impacts created by the close proximity of the
driveway to the adjacent property.

e That the access leading to Parcel 2 from Pine Street be owned “in fee” by Parcel 2,
and be a minimum 20 feet wide, with a 16 foot wide driveway and with 2 feet of
landscaping on each side.

o That an application for a variance be submitted by the applicant requesting that the
City allow a parcel to be split that does not meet the 70 foot minimum width
requirement.

OPTIONS:

The following are options for Council to consider other than the “Staff Recommendation”
set forth above:

1. Find the appeals are timely and grant the appeals. Under this option staff would
recommend that the City Council continue the item and direct staff to prepare a
resolution of approval with appropriate conditions and findings, with adoption of the
resolution at the next regularly scheduled City Council meeting

2. Refer the Project to the Planning Commission for reconsideration.
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Attachment 1

CITY OF ST. HELENA
CITY COUNCIL

RESOLUTION NO. 2015-

DENIAL OF AN APPEAL OF THE FEBRUARY 3, 2015 PLANNING
COMMISSION DECISION TO DENY AN APPLICATION FOR A
DEMOLITION PERMIT, A PARCEL MAP, A USE PERMIT, AND DESIGN
REVIEW TO ALLOW THE DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING SINGLE-
FAMILY RESIDENCE, THE SUBDIVISION OF AN EXISTING PARCEL
INTO TWO PARCELS, THE CREATION OF A FLAG LOT, AND THE
CONSTRUCTION OF NEW TWO-STORY SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCES
ON THE NEWLY CREATED PARCELS FOR REAL PROPERTY
LOCATED AT 1837 PINE STREET IN THE MR: MEDIUM DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT (PL14-024)

APN: 009-304-003
APPLICANT: Marc Kaye and Michael Fahn of MDK Homes
PROPERTY OWNER: Michael H. Fahn, Trustee of the Michael H. Fahn Family Trust

RECITALS

1. The real property at 1837 Pine Street is an existing 16,686-square foot parcel
located Medium Density Residential (MR) zoning district located in one of the City's
older residential neighborhoods west of Main Street (the “Site”). The Applicant has
submitted a request to the Planning Commission for a Demolition Permit, a Parcel
Map, a Use Permit, and Design Review to allow the proposed development of the
Site (the “Project”). The Demolition Permit is necessary to allow the Applicant to
raze the existing structures on the Site, which include a 2,967-square foot single-
family residence, a 1,323-square foot carport, a 615-square foot garage, a 109-
square foot shed, and a 431-square foot swimming pool. The Parcel Map seeks to
subdivide the Site into two parcels of 9,066 square feet (Parcel 1) and 7,620 square
feet, respectively. Parcel 2 will be accessed via a twenty-foot (20’) wide private
access and utility easement across Parcel 1. The proposed Parcel Map would
create a flag lot; thus, a Use Permit is required to authorize the creation of a flag lot.
Finally, the Applicant seeks Design Review approval to construct a new single-family
residence and related accessory structures on each of the newly created parcels.
Parcel 1 would be developed with a 2,659-square foot two-story single-family
residence with an included guest unit, a 400-square foot garage, and a swimming
pol. Parcel 2 would be developed with a 2,745-square foot two-story single-family
residence with an included guest unit, a 400-square foot detached garage, and a
swimming pool.

2. The Planning Commission originally considered the Applicant’s requests at duly
noticed public hearings on September 2, 2014, and September 16, 2014, and, on
September 30, 2014, adopted Resolution No. 2014-08 to deny the applications.

3. The Applicant subsequently asserted procedural irregularities with respect to the
Planning Commission’s consideration of the matter on September 16, 2014. By
letter dated November 17, 2014, and in a lawsuit filed January 12, 2015 (Kaye et al.
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v. City of St. Helena et al., Napa County Superior Court Case No. 26-65665), the
Applicant asserted that the Planning Commission lacked a quorum for this matter on
September 16, 2014, allegedly violating the Brown Act, and denied the applicant a
fair hearing. The Applicant requested the Planning Commission to declare the
public hearing on September 16 null and void and “to cure and correct.”

. On February 3, 2015, the Planning Commission took the following actions:

a. By separate Resolution, the Planning Commission declared that the public
hearing on September 16, 2014, regarding the application described in
the recitals, and the decision to deny the Application on September 16,
2014, are null and void, and the Planning Commission vacated Resolution
2014-08, adopted on September 30, 2014.

b. The Planning Commission conducting a new, duly noticed public hearing
on this matter at which the Commission accepted the testimony and
evidence from the public hearing on September 2, 2014, as well as new
testimony and evidence.

c. The Planning Commission considered the matter anew and took new
action, as discussed below.

. At the conclusion of the public hearing on February 3, 2015, having considered the
record of the proceedings before it, the written evidence submitted prior to the close
of the public hearing, and the testimony and other evidence submitted at all the
aforementioned public hearing on September 2, 2014, this matter, and having
deliberated the matter, the Planning Commission denied applications for a
Demolition Permit, a Parcel Map, a Use Permit, and Design Review to allow the
demolition of the existing structures on a 16,686 square foot parcel, the subdivision
of the existing parcel into two parcels, the creation of a flag lot, and the construction
of a new two-story single-family residence and related accessory structures on each
of the newly created parcels for the real property located at 1837 Pine Street.

- The applicant appealed the Planning Commission denial of the Demolition Permit, a
Parcel Map, a Use Permit, and Design Review to allow the demolition of the existing
structures on a 16,686 square foot parcel, the subdivision of the existing parcel into
two parcels, the creation of a flag lot, and the construction of a new two-story single-
family residence and related accessory structures. The applicant’s appeal, filed
February 16, 2015, was filed 14 days after the Planning Commission action.

RESOLUTION

The City Council of the City of St. Helena, State of California, hereby denies the appeal of
the Planning Commission’s decision to deny the Demolition Permit, the Parcel Map, the
Use Permit, and Design Review to allow the demolition of the existing structures on a
16,686 square foot parcel, the subdivision of the existing parcel into two parcels, the
creation of a flag lot, and the construction of a new two-story single-family residence and
related accessory structures on each of the newly created parcels for real property
located at 1837 Pine Street, on the following basis:

A. Incorporation_of Recitals. The foregoing Recitals are true and correct and are

incorporated herein and form a part of this Resolution.
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B. Compliance with CEQA.
The City Council further finds that the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to
Section 15061(b)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines, which exempts projects that will be
denied from the requirements of CEQA.

C. Findings.

The Appeal Is Untimely. The applicant filed the appeal 14 days after the Planning
Commission action. The appeal of the denial of the Parcel Map was not timely, as the
appeal period for Parcel Maps in the Subdivision Ordinance of the St. Helena
Municipal Code (*SHMC") is 10 days under section 16.24.100(F) (whereas the period
to appeal period for actions taken under the Zoning Ordinance is 14 days, under
SHMC section 17.08.180(B)). Further, while the appeal of the Use Permit, Design
Review, and Demolition Permit applications was timely under the 14-day appeal
period under the Zoning Ordinance (SHMC section 17.08.180(B)), the Council finds
that the appeal of the Planning Commission decisions on those actions is moot
because relief cannot be granted absent the granting of the Parcel Map appeal (which
as noted above was untimely).

As independent, alternative bases for denying the appeal, the City Council also makes
the following findings regarding the merits of the appeals.

Parcel Map. In order to grant a request for a parcel map, Sections 16.16.080(A) and
16.24.040(B) and 16.24.050 of the St. Helena Municipal Code require that the City
Council make the following findings with respect to the proposed subdivision:

1. That the proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and
improvement, is consistent with the General Plan, any applicable specific plan,
and other applicable provisions of the Municipal Code.

2 That the design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive or natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision, as
described in the state Subdivision Map Act and any guidelines promulgated by
the City Council.

Further, subsection (D) of said Section 16.16.080 specifically mandates that a map
shall be denied if any of the following findings are made:

1. That the proposed map is not consistent with the general plan, applicable
specific plans, or other applicable provisions of this code;

2. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not consistent
with the general plan, applicable specific plans, or other applicable provisions of
this code;

3. That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development;

4. That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of development;
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5. That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to
cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure
fish or wildlife or their habitat. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the planning
commission may approve such a tentative map if an environmental impact report
was prepared with respect to the project and a finding was made pursuant to
Section 21081(a)(3) of CEQA that specific economic, social or other
consideration make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives
identified in the environmental impact report;

6. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements are likely to cause
serious public health problems;

7. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will conflict with
easements of record or easements established by court judgment, acquired by
the public at large, for access through or use of property within the proposed
subdivision. In this connection, the City Council may approve a map if it finds that
alternate easements for access or for use will be provided and that those will be
substantially equivalent to ones previously acquired by the public. This
subsection shall apply only to easements of record or to easements established
by judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction, and no authority is granted to
the planning commission to determine that the public at large has acquired
easements for access through or use of property within the proposed
subdivision;

8. That all requirements of the California Environment Quality Act and the rules and
procedures adopted by the city council pursuant thereto have not been met;

9. That the applicant has failed to submit complete or adequate information;

10. Subject to Section 66474.4 of the state Subdivision Map Act, that the land is
subject to a contract entered into pursuant to the California Land Conservation
Act of 1965 (commencing with Section 51200 of the Government Code) and that
the resulting parcels following a subdivision of the land would be too small to
sustain their agricultural use.

The City Council finds that it cannot make finding (A)(1), above, with respect to the
Parcel Map. More importantly, the City Council finds that it can make finding (D)(1),
which makes denial the application for a Parcel Map mandatory. Specifically, the
City Council finds that:

(1) The proposed Parcel Map, together with the provisions for its design and
improvements, is not consistent with the General Pian and other applicable
provisions of the Municipal Code. Substantial evidence was introduced at the
Public Hearings demonstrating that the intensity of development on the Site is
out of character with existing development in the neighborhood and
surrounding vicinity. The City Council finds that the addition of the Project is
inconsistent with the scale and character of the adjacent older residential
district and is not designed in a manner that maintains the development
character of the adjacent neighborhood. In addition, ample testimony was
introduced at the Public Hearings and in the staff report to demonstrate the
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adverse impacts Project implementation would have on the privacy of
adjacent land owners. This evidence lends further support the Council's
conclusion that the Parcel Map is inconsistent with the scale and character of
the surrounding residential neighborhood and does not further the goals of
the MR Zoning District.

(2) The proposed Parcel Map directly conflicts with several policies in the
General Plan including, without limitation: (i) Policy 2.6.15 which provides that
the City should “encourage new residential development in all density ranges
that is consistent with scale and character of the older residential districts of
the City, particularly the neighborhoods west of Main Street;” and (ii) Policy
2.6.19 which provides that the City should “permit higher density housing in
single family neighborhoods as long as the development character of the
single-family area is maintained (i.e., lot widths, orientation to street, building
heights, etc.).” [Emphasis added.] As discussed fully below, the Project is
inconsistent with the scale and character of the surrounding neighborhood
and the density proposed does not maintain the development character of the
adjacent single-family neighborhood. The City Council further finds that
granting the Parcel Map would compromise the privacy of adjacent properties
and would lead to the erosion of the character and scale of the City's older
residential neighborhoods in direct contravention to the foregoing General
Plan policies.

(3) The “MR”" Zoning District requires a 70 foot minimum lot width. (See SHMC
§ 17.40.060. The Applicant proposes to subdivide Parcel 2 into a “pie”
shaped Iot, with a rear lot line is just 60.4 feet wide, which is almost 10 feet
less than the Zoning Code minimum width of 70 feet for the Medium Density
Residential Zone. Thus, the Project does not comply with the Zoning
Ordinance.

(4) The City's Zoning Ordinance requires that a driveway accessing a flag lot
have a minimum width of 20 feet, with 16 feet of paving and 2 feet of
landscaping on each side of the driveway, for a total of 20 feet. (SHMC
§ 17.112.100(B)(1).) The applicant is proposing a 16 foot wide driveway, with
12 feet of paving, which does not meet this Zoning Ordinance minimum
requirements.

Use Permit. Similarly, the St. Helena Municipal Code permits the creation of fiag Iots
as part of a subdivision of land with the approval of a use permit Section
17.112.100(1) of the St. Helena Municipal Code requires that the City make the
following findings in order to approve a flag lot:

1. The creation of a flag lot is consistent with neighborhood character and density.

2. Development upon the flag lot will not result in a significant loss of privacy for
adjoining residential units.

3. Development on the flag lot will not result in excessive noise, traffic and parking
congestion.
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The City Council finds that it cannot make finding (1) or (2) above with respect to the
Project. Specifically, the City Council finds that:

(1) The proposed flag lot is not consistent with the character and density of the
surrounding neighborhood. Substantial evidence was introduced at the
Public Hearings demonstrating that the intensity of development on the Site is
out of character with existing development in the neighborhood and
surrounding vicinity. The Project proposes an FAR (Floor Area Ratio) of
0.31, which is much higher than the FAR average for the neighborhood.
Further, the introduction of two two-story residences where only one is
currently permitted has a substantial, adverse impact to the privacy of
adjacent land uses. Ample testimony was introduced at the Public Hearings
and in the staff report to demonstrate the magnitude of the loss of privacy for
adjacent land owners, lending further support the Council’s conclusion that
the proposed flag lot is inconsistent with the character and density of the
surrounding neighborhood.

(2) The proposed flag lot will result in a significant loss of privacy for adjoining
residential units. The Site is currently developed with a single-story residence
that does not visually intrude upon nor provide visual access to any of the
adjacent residential units. The proposed improvements for the two lots
created by the Parcel Map will each visually intrude and provide visual access
into neighboring yards. The creation of the flag lot exacerbates this intrusion
by permitting the creation of a lot that does not meet minimum width
requirements under the applicable Municipal Code provisions. In addition,
the access drive for Parcel 2 will increase noise impacts to adjacent
residences, further exacerbating the adverse impacts to neighbors’ privacy.
When coupled with the Applicant's refusal to consider meaningful design
modifications to lessen the privacy impacts to neighboring properties, the
Planning Commission finds that the Project, as proposed, will result in a
significant loss of privacy for adjoin residences.

Design Review. Finally, in reviewing an application for Design Review, the City
must, among other things, consider whether the design promotes harmonious
transition in scale and character and promotes compatibility with future construction
both on and off-site.! The City Council finds that the proposed Project is out of
scale and character for the neighborhood and does not promote harmonious
development or advance the purpose of the MR zoning district.

Demolition Permit. Given its determination with respect to the Parcel Map, Use
Permit, and Design Review Applications, the City Council need not reach the
findings with respect to the Demolition Permit.

D. Supporting Evidence and Discussion. The City Council's findings in Paragraph C,
above, are supported by the following evidence in the record:

! SHMC, Title 17, Chpt. 17.164, § 17.164.030.
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1. The proposed subdivision is inconsistent with the City’s goals of promoting infill
development that preserves the scale and character of its older residential
neighborhoods.

St. Helena is a small, relatively rural community in the heart of Napa County. The
City's current population is estimated at just under 6,000 residents. As stated in
the General Plan, the General Plan restricts new development to a well-defined
Urban Service Area surrounded by agriculturally-designated land in order to
protect the City's historic small town character. The Urban Service Area includes
enough developable land to accommodate projected growth, while maintaining
competitive land values. The distribution of developable land within the Urban
Service Area has been balanced to ensure a rational and compact development
pattern at build-out.2

The character of the City's residential neighborhoods vary in different parts of the
community, but the older residential area west of the Central Business district is
the image most people associate with St. Helena. Characterized by a compact
pattern of one and two-story homes along a grid of quiet tree-lined streets, this
area epitomizes the rural small-town character that the community wishes to
preserve.® The predominant land use designation for this area is Medium Density
Residential (MDR). The stated intent of the MDR land use designation is to
maintain a development pattern in newly developing areas that is consistent with
historic development patterns.*

The General Plan encourages new residential development that emulates the
character of the historic west side neighborhoods. This approach emphasizes a
more efficient use of land through infill development and slightly higher densities.
To address the housing needs of the community, residential land use policies
encourage development of a broader range of unit types, sizes and costs that is
more consistent with the economic and social profile of the community. The
General Plan specifically encourages new residential development in all density
ranges provided such development is consistent with the scale and character of
older residential neighborhoods.® The General Plan further permits higher density
housing in single-family neighborhoods, as long as the development character of
the existing single-family area is maintained.®

The Project, as proposed, is inconsistent with these policies. Pubic testimony at
the Public Hearings raised significant concerns about the intensity of the proposed
Project in relation to the surrounding neighborhood. The Site is located in one of
the older residential areas west of the Central Business. The testimony introduced
at the Public Hearings demonstrates the Project is inconsistent with the scale and
character of the existing neighborhood and is not designed in a manner that
maintains the existing development character. The Project, proposes to create

? 1993 General Plan, Land Use Element, p. 2-17.

31993 General Plan, Land Use Element, p. 2-19.

41993 General Plan, Land Use Element, p. 2-7.

31993 General Plan, Land Use Element, Policy 2.6.15, p. 2-20.
® 1993 General Plan, Land Use Element, Policy 2.6.19, p. 2-20
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two lots, each with a FAR of .31, which is significantly higher than the
neighborhood average.

The Project further has unmitigated privacy impacts. The creation of two lots, and
the scale and intensity of the proposed development on those lots, will introduce
two residential structures that will each visually intrude into and provide visual
access to neighboring residential units, thereby resulting in a substantial loss of
privacy for adjoining residences. The Applicant rejected suggestions by City staff
and the Planning Commission to reduce or lessen those impacts. Without such
mitigation, the City Council finds the Project is incompatible with the scale and
character of the existing neighborhood. The City’s General Plan policies promote
and encourage new development that maintains the development character of the
City's older residential neighborhoods. Allowing new residential development to
overbuild and introduce development that is inconsistent with the scale and
character of the surrounding neighborhood will undermine the historic small town
charm the City seeks to preserve and will permanently and adversely alter the
character of its older neighborhoods.

The City Council concludes that approval of the instant application will have a
substantial adverse impact on the scale and character of the surrounding
neighborhood and will irreversibly compromise the privacy of adjoining residences.
The evidence demonstrates that the Project is too intense for the Site, and the
Applicant has offered no evidence to contradict these conclusions.

In reaching its decision, the City Council is aware of and expressly adopts the
holdings of the Court of Appeal in Terminals Equipment Co., Inc. v. City and
County of San Francisco (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 234 (finding there is no
constitutional right on the part of landowners to develop their property for
maximum economic profit, or to receive compensation when land use regulations
restrict their ability to do so) and Van Sicklen v. Browne (1971) 15 Cal.App.3d 122
(disapproved on other grounds) (upholding a determination of overconcentration of
service stations in a particular area as a legitimate exercise of the discretionary
power vested in the planning commission). The “intensity of land use is a well-
recognized and valid city concern and relates to both health and safety factors and
to proper zoning practice” and “encompasses within its purview the degree of
saturation in a particular area of land devoted to automobile service stations."?
“The denial of an ability to exploit a property interest heretofore believed available
for development is not a taking.”®

The City Council finds that the Parcel Map and proposed flag lot are inconsistent
with the General Plan’s policies and goals to promote new residential development
that is consistent with the scale and character of the City’s existing older residential
neighborhoods. Contrary to the Applicant's contentions that this action is arbitrary
and capricious, this is a discretionary application and the City Council is regulating
the intensity of development in a manner that promotes the City's goal to preserve
its small town charm and character by maintaining the scale and intensity of its
existing residential neighborhoods.

7 Van Sicklen v. Browne, supra, at 128.
8 Terminals Equipment Co., Inc. v. City and Co. of San Francisco, supra, at 143.
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2. The proposed Project is in direct conflict with several of policies set forth in the
General Plan.

The City's General Plan policies promote and encourage a variety of residential
density ranges provided new residential development is consistent with the scale
and character of the older residential districts and maintains the development
character of the existing single-family residential neighborhoods. To further this
goal, the General Plan includes several policies. The City Council finds that the
proposed Project directly conflicts with several key policies. General Plan Policy
2.6.15 prohibits new residential development that is inconsistent with “the scale
and character of the older residential districts of the City, particularly the
neighborhoods west of Main Street.” And Policy 2.6.19 states that higher density
housing should be permitted in single-family neighborhoods “as long as the
development character of the single-family area is maintained.” Based on the facts
discussed more fully above, the City Council finds that the proposed Project will
conflict with the City's General Plan.

3. Granting the requested Use Permit to allow a flag lot is inconsistent with the
General Plan and will substantially compromise the privacy of adjacent residential
units.

The City Council finds that approval of the application to allow a flag lot on this Site
is inconsistent with the General Plan (for the reasons discussed under (D)(1),
above) and results in a substantial loss of privacy for adjoining residential uses.
The Project further has unmitigated privacy impacts. Existing development on the
Site consists of a single-story single-family residence and associated accessory
structures. The existing development has little impact on the privacy of
surrounding residential uses. The Project will introduce two structures. Both of
these new residences will visually intrude into and provide visual access to
neighboring residential units, thereby compromising the privacy of adjoining
residences. Both City staff and the Planning Commission suggested potential
design modifications to intended to reduce or lessen those impacts, including the
use of a single story home on the rear lot. While the Applicant made some minor
revisions, the revisions are as proposed insufficient. Thus, the City Council
cannot make the necessary findings to approve the use permit to allow the
creation of a flag lot. The City Council further finds that the Project is incompatible
with the scale and character of the existing neighborhood, as more fully discussed
above, and in direct conflict with several policies and goals set forth in the General
Plan. Thus, the creation of the proposed flag lot is inconsistent with the
neighborhood character and density and results in a substantial loss of privacy for
adjoining residential uses. Accordingly, the City Council cannot make the
mandatory findings under Section 17.112.100(1) of the St. Helena Municipal Code.

E. Denial of Appeal. Based on the foregoing, the City Council does hereby deny the
request for a an appeal of the Planning Commission decision to deny a Demolition
Permit, a Parcel Map, a Use Permit, and Design Review to allow the demoilition of the
existing structures on a 16,686 square foot parcel, the subdivision of the existing
parcel into two parcels, the creation of a flag lot, and the construction of a new two-
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story single-family residence and related accessory structures on each of the newly
created parcels for the real property located at 1837 Pine Street.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was duly approved by the City
Council of the City of St. Helena at a regular meeting of said City Council held on April
14, 2015, by the following roll call vote:

Mayor Galbraith:

Vice Mayor White:
Councilmember Crull:
Councilmember Dohring:
Councilmember Pitts:

APPROVED: ATTEST:

Alan Galbraith, Mayor Cindy Black, City Clerk
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Attachment 3

Tentative Parcel Map
APN: 009-304-003

1837 Pine Street, St. Helena, California

To Whom It May Concern:

Set forth below is a summary of items raised by the City in the Planning
Commission’s resolution of denial dated September 30, 2014. Following each item
is the applicant’s response as to why the item does not provide a proper or legal
basis for denial of applicant’s proposed project at 1837 Pine Street.

Related to the General Plan:

City’s Position: The project is inconsistent with the scale and character of the
adjacent older residential district and is not designed in a manner
that maintains the development character of the adjacent
neighborhood.

Applicant’s Response: The neighborhood is eclectic. No two houses have the same
size, shape, and architectural design.

For example, the home at 1842 Pine Street, directly across
the street from the applicant’s property, recently approved
by the City and built, has a floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.30
which is comparable to the proposed homes for 1837 Pine
Street which are 0.31 and 0.28. 1842 Pine Street also hasa
unique contemporary design and color (black) that is unlike
the rest of the neighborhood. Finding that 1842 Pine Street is
“consistent” with the scale and character of the adjacent
older residential district, and the proposed development of
1837 Pine Street is not, is a clear double standard.

The scale of the proposed homes at 1837 Pine Street are
consistent with many other homes west of Main Street. Scale
relates to many items in a home. Ceiling, roof, door and
window dimensions are all standard sizes. Scale and
character are architectural and design factors. The size of a
home is regulated by current FAR requirements. The
proposed homes for 1837 Pine Street meet the current FAR
requirements and are the same scale as other homes in the
neighborhood.
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1527 Allyn Avenue is a developed flag lot approximately 110
feet from the subject property. 1527 Allyn Avenue is a
12,067 sq. ft. lot with a large two-story home of 3,407 sq. ft.
and a 476 sq. ft. garage. The FAR calculation, including 276 of
the garage, is 0.31, which is the same as the subject property.
Denying the creation of the flag lot using FAR as the basis for
not being consistent with the neighborhood is arbitrary and
capricious.

There are many flag lots on the City’s west side. Most of the
homes on the back lots have two stories with second floor
windows facing adjacent properties, and without a consistent
architectural design.

The FAR analysis used by the Planning Commission, although
illogical and not an approved standard of determining the
character of an area, includes many errors.

For example, here are just a couple of errors:

- 1842 Pine Street - used square footage from older home
prior to new development.

- 1849 Pine Street - excluded 552 sq. ft. of the 752 sq. ft.
garage.

- 1852 Pine Street - used square footage from older home
prior to major addition and remodel.

- 1521 Allyn Avenue - did not adjust FAR calculation for
flag lot.

- 1527 Allyn Avenue - excluded 276 sq. ft. of the 476 sq. ft.
garage.

None of the errors benefit the applicant.

City’s Position: Ample testimony at the Public Hearings and Staff Report
demonstrated adverse impact on privacy of adjacent landowners.

Applicant’s Response: Definition of Privacy: the state or condition of being free from
being observed or disturbed by other people.

Privacy concerns raised in Public Hearings were not
substantiated by any factual evidence.

All of the second floor windows will have trees directly
outside. In addition, all but one proposed second floor
window on the back house adjacent to living space will have
elevated sill heights (approximately 5 feet above floor level).
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The landscaping plans for the project include planting of (or
existing) trees located between windows and adjacent
landowners.

These are standard mitigation measures when privacy
concerns are raised regarding proposed residential
development. Taken together, these measures will provide
close to 100% privacy for our neighbors.

Finding that substantial loss of privacy by neighboring
landowners would be arbitrary and capricious.

City's Position: The Parcel Map conflicts with General Plan policy 2.6.15 and 2.6.19.

Applicant’s Response: The City approved the lot split at 1701 Madrona Avenue on
April 1, 2014. 1701 Madrona Avenue is in the same MR
district and neighborhood, approximately 1.5 blocks (~500
feet) away from 1837 Pine Street. The parcel map for 1837
Pine Street is subject to the same required findings as 1701
Madrona Avenue. Approving one, and turning down the
other, is a clear double standard.

The Staff Report dated August 19, 2014 correctly concludes,
at page 4, that the findings can be made that the Parcel Map
for 1837 Pine Street is consistent with the General Plan.

City’s Position: The intensity of development on the project site is out of character
with existing development in the neighborhood and surrounding

vicinity.

Applicant’s Response: We are unable to find ‘intensity’ defined in the St. Helena
Municipal Code (SHMC). When we asked the Interim
Planning Director for a definition, he was unable to provide
an answer.

If intensity of the development is based on density and size,
the proposed development meets both the minimum lot size
(MR minimum is 7,000 sq. ft.) and FAR requirements. Many
homes in the area, especially recently approved projects,
have the same FAR and same or larger than the subject
property. Using intensity to deny the application is arbitrary
and capricious and not one of the standards of the General
Plan.
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Related to the Use Permit:

City's Position: The creation of the flag lot is not consistent with neighborhood and
density.

Applicant’s Response: Flag lots are located throughout the west side of Main Street.
There are three located in the immediate vicinity of the
subject property (within 600 feet). They include:

1527 Allyn Avenue - Large two-story home. FAR 0f 0.31 is
same as subject property.

1629 Madrona Avenue - Large two-story home. FAR of 0.30 is
similar as subject property.

1701 Madrona Avenue - Recently approved parcel map. All
findings made for this lot split.

FAR is irrelevant to the creation of the flag lot and
determining the character of any neighborhood. FAR is the
approved standard for allowable square footage for any
given sized lot. Creating any new standard requires an
approval by the Planning Commission and City Council
(SHMC Section 17.164.030(B)) and needs to be applied to all
applicants equally.

FAR s an illogical method of determining character of
neighborhoods. To maintain such a policy, the City would
have to not allow any development that would increase the
size of existing homes.

The City’s approval of the 1701 Madrona Avenue flag lot did
not use any FAR analysis to determine its consistency with
the neighborhood. Holding the 1837 Pine Street project to
this clearly double standard is arbitrary, capricious, and
unlawful.

The minimum lot size is 7,000 sq. ft. in the Medium Density
Residential district (MR). Both of the proposed parcels meet
this requirement.

City’s Postion: The creation of the flag lot does not meet the minimum width
requirements.

Applicant’s Response: Staff recognized, on page 2 of its August 19, 2014 staff report,

that the minimum lot width on the rear lot was not an issue
and did not require a variance.
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The lot split at 1701 Madrona Avenue was approved with a
57’ width of the front lot. The rear lot of 1837 Pine is 60 feet
wide. Both 1701 Madrona Avenue and 1837 Pine Street are
in the MR district and are in the same neighborhood. Using
this as a reason for denial would be arbitrary and setting a
double standard.

City’s Position: The development upon the flag lot results in a significant loss of
privacy for adjoining residential units.

Applicant’s Response: The first floor windows of the proposed houses will not
create any privacy issues, as there will be perimeter fencing.

All but one of the proposed second floor windows adjacent to
living space will have elevated sill heights (approximately 5
feet above floor level).

To further mitigate any privacy concerns, the applicant’s
landscaping plan for the project provides that mature
evergreen trees will be planted between second floor
windows and adjacent residential units and yards. The
landscaping plan shows evergreen trees that have a crown
diameter (crown) of approximately 15 feet and overall height
of 15 feet.

City’s Position: The city approved the parcel map of 1701 Mardrona with a 16-foot
wide access and utility easement for the back lot.

Applicant’s Position: The city is requiring a 20-foot utility and access easement for
the back lot of the subject property. This adversely affects the
project. The requirement of an additional four feet of easement
is a dpuble standard.

aye
Applicant
January 28, 2014
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September 4, 2014

Victor Carniglia, Interim Planning Director
Aaron Hecock, Planner

City of St. Helena

1480 Main Street

St. Helena, California 94574

Re: Request for Correction of Staff Memorandum dated September 2, 2014

Messrs. Carniglia and Hecock,

This letter is to request that you correct a factual misstatement in your
Memorandum dated September 2, 2014 regarding 1837 Pine Street #PL14-024.
We verbally asked you to make the correction in our meeting on the morning of
September 2, 2014 but you refused to make the correction. We believe this
mistake has damaged to our proposed project.

Under the discussion section of your memorandum, you incorrectly state:

“In the attached letter from the applicant dated August 21, 2014, they
indicate that because the “panhandle” driveway portion of the flag lot cannot
be counted in the F.A.R. calculations for the rear lot that they've accounted
for site intensity.”

This represents a material misstatement. The access easement over the front lot
to the rear lot cannot be counted in the F.A.R. calculation on the front lot. We are
surprised that you made this misstatement. When we originally met at the city’s
offices to review your initial comments and feedback, you pointed out this fact to
us as our front house’s F.A.R. calculation was incorrect. We immediately made
the correction to the front house plans to meet the city's F.A.R. regulations and
resubmitted.
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We request that you correct the memorandum immediately. You sent the
erroneous memorandum at 4:32pm on Friday August 29, 2014, the Friday before
the Labor Day weekend. After reviewing the document, we were at the city on
the morning of Tuesday, September 2, 2014, which also was the date of our
hearing in front of the St. Helena Planning Commission.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions regarding this letter. | look
forward to presenting our proposed project to the Planning Commission as soon
as this matter is corrected.

mdkhomes@gmail.com
(760) 822-4846

Page 30




Attachment 3

March 18, 2015

Victor Carniglia

Interim Planning Director
City of St. Helena

1480 Main Street

St. Helena, CA 94574

Re: 1837 Pine Street ~ Flag Lot Access Easement

Dear Mr. Carniglia,

This letter is to respond to an email dated February 25, 2015 from the City Attorney
(Mr. Kevin Siegel) to my attorney (Mr. David Trotter) regarding the issue concerning
the width of the driveway to the proposed residence on the flag lot at 1837 Pine
Street in St. Helena.

The City Attorney asked if we could identify a flag lot that was recently approved by
the City that was not subject to the same standards we are being held. A lot split
was approved at 1701 Madrona Avenue on April 1, 2014 with a sixteen-foot access
easement to the back lot. There is no designated four-foot landscape easement
shown on the tentative parcel map that was approved by the St. Helena Planning
Commission.

The City of St. Helena did not grant a variance for the sixteen-foot access easement
at 1701 Madrona Avenue.

Attached to this letter for your reference are copies of the Planning Commission’s
resolution approving the Parcel Map for 1701 Madrona Avenue, the approved
tentative parcel map for that property showing the 16-foot access easement, and
other documents relating to the City’s approval of that project.

On January 2, 2015, [ submitted a Public Record Act request for all of the flag lots |
could identify in the Medium Residential (MR) District in St. Helena’s west side. 1
could not identify any flag lot approvals in the last ten years that included a twenty-
foot access easement that provides access to a single home on a flag lot.

It is our understanding that for safety reasons, the Fire Department has made the
call as to the width of driveways. The Fire Department has historically required
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Victor Carniglia

Interim Planning Director, City of St. Helena
March 17, 2015

Page 2

a total access width of 16 feet which can be comprised of a 14-foot wide driveway
(paved, etc.) and one foot of landscaping on each side of the hard surfaced driveway.

We have proposed to the City a sixteen foot paved driveway to the rear house. This
exceeds the Fire Department requirements by two feet. We also proposed a 4-foot
area of landscaping between the driveway and the neighboring to reduce potential
vehicle noise.

We believe that the calculation of the Floor Area Ratio for the proposed front house
should only include the sixteen-foot driveway easement as a reduction of the front
lot’s total square footage. This would be consistent with the last ten years of flag lot
approvals in the city’s MR District.

We believe the city’s insistence on our rear lot have a 20-foot access easement is not
applying the laws equally and that we are being held to a different standard as
compared to other applicants whose projects have been approved.

Marc D, |

Applicant
1837 Pine Street
St. Helena, CA 94574

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

Very Tr
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CITY OF ST. HELENA
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1480 MAIN STREET-ST. HELENA, CA 94574
PLANNING COMMISSION

APRIL 1, 2014

AGLENDA ITEM: 9.1

2014-10: Request by Ellen Shifflett for a Parcel Map approval to create two parcels from an
existing 21,745 sf parcel. Parcel 1 would be 7,971 sf and Parcel 2 would be 13,774 sf. The
existing residence and carport would remain as is on Parcel 1. A 16* wide access drive and utility
casement would be located at the north east property line of Parcel | to serve Parcel 2. No
improvements to Parcel 2 are proposed at this time. The existing parcel is located at 1701
Madrona Avenue in the MR: Medium Density Residential district.

PREPARED BY: Greg Desmond, Interim Planning Director

APPLICATION FILED: 1/6/14 ACCEPTED AS COMPLETE: 1/6/14

LOCATION OF PROPERTY: 1701 Madrona Avenue
APN: 009-305-011

GENERAL PLAN/ZONING: Medium Density Residential/MR; Medium Density Residential

APPLICANT/OWNER: Ellen Shifflett PHONE: 738.2791
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant submitted an application for a Parcel Map to divide an existing 21,745-sf parcel
into two parcels of 7,971-sf (Parcel 1) and 13,774-sf in size (Parcel 2).

There is an existing home and carport on Parcel 1. These existing features will remain with no
improvements or additions proposed.

A 16’ access drive and utility easement at the north eastern pottion of the parcels will serve as
access to Parcel 2.

The applicant is not proposing any improvements to Parcel 2 at this time.

REQUIRED ACTIONS
1. Determination that the Parcel Map may be found exempt from CEQA, the California
Environmental Quality Act, pursuant to Section 15315, Class 15, Minor Land Divisions.

2. Accept or reject the required findings and approve, modify or deny a Parcel Map to divide an
existing 21,745-sf parcel into two parcels of 7,971-sf (Parcel 1) and 13,774-sf in size (Parcel
2).

2014-10 1701 Madrons Avenue
Parcel Map

April 1, 2014

Page 1 0o/ 3
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ANALYSIS: GENERAL PLAN

The property has a General Plan designation of Medium Density Residential. The district
provides for single-family detached homes, accessory dwelling units, limited agricultural uses
and compatible uses.

The following General Plan policies support the proposed Parce! Map:

Policy 2.6.4: Permit infill development and higher densities within currently developed areas
wherever possible to minimize and postpone the need for expansion of the Urban Service Area.

Policy 2,6.15: Encourage new residential development in all density ranges that is consistent
with scale and character of the older residential districts of the City, particularly the
neighborhoods west of Main Street.

Policy 2.6,18: Minimize large lot development (one dwelling unit per acre or less) except where
this scale of development would not threaten retention of vineyards, inefficiently utilize land, or
physically separate the community fiom the surrounding vineyards.

Policy 2.6.19: Permit higher density housing in single family neighborhoods as long as the
development character of the single family area is maintained (i.e., lot widths, orientation to
street, building heights, etc.)

ANALYSIS: ZONING
The project site is located in the MR: Medium Density Zoning district, which implements the
pertinent policies in the General Plan relating to the Medium Density Residential designation.

ANALYSIS: UTILITIES

Any future development of Parcel 2 will require connections to the city water and sewer system.
A 16’ access and utility easement from Madrona Avenue through Parcel 1 will accommodate
any future infrastructure improvements.

ANALYSIS: SITE ACCESS
Vehicular access to Parcel 2 will occur through the 16’ access and utility easement from

Madrona Avenue through Parcel 1.

ANALYSIS: CEQA

Staff has determined that this project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to
Section 15315, Class 15, Minor Land Divisions. This section provides for the division of
propetty in urbanized areas zoned for residential use into four or fewer parcels when the division
is in conformance with the General Plan and zoning.

ANALYSIS: PARCEL MAP

Pursuant to Section 16.16.080 of the City of St. Helena Subdivision Ordinance and California
Government Code Section 66473.5, the Planning Commission must make the following findings
when approving a tentative map:

1. The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and improvements, is
consistent with the General Plan and other applicable provisions of the Code.

Response: The City’s General Plan contains policies that guide the development of land for
residential use. These policies encourage, among other things, infill development within

2014-10 1701 Madrona Avenus
Parcel Map

April 1, 2014
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currently developed areas to avoid the need for expansion of the Urban Service Area (Policy
2.6.4) and encourage a mix of housing types and price ranges to allow choice for current
and future generations (Policy 2.6.14). The project is designated in the General Plan as
Medium Density Residential and has been developed with a single family residence for many
years.

2. The design of the subdivision shall provide, to the extent feasible, for future passive or
natural heating or cooling opportunities.

Response: The existing residence shall remain and no new development/construction is
proposed as a component of this application.

3. The properties comply with the City of St. Helena Subdivision Ordinance and with the State
Subdivision Map Act and based upon those findings.

Response: The proposed project complies with both the City of St Helena and State
Subdivision Map Act regulations.

CORRESPONDENCE: OPPOSITION/SUPPORT
At the time of packet distribution staff has received no correspondence in support or in

opposition to this project.

STAFF COMMENTS / RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff supports the proposed project and finds that the following factors are of particular merit:

- The project will retain an existing residence on a standard sized lol, This configuration
allows Parcel 1 1o conform to existing development standards (i.e., setbacks) and will result
in minimal visual impacts as viewed from frontage along Madrona Avenue.

- The project proposes the creation of a larger than average parcel at the rear of the existing
residence. This configuration will allow any future development on Parcel 2 1o occur in a
manner which meets or exceeds development standards (i.e., setbacks).

- The commission should note that the parcel configuration to the immediate east of the
subject site mirrors what the applicant is proposing with this project.

Staff has determined the findings can be made to support this project and recommends planning

commission approval,

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
l. Determination that the Parcel Map may be found exempt from CEQA, the California
Environmental Quality Act, pursuant to Section 15315, Class 15, Minor Land Divisions,

2. Accept or reject the required findings and approve, modify or deny a Parcel Map to divide an
existing 21,745-sf parcel into two parcels of 7,971-sf (Parcel 1) and 13,774-sf in size (Parcel

2).

ATTACHMENTS

Statement......... trerreeseensennens ceserreresesrarretieerrresrtesenareesen rerriesrserenane ceeenerrerrretsesasaes 4
Exhibit.......... - s ae st e s ae e eaertaetrbetaatesesssanas e Eisrrerrennessansesnroetatnas 5
Draft conditions .......evevrerverereessenieereessssenssessessssssesnss e raese et eeete et esataenenes 6
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TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP
LANDS OF ELLEN DESCALSO SHIFFLETT
APN 009-305-011
1701 MADRONA AVENUE
SAINT HELENA, CALIFORNIA

30DEC 2013

The purpose of this application is to split parcel # 009-305-011 into two parcels. The
existing parcel Is approximately 21745 square feet in size, The resulting parcels would
be approximately 7971 square feet for “parcel 1” and 13774 square feet for “parcel 2.”
There Is an existing farmhouse on the front portion of the property and also a carport,
The location and size of those improvements would remain unchanged. The setbacks of
those Improvements conform (and would continue to conform) to current City building
setback standards. A 16’ wide access drive and utility easement would be located at the
Nerth East portion of “parcel 1” and serve as access to “parcel 2”.

Ellen Descalso Shifflett
OWNER

Page 36




Attachment 3

Eﬁlgsgggugg (4

3Uva Rntng v
GAOHSIY NV
Y GNY FONOSRY
Y207 Tniov 3 (1

LV NOUYOITdety
2 [Tl LI 3Lvavdas v aann
20U ¥ 40 SNOSNGNID. GV SRt oo

Page 37




Attachment 3

CITY OF ST. HELENA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
PARCEL MAP NO. 2014-10
GRANTED TO 1701 MADRONA AVENUE

PROPERTY OWNER: Ellen Shifflett APN: 009-305-011

Recitals

I. The owner submitted a request for Parcel Map approval to create two parcels from an existing
21,745 sf parcel. Parcel | would be 7,971 sf and Parcel 2 would be 13,774 sf. The existing
residence and carport would remain as is on Parcel 1. A 16° wide access drive and utility
easement would be located at the north east property line of Parcel | to serve Parcel 2. No
improvements to Parcel 2 are proposed at this time. The existing parcel is located at 1701
Madrona Avenue in the MR: Medium Density Residential district.

2. The Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena, State of California, considered the
application at its meeting of April 1, 2014 and approved the Parcel Map on the following
basis.

Resolution

A. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the Parcel Map is exempt from the requirements
of CEQA pursuant to Section 15315, Class 15 of the Guidelines for minor land divisions.

B. Pursuant to the Subdivision Ordinance, Section 16.08.020 the Planning Commission makes
the following findings for the approval of a parcel map of four of fewer parcels:

1. The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and improvement, is
consistent with the General Plan, any applicable specific plan and other applicable
provisions of the code.

2. The design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, Jor future passive or
natural heating or cooling opportunities in the subdivision.

3. The properties comply with the City of St. Helena Subdivision Ordinance and with the State
Subdivision Map Act and based upon those findings.

C. The Parcel Map for the described project is granted subject to compliance with the conditions
listed below. The permit shall be in conformance with all City ordinances, rules, regulations and
policies in effect at the time of issuance of a building permit. The conditions noted below are
patticularly pertinent to this permit and shall not be construed to permit violation of other laws
and policies not so listed,

L. The Parcel Map shall be vested within two (2) years from the date of approval. Pursuant to
Municipal Code section 16.16.110, the map may be extended for up to three one-year
extensions,

2. This permit is valid for the described uses only, New permits must be applied for upon any
change in use. These permits will expire if the use is discontinued pursuant to then existing
ordinances and regulations,

2014-10 1701 Madrona Avenue

Parcel Map - Conditions
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3. The Parcel Map shall not become effective until fourteen (14) calendar days after approval,
providing that the action is not appealed by the City Council or any other interested party
within that 10 day period.

4. All required fees, including planning fees, development impact fees including the Housing
Impact fee, building fees, toilet retrofit fees, and St. Helena Unified School District fees shall
be paid prior to issuance of building permit.

5. Compliance with all permit conditions shall occur in accordance with specific regulations but in
all cases no later than prior to occupancy or initiation of use unless another time is set by law or
by this approval. Occupancy or final inspection of a project may be withheld if all conditions,
including payment of fees for services rendered by the City, are not met.

6. The applicant will defend and indemnify and hold the City, its agents, officers, and employecs
harmless of any claim, action or proceedings to attack, set aside, void or annul an approval so
long as the City promptly notifies the applicant of any such claim, action, or proceedings and the
City cooperates fully in the defense of the action or proceedings.

7. Provided they are in general compliance with the approval, minor modifications may be
approved by the Planning Director.

8. The Parcel Map shall run with the land and shall be binding upon all parties having any right,
title or interest in the real property or any part thereof; their heirs, successors and assigns, and
shall inure to their benefit and benefit of the City of St. Helena.

9. The primary purpose of this review is for compliance with the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance. The owner/applicant is responsible for meeting with the Building Official / Fire
Inspector to review compliance with Building and Fire Codes, including fire protection systems
and the accessibility standards of Title 24.

10. All uses of the property shall be in compliance with the MR: Medium Density Residential
zoning district regulations.

Public Works
NOTE - Public Works Conditions to be distributed on March 31, 2014

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Parcel Map was duly and regularly approved by the
Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena at a regular meeting of said Planning Commission
held on April 1, 2014 by the following roll call vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Greg Desmond, Interim Planning Director

Ellen Shifflett, Property Owner

2014-10 1701 Madrona Avenue

Parcel Map - Conditions

Apnl 1, 2014
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April 7, 2015

Mr. Victor Carniglia
Interim Planning Director
City of St. Helena

1480 Main Street

St. Helena, CA 94574

Re: Marc Kaye and Michael Fahn
Application No. PL 14-024 — Pending City Council Appeal Hearing
Property Location: 1837 Pine Street, St. Helena CA (APN 009-304-003)

Dear Mr. Carniglia:

Please accept this letter as confirmation of the following pertaining to our
1837 Pine Street project and the pending City Council appeal hearing related thereto,
which | understand is now scheduled for hearing on April 14, 2015:

1. Our appeal will be based on the plans for the proposed project that were denied
by the Planning Commission on February 3, 2015. As you know, these plans
include the 400 square foot guest unit as part of the proposed home on the flag
lot.

2. We also will be presenting the proposed modified plans for the property that
were discussed during on meeting on February 25, 2015, and provided to you
last week. The proposed plans are agreeable to the applicant, should the City
Council choose to accept and approve them in their entirety.

Please contact me at (760) 822-4846 with questions about these items.
Sincerely;
t¢/D/Kay
Applicant

1837 Pine Street
St. Helena, CA 94574
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August 4, 2014

City of St. Helena

Planning Commission

1480 Main Street

St. Helena, California 94574

Dear City of St. Helena Planning Commission,

We are proposing splitting the existing parcel located at 1837 Pine Street
between Allyn Avenue and Hudson Avenue. The lot split process includes the
Planning Commission making the following findings:

- The creation of the flag lot is consistent with the neighborhood character
and density.

- The development of the flag not will not result in a significant loss of
privacy for adjoining residential units.

- The development of the flag lot will not result in excessive noise, traffic
and parking congestion.

Character and Density

Character: A set of qualities that make a place or thing different from other
places or things. — Merriam-Webster

Character of Neighborhood

“St. Helena enjoys a high quality of life and an unsurpassed sense of
community.” This quote, pulled from the City of St. Helena's website, defines the
neighborhood surrounding 1837 Pine Street. The neighborhood is filled with
homes new and old, from modern to turn-of-the-century architecture, farge and
small parcels, and primary residences to investment properties. There are also a
number of ‘flag’ or ‘land-locked’ lots located in the area.

Page 1 of 9
Page 41



Attachment 4

The existing character of the surrounding neighborhood of 1837 Pine Street can
be summarized by the following character attributes:

* The average lot size is approximately 9,671 square feet.

* The average street frontage per lot is 65 lineal feet.

* There are a number of existing flag or land-locked lots in the
neighborhood.

* An eclectic mix of new and old homes with wide range of architectural
styles.

* There are a variety of trees

* Driving west-bound towards Hudson Avenue includes vineyard views

The creation of a flag lot is consistent with the neighborhood character based on
the following findings:

1. The creation of the proposed flag lot results in a front lot of 9,066 square
feet and a rear lot of 7,620 square feet. The average lot size in the
neighborhood is 9,671 square feet. The existing single lot is 16,686 square
feet, or 72% larger than the average lot size. The proposed two new lots
will result in the front lot being 94% and back lot being 79% of the average
lot size in the neighborhood. The resulting lot sizes will be more
consistent with the character of the neighborhood as they would be an
average of 14% smaller than the average surrounding lot size as compared
to the single existing lot being 72% greater than the average lot size.

2. The look and feel of the neighborhood is determined in a large part
based on the curb appeal and street frontage of its residences. The
creation of the flag lot will result in the street frontage to look and feel
more consistent with the neighborhood as compared to the existing
single lot. The neighborhood's average street frontage is 65 lineal feet.
The existing single lot has a 120.5 lineal feet of street frontage. The
proposed flag lot is required to have a 20-foot access easement (16 feet
for the driveway + 4 feet for landscaping). This easement will effectively
reduce the street frontage look and feel of the front lot to 90 lineal feet,
which is significantly closer to the neighborhood average.

3. The creation of the flag lot is not setting a new precedent in regards to
flag or land-locked lots in the immediate neighborhood. There are

Page 2 of 9
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approximately 13 flag or land-locked lots that currently exist. They
include:

* APN 009-304-015 - Located in alley between Pine Street and
Hudson Avenue

* APN 009-303-014 - Located on Allyn Avenue between Madrona
Avenue and Pine Street

* APN 009-305-041 - Located on Madrona Avenue between Allyn
Avenue and Stockton Street

* APN 009-312-058 - Located on Adams Street between Allyn
Avenue and Stockton Street

* APN 009-312-008 — Located on Tainter Street between Allyn
Avenue and Stockton Street

* APN 009-313-036 - Located on Tainter Street between Allyn
Avenue and Stockton Street

* APN 009-311-005 - Located on Allyn Avenue between Adams
Street and Spring Street

* APN 009-312-050 - Located on Stockton Street between Adams
Street and Tainter Street

* APN 009-312-098 - Located on Tainter Street between Allyn
Avenue and Stockton Street

* APN009-313-013 - Located on Spring Street between Allyn Avenue
and Stockton Street

* APN 009-313-037 - Located on Spring Street between Allyn Avenue
and Stockton Street

* APN 009-313-042 - Located on Spring Street between Allyn Avenue
and Stockton Street

* APN009-313-023 - Located on Spring Street between Allyn Avenue
and Stockton Street

4. The neighborhood has an eclectic mix of homes. They vary from age with
some built at the turn of the century to some built in 2014. They also vary
in architectural style. The property directly across the street at 1842 Pine
Street (APN# 009-303-015) was recently redeveloped in 2013/2014. The
architectural style of the front lot and flag lot is drawn from the farming
nature and history of the area. The front lot's house will have a traditional
farmhouse look that is consistent with many homes in the neighborhood.
The proposed flag lot will have a barn-styled home that is also consistent
with other homes in the neighborhood.

Page 3of 9
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5. The neighborhood is filled with a variety of trees. The creation of the flag
lot will not remove a single tree (heritage or otherwise) from the existing
parcel. The existing parcel has three redwood trees and one large fig tree
located at the rear of the proposed flag lot. These four trees will remain
on the proposed flag lot as they provide privacy from neighboring parcels.
A large olive tree is located near the street on Pine Street. The creation of
the flag lot will not affect this tree. Due to the low number of trees on the
existing property, a number of trees are proposed to be planted and will
bring more consistency to the neighborhood.

6. A unique feature of the immediate neighborhood is the vineyards views.
The westward view when driving on Pine Street towards Hudson Avenue
includes the Spottswood vineyard (APN# 009-391-026). The creation of
the flag lot will not change the nature of the views of the Spottswood
vineyard.

Density of Neighborhood

Density: The distribution of a quantity per unit usually of space. — Merriam-
Webster

The creation of the proposed flag lot does not significantly increase the density
of the neighborhood. This is shown by the following findings:

1. There are approximately 194 lots in the neighborhood surrounding 1837
Pine Street. The addition of one lot represents an insignificant increase of
0.52% of lots.

2. There is an average of one lot for every 9,671 square feet in the
surrounding neighborhood. The existing lot is 16,686 square feet, which is
172% larger than the average neighborhood Iot size. The creation of the
flag lot will result in a 9,066 square foot (94% of neighborhood average)
front lot and a 7,620 square foot (79% of average) back lot. The sizes of
the newly created lots are more consistent with the average lot size in the
surrounding neighborhood.

Page 4 of 9
Page 44



Attachment 4

Privacy of Adjoining Residences

Privacy to adjoining residences the most important consideration when drafting
the proposed flag lot. There are five adjoining parcels to the existing lot at 1837
Pine Street (see attached Neighborhood Plan Map for reference). The adjoining
parcels are:

1849 Pine Street - APN 009-304-002 - To the South-West
1830 Adams Street - APN 009-304-008 - To the South-East
1427 Allyn Avenue — APN 009-304-006 - To the East

1431 Allyn Avenue — APN 009-304-005 - To the North-East
1435 Allyn Avenue — APN 009-304-004 — To the North

ok wn =

1849 Pine Street

Privacy from Newly Created Front Lot

The residence located at 1849 Pine Street is approximately 9 feet from the
existing home located on 1837 Pine Street. The creation of the lot split will place
a 4-foot wide landscape easement and a 16-foot wide vehicle access easement
(total 20-foot wide easement) along the property line of the newly created front
lot and 1849 Pine Street. In addition to the 20-foot wide easement, the front lot
residence also is required to have a 10-foot wide side yard set back. The
resulting total distance of the residence at 1849 Pine Street and the proposed
location of the residence on the newly created front lot will be approximately 40
feet. This represents a net increase of 31 feet (344%) of distance from the
existing home on 1837 Pine Street.

The proposed new home on the front lot is a two-story home. The first floor will
have one door and one window facing the residence at 1849 Pine Street. There
will be a 6-foot solid fence, along with a row of Meyer Lemon trees, which will
serve as a visual barrier and creating privacy between the two residences. The
second floor was designed without decks to increase privacy. There are a total of
five windows facing 1849 Pine Street. One window is located in a shower stall
and will have frosted glass. One of the windows is located adjacent to a bathtub
and will have window treatments for privacy.

The proposed newly created front and back lots on 1837 Pine Street will have
additional trees planted to decrease visual views with 1849 Pine Street.
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An additional item to note, the wall of the residence at 1849 Pine Street closest
to 1837 Pine Street has one window, which is blocked by trees and shrubs.

The proposed residence on the newly crated front lot provides a significant
increase in privacy for the residence of 1849 Pine Street.

Privacy from Newly Created Flag Lot

The proposed residence on the flag lot will be approximately 67 feet from the
closest point from the residence at 1849 Pine Street. This is approximately 58
feet (644%) further than the existing home at 1837 Pine Street. There are no
decks and minimal windows that face the residence at 1849 Pine Street from the
flag lot residence. Additional trees will be planted to increase the privacy
between the two lots.

The proposed residence on the newly created flag lot will not have a significant
loss of privacy on the residence at 1849 Pine Street.

1830 Adams Street

Privacy from Newly Created Front Lot

The distance from the proposed residence on the newly created front lot will be
approximately 197 feet from the residence at 1830 Adams Street. The newly
created front lot will not be adjoined to 1830 Adams Street and will not
significantly affect its privacy.

Privacy from Newly Created Flag Lot

The proposed residence on the newly created flag lot will be approximately 100
feet from the residence at 1830 Adams Street. There is a row of mature
Redwood trees along the property line between the lots that results in almost
100% visual blockage between the proposed residence and the residence at
1830 Adams Street. In addition, there are no decks facing the residence at 1830
Adams Street.

The development of the flag lot will not result in a significant loss of privacy to
the residence at 1830 Adams Street.

1427 Allyn Avenue

Privacy from Newly Created Front Lot

The distance from the proposed residence on the newly created front lot will be
approximately 130 feet from the residence at 1427 Allyn Avenue. The newly
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created front lot will not be adjoined to 1427 Allyn Avenue and will not
significantly affect its privacy.

Privacy from Newly Created Flag Lot

The proposed residence on the newly created flag lot will be approximately 75
feet from the residence at 1427 Allyn Avenue. Mature trees are between the
proposed flag lot residence and the residence at 1427 Allyn Avenue. In addition,
there are no decks and minimal amount of windows facing the residence at 1427
Allyn Avenue.

For reference, the distance between the residence at 1427 Allyn Avenue and its
neighbor at 1431 Allyn Avenue is approximately 20 feet.

The development of the flag lot will not result in a significant loss of privacy to
the residence at 1427 Allyn Avenue.

1431 Allyn Avenue

Privacy from Newly Created Front Lot

The distance from the proposed residence on the newly created front lot will be
approximately 93 feet from the residence at 1431 Allyn Avenue. The newly
created front lot will not be adjoined to 1431 Allyn Avenue and will not
significantly affect its privacy.

Privacy from Newly Created Flag Lot

The proposed residence on the newly created flag lot will be approximately 82
feet from the residence at 1431 Allyn Avenue. There are mature trees between
the proposed flag lot residence and the residence at 1431 Allyn Avenue. In
addition, there are no decks and minimal amount of windows facing the
residence at 1427 Allyn Avenue.

For reference, the distance between the residence at 1431 Allyn Avenue and its
neighbor at 1427 Allyn Avenue is approximately 20 feet. The distance between
the residence at 1431 Allyn Avenue and its neighbor at 1435 Allyn Avenue is
approximately 10 feet.

The development of the flag lot will not result in a significant loss of privacy to
the residence at 1431 Allyn Avenue.
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1435 Allyn Avenue

Privacy from Newly Created Front Lot

The distance from the proposed residence on the newly created front lot will be
approximately 60 feet from the residence at 1435 Allyn Avenue. 1435 Allyn
Avenue has a garage structure between its residence and the proposed location
of the home on the newly created front lot and the garage does not have any
windows facing the newly created front lot. The first floor of the proposed home
on the newly created front lot has the following windows/doors facing the
residence at 1435 Allyn Avenue: two bedrooms windows, one frosted elevated
bathroom window, one bathroom window adjacent to a bath tub, one garage
window and one door to the garage. There will be 6-foot high solid fence
between the two residences along with landscaping that will provide privacy.
The second floor of the proposed home does not have living space that faces
the residence at 1435 Allyn Avenue.

The development of the front lot will not result in a significant loss of privacy to
the residence at 1435 Allyn Avenue.

Privacy from Newly Created Flag Lot

The proposed residence on the newly created flag lot will be approximately 95
feet from the residence at 1435 Allyn Avenue. There will be a 6-foot fence that
will provide privacy from the first floor and outdoor living space between the
properties. There are no decks and minimal amount of windows facing the
residence at 1435 Allyn Avenue.

For reference, the distance between the residence at 1435 Allyn Avenue and its
neighbor at 1431 Allyn Avenue is approximately 10 feet.

The development of the flag lot will not result in a significant loss of privacy to
the residence at 1431 Allyn Avenue.

Excessive Noise, Traffic and Parking Congestion

Excessive Noise

The proposed lot split will result in the addition of one lot with one additional
single-family residence. The new residences will be subject to the city's noise
ordinances. The neighborhood is located in medium density zoning and does
not allow for commercial use.
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The development of the newly created front and flag lot would be during normal
construction hours and days in the city of St. Helena.

The proposed flag lot would emit a noise level that would be consistent with the
neighborhood and is not expected to be excessive.

Traffic
The proposed development of the flag lot will result in the addition of one
single-family residence. This is not expected to result in excessive traffic.

Parking Congestion

The proposed development of the flag lot includes a two-car garage as well as
three additional off-street parking spaces on the lot. The total of five parking
spaces on the proposed flag lot will not result in excessive parking congestion.

Conclusion

Based on the above findings, the creation of the flag lot is consistent with the
character and density of the neighborhood, will not result in a significant loss of
privacy for adjoining neighbors, and will not result in excessive noise, traffic and
parking congestion.

Sincerely,

A

W. David Wright

Partner

1837 Pine Street LLC

1953 Vineyard Avenue

St. Helena, California 94574
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1837 Pine Street, St. Helena
Neighborhood Lot Size Analysis

Lot Size
Map Page |Parcel Key| Parcel No. Address {Sq. Ft)

1 B1 009-303-001/1881 Madrona Avenue 12,632
1 B2 009-303-002|1875 Madrona Avenue 11,761
1 B3 009-303-003]1865 Madrona Avenue 9,148
1 B4  ]009-303-004{1859 Madrona Avenue 10,019
1 BS 009-303-005{1851 Madrona Avenue 9,148
1 B6 009-303-006|1837 Madrona Avenue 13,504
1 B7 009-303-007|1659 Allyn Avenue 8,712
1 B8  1009-303-008|1547 Allyn Avenue 9,148
1 B9  1009-303-0091533 Allyn Avenue 10,019
1 B10  |009-303-010{1521 Allyn Avenue 8,712
1 B11  |009-303-011]1515 Allyn Avenue 9,148
1 B12  1009-303-012[1501 Allyn Avenue 9,583
1 813 |009-303-017/1856 Pine Street 11,326
1 B14  1009-303-014]1852 Pine Street 13,939
1 B15 |009-303-015]|1842 Pine Street 11,326
1 B16  |009-303-014}1527 Allyn Avenue 12,197
1 B17  ]009-303-013/1832 Pine Street 4,356
1 C1 009-304-014]1853 Pine Street 6,098
1 C2  [009-304-015|Lot 3,920
1 C3  [009-304-002]1849 Pine Street 12,197
1 C4  1009-304-004/1435 Allyn Avenue 18,731
1 C5 009-304-005/1431 Allyn Avenue 10,019
1 Cé 009-304-006| 1427 Allyn Avenue 8,276
1 C7  [009-304-013]1405 Adams Street 10,019
1 C8  ]009-304-012{1800 Adams Street 10,019
1 C9  |009-304-008|1830 Adams Street 17,424
1 C10 | 009-304-002]|1856 Adams Street 10,019
! 11 ]009-304-003]1837 Pine Street 16,686
1 Al 009-301-006]1895 Madrona Avenue 11,326
1 A2 ]009-301-005|1544 Hudson Avenue 10,454
1 A3 009-301-004{1530 Hudson Avenue 10,454
1 A4 009-301-003|1522 Hudson Avenue 6,970
1 AS  ]009-301-002{1512 Hudson Avenue 6,970
1 Ab 009-301-001]1504 Hudson Avenue 7.405
1 A7 009-302-006]1450 Hudson Avenue 13,939
1 AB  |009-302-004|1438 Hudson Avenue 11,326
1 A9 009-302-003]1428 Hudson Avenue 9,583
1 A10  |009-302-002{1414 Hudson Avenue 11,761

1 A1l |009-302-001]|1864 Adams Street 4,792
1 D1 009-305-046]Lot 7,405
1 D2 ]009-305-045{1550 Allyn Avenue 10,019
1 D3 1009-305-044]1540 Allyn Avenue 10,890
1 D4 ]009-305-009|1530 Allyn Avenue 10,890
1 DS |009-305-008]1516 Allyn Avenue 10,890
1 D6 ]009-305-007|1504 Allyn Avenue 12,197
1 D7 009-305-006| 1460 Allyn Avenue 10,890
1 D8  |009-305-005{1450 Allyn Avenue 10,890
1 D9 1009-305-0041440 Allyn Avenue 12,197
1 D10 | 009-305-003{1428 Allyn Avenue 10,019
1 D11 009-305-002|1416 Allyn Avenue 11,761

1 D12 [009-305-001]1404 Allyn Avenue 11,326
1 D13 |009-305-047|Lot 6,534
1 D14 |009-305-011{1701 Madrona Avenue 22,216
1 D15 |009-305-041[1629 Madrona Avenue 13,068
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1837 Pine Street, St. Helena
Neighborhood Lot Size Analysis

Lot Size
Map Page [Parcel Key| Parcel No. Address (Sq. Ft.)

1 D16 |009-305-040]1635 Madrona Avenue 12,197
1 D17 |009-305-038]1621 Madrona Avenue 7,841
1 D18 ]009-305-037{1611 Madrona Avenue 6,098
1 D19 }009-305-036]1525 Stockton Street 5,663
1 D20 | 009-305-014]1515 Stockton Street 10,019
1 D21  ]009-305-048(1740 Pine Street 11,761
1 D22  ]009-305-049{1730 Pine Street 10,019
1 D23  ]0609-305-050{1700 Pine Street 10,890
1 D24  |009-305-015/1511 Stockton Street 6,534
1 D25  ]009-305-016[1505 Stockton Street 12,632
1 D26  ]009-305-017{1467 Stockton Street 6,098
1 D27  }009-305-018]1457 Stockton Street 6,514
1 D28 |009-305-01911445 Stockton Street 7,405
1 D29  1009-305-020/1443 Stockton Street 6,534
1 D30 {009-305-021{1441 Stockton Street 6,098
1 D31 ]009-305-031{1731 Pine Street 13,504
1 D32 |009-305-033/1721 Pine Street 7,841
1 D33 |009-305-035{1711 Pine Street 7,405
1 D34  |009-305-052{1705 Pine Street 15,246
1 D35 [009-305-051]1701 Pine Street 13,068
1 D36  ]009-305-030]1706 Adams Street 7,841
1 D37  [009-305-029]1662 Adams Street 7,405
1 D38 [009-305-028]1652 Adams Street 8,276
1 D39  |009-305-029{1644 Adams Street 14,810
1 D40 {009-305-026|1636 Adams Street 7,841
1 D41 [009-305-025|1628 Adams Street 6,970
1 D42 |009-305-024]1624 Adams Street 7,405
1 D43  |009-305-023|1421 Stockton Street 10,890
1 D44  [009-305-022|1400 Adams Street 4,356
2 E1 009-293-002{1705 Hillview Place 5,227
2 E2 009-293-001{1723 Hillview Place 2,614
2 E3  [009-293-013}1733 Hillview Place 6,970
2 E4 009-293-012{1743 Hillview Place 6,970
2 E5 009-293-003]1671 Vineyard Avenue 6,970
2 E6 009-293-021]1665 Vineyard Avenue 7,841
2 E7 009-293-022]1655 Vineyard Avenue 7,841

2 E8  ]009-293-023|Vineyard Avenue - Lot 6,098
2 E9 009-293-005]1633 Vineyard Avenue 14,810
2 E10  ]009-293-006]1623 Vineyard Avenue 5,227
2 E1 009-293-014{1702 Madrona Avenue 10,019
2 E12  ]009-293-007]|1722 Madrona Avenue 15,246
2 E13  |009-293-019]1658 Scott Street 8276
2 E14  |009-293-020|1654 Scott Street 7,841

2 E1S  [009-293-015]/1648 Scott Street 6,098
2 E16  |009-293-017]1636 Scott Street 7.841

2 E17  |009-293-018]1628 Scott Street 6,970
2 E18 |009-293-009]1620 Scott Street 5,663
2 E19  |009-293-008]/1744 Madrona Avenue 9,583
2 F1 009-294-009{1811 Hillview Place 6,970
2 F2 009-294-001]1815 Hillview Place 6,098
2 F3 009-294-002]1663 Scott Street 8,712
2 F4 009-294-003]1655 Scott Street 8,276
2 FS 009-294-004/1643 Scott Street 7,841

2 Fé6  |009-294-005]1637 Scott Street 9,583
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1837 Pine Street, St. Helena
Neighborhood Lot Size Analysis

Lot Size
Map Page |Parcel Key| Parcel No. Address (Sq. Ft.)
2 F7 009-294-006[1629 Scott Street 9,148
2 F8 009-294-007|1615 Scott Street 20,909
2 F9 009-294-008/1838 Madrona Avenue 9,148
3 G1 009-311-001/1322 Hudson Avenue 18,295
3 G2 009-311-022|1310 Hudson Avenue 14,375
3 G3  |009-311-024]1296 Hudson Avenue 10,890
3 G4 |009-311-025]/1286 Hudson Avenue 10,019
3 G5  [009-311-020]1276 Hudson Avenue 10,019
3 G6  1009-311-019{1256 Hudson Avenue 12,197
3 G7 009-311-027]1248 Hudson Avenue 9,583
3 GB  |009-311-0261234 Hudson Avenue 11,761
3 G9 009-311-015/1213 Allyn Avenue 12,197
3 G10 _ |009-311-016]1814 Spring Street 10,454
3 G11  |009-311-002|1829 Adams Street 5,663
3 G12_ 1009-311-023[1337 Allyn Avenue 13,504
3 G13  [009-311-003}1329 Allyn Avenue 14,375
3 G14 |009-311-004]1317 Allyn Avenue 16,988
3 G15 |009-311-005]{Lot 4,792
3 G16  [009-311-006/1301 Allyn Avenue 12,197
3 G17  |009-311-007{1279 Allyn Avenue 13,504
3 G18  {009-311-008]1269 Allyn Avenue 7,405
3 G19  1009-311-009]1263 Allyn Avenue 5,663
3 G20  |009-311-010{1257 Allyn Avenue 6,098
3 G21  {009-311-011]1251 Allyn Avenue 5,227
3 G22  1009-311-012]1239 Allyn Avenue 9,148
3 G23  |009-311-013]1225 Allyn Avenue 10,454
3 G24  |009-311-017]1212 Hudson Avenue 10,019
3 H1 009-312-051|1777 Adams Street 10,454
3 H2  |009-312-052]1717 Adams Street 10,454
3 H3  ]009-312-057]|1330 Allyn Avenue 15,246
3 H4  |009-312-056[1320 Allyn Avenue 10,890
3 H5  |009-312-055/1734 Tainter Street 8,712
3 H6  |009-312-049]1709 Adams Street 8,712
3 H7  |009-312-002|1673 Adams Street 9,148
3 H8  |009-312-003|1663 Adams Street 9,583
3 H9  |009-312-004|1639 Adams Street 11,326
3 H10  [009-312-005|Lot 8,712
3 H11  |009-312-006/1623 Adams Street 9,583
3 H12  |009-312-007{1611 Adams Street 15,682
3 H13  |009-312-058/1713 Adams Street 13,504
3 H14 |009-312-050|Lot 5,227
3 H1S  |009-312-008]1640 Tainter Street 14,810
3 H16  |009-312-009]1331 Stockton Street 8,712
3 H17  [009-312-010[1321 Stockton Street 9,583
3 H18 |009-312-018|1724 Tainter Street 4,356
3 H19  ]009-312-017{1714 Tainter Street 3,920
3 H20  {009-312-016|1702 Tainter Street 12,197
3 H21  |009-312-015]1656 Tainter Street 11,326
3 H22  |009-312-014]1642 Tainter Street 5,663
3 H23  [009-312-013|1626 Tainter Street 6,098
3 H24  |009-312-012]1616 Tainter Street 4,792
3 H25  ]009-312-011]1305 Stockton Street 9,583
3 J1 009-313-008|1276 Allyn Avenue 10,454
3 J2 009-313-039]1262 Allyn Avenue 13,068
Page 3of 4
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1837 Pine Street, St. Helena
Neighborhood Lot Size Analysis

Lot Size
Map Page |Parce| Key| Parcel No. Address (Sq. Ft)

3 J3 009-313-038]1252 Allyn Avenue 11,761
3 J4 009-313-005]1242 Allyn Avenue 10,890
3 J5 009-313-044(1230 Allyn Avenue 8,712
3 Jb 009-313-001{1764 Spring Street 5,227
3 J7 009-313-045]1758 Spring Street 6,534
3 J8 009-313-046[1748 Spring Street 6,970
3 J9 009-313-009]1723 Tainter Street 11,326
3 Ji0  |009-313-041]Lot 16,553
3 J1n 009-313-011{1740 Spring Street 13,939
3 J12_ 1009-313-040{1724 Spring Street 7,405
3 J13  |009-313-015]1715 Tainter Street 7,405
3 J14  |009-313-035/1711 Tainter Street 16,117
3 Ji5  |009-313-016]1709 Tainter Street 6,970
3 J16  [009-313-017/1651 Tainter Street 8712
3 J17 009-313-034| 1639 Tainter Street 6,970
3 J18  {009-313-035]1629 Tainter Street 5,227
3 J19  1009-313-025/1611 Tainter Street 6,534
3 J20  [009-313-026|1257 Stockton Street 5,663
3 J21 009-313-037|1670 Spring Strest 6,970
3 J22  1009-313-023[1664 Spring Street 10,454
3 J23  |009-313-027]1243 Stockton Street 10,454
3 J24  1009-313-028]1227 Stockton Street 6,098
3 J25  |009-313-029]1219 Stockton Street 6,098
3 J26  |009-313-030{1213 Stockton Street 6,098
3 J27 1009-313-013|1706 Spring Street 7,405
3 J28  1009-313-012]1712 Spring Street 17,860
3 J29  1009-313-020]1650 Spring Street 17,424
3 J30  ]009-313-042{1660 Spring Street 6,534
3 J31 009-313-021{1640 Spring Street 8,712
3 J32  1009-313-043]1626 Spring Street 11,326
3 433 |009-313-031]1420 Spring Street 6,970
3 J34  ]009-313-033]1209 Stockton Street 6,098
Total 1,876,267

[# of Parcels 194 |

|Average Parcel Sq. Ft. Pro-Split 9,671]

|# of Lots Past Split 195 |

|Average Parcel Sq. Ft. Post-Split 9,622 |

|increass in Lot Density 0.52%]
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1837 Pine Street, St. Helena

Neighborhood Lot Size Analysis
Street Frontage - Map 1

Street
Frontage
Map Page Parcel Key| Parcel No. Address (Lineal Feet)
1 B1 009-303-001]1881 Madrona Avenue 68
1 B2 009-303-002]1875 Madrona Avenue 62
1 B3 009-303-003[1865 Madrona Avenue 50
1 B4 009-303-004]1859 Madrona Avenue 50
1 BS 009-303-005}1851 Madrona Avenue 50
1 B6 009-303-006]1837 Madrona Avenue 107
1 B7 009-303-007[1659 Allyn Avenue 65
1 B8 009-303-008]1547 Allyn Avenue 65
1 B9 009-303-009{1533 Allyn Avenue 65
1 B10  ]009-303-010{1521 Allyn Avenue 65
1 B11  ]009-303-011]1515 Allyn Avenue 65
1 B12 ]|009-303-012|1501 Allyn Avenue 65
1 B13 |009-303-017[1856 Pine Street 65
1 B14 |009-303-016|1852 Pine Street 75
1 B15 ]009-303-015/1842 Pine Street 65
1 B16 |009-303-014{1527 Allyn Avenue Flag
1 B17 |009-303-013|1832 Pine Street 65
1 C1 009-304-014]1853 Pine Street 55
1 C2  |009-304-015|Lot Flag
1 C3 009-304-002]1849 Pine Street 75
1 C4  |009-304-004|1435 Allyn Avenue 129
1 C5  ]009-304-005/1431 Allyn Avenue 65
1 Cé6  |009-304-006(1427 Allyn Avenue 65
1 c7 009-304-013]1405 Adams Street 56
1 C8 009-304-012]1800 Adams Street 79
1 C9 |009-304-008|1830 Adams Street 62
1 C10 |009-304-009{1856 Adams Street 65
1 Al 009-301-006|1895 Madrona Avenue 75
1 A2 009-301-005|1544 Hudson Avenue 75
1 A3 009-301-004{1530 Hudson Avenue 75
1 Ad 009-301-003]1522 Hudson Avenue 50
1 A5 009-301-002|1512 Hudson Avenue 50
1 Ab 009-301-001|1504 Hudson Avenue 50
Page 10f 3
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1837 Pine Street, St. Helena

Neighborhood Lot Size Analysis
Street Frontage - Map 1

Page 55

Street
Frontage
Map Page |Parcel Key| Parcel No. Address (Lineal Feet)
1 A7 009-302-006|1450 Hudson Avenue 98
1 A8 009-302-004]|1438 Hudson Avenue 75
1 A9 009-302-003]1428 Hudson Avenue 75
1 A10 |009-302-002{1414 Hudson Avenue 75
1 A11  1009-302-001|1864 Adams Street 33
1 D1 009-305-046|Lot 65
1 D2  |009-305-045]1550 Allyn Avenue 65
1 D3 |009-305-044]1540 Allyn Avenue 65
1 D4  ]009-305-009]1530 Allyn Avenue 65
1 D5 009-305-008|1516 Allyn Avenue 65
1 D6 009-305-007{1504 Allyn Avenue 65
1 D7 009-305-006]1460 Allyn Avenue 65
1 D8  |009-305-005{1450 Allyn Avenue 65
1 D9 009-305-004|1440 Allyn Avenue 64
1 D10  [009-305-003]{1428 Allyn Avenue 64
1 D11 ]009-305-002|1416 Allyn Avenue 64
1 D12  ]1009-305-001]1404 Allyn Avenue 64
1 D13 |009-305-047{Lot 80
1 D14 |009-305-011({1701 Madrona Avenue 57
1 D15 |009-305-041{1629 Madrona Avenue Flag
1 D16 }009-305-040]1635 Madrona Avenue 102
1 D17 |009-305-038(1621 Madrona Avenue 60
1 D18 |009-305-037|1611 Madrona Avenue 84
1 D19 ]009-305-036|1525 Stockton Street 71
1 D20 |009-305-014|1515 Stockton Street 80
1 D21 |009-305-048|1740 Pine Street 87
1 D22 |009-305-049|1730 Pine Street 69
1 D23 ]009-305-050]1700 Pine Street 87
1 D24  |009-305-015|1511 Stockton Street 40
1 D25 |009-305-016(1505 Stockton Street 103
1 D26 |009-305-017|1467 Stockton Street 50
1 D27 }009-305-018|1457 Stockton Street 52
1 D28 |009-305-019|1445 Stockton Street 60
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1837 Pine Street, St. Helena

Neighborhood Lot Size Analysis
Street Frontage - Map 1

Street
Frontage
Map Page |Parcel Key| Parcel No. Address (Lineal Feet)
1 D29 |009-305-020|1443 Stockton Street 52
1 D30 |009-305-021]|1441 Stockton Street 52
1 D31 009-305-031/1731 Pine Street 45
1 D32 |009-305-033|1721 Pine Street 41
1 D33 |009-305-035|1711 Pine Street 50
1 D34 |009-305-052|1705 Pine Street 65
1 D35 |009-305-051|1701 Pine Street 67
1 D36 |009-305-030]1706 Adams Street 65
1 D37 |009-305-029]1662 Adams Street 50
1 D38 |009-305-028|1652 Adams Street 50
1 D39 |009-305-029|1644 Adams Street 50
1 D40 |009-305-026]|1636 Adams Street 50
1 D41 |009-305-025/1628 Adams Street 50
1 D42 |009-305-024]|1624 Adams Street 50
1 D43  |009-305-023]1421 Stockton Street 50
1 D44 |009-305-022|1600 Adams Street 50
Total 5,141
# of Parcels (excludes flag lots) 79
Average Width of Street Frontage 65
Current Width of 1837 Pine St. 120.5
Page 3of 3
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Address Parcel Size (sf) House Size (sf)*

1837 Pine Street (As Proposed)
Front Parcet 7,366 2,276
Rear Parcel 7,620 2,345

AVERAGE 7,493 2,311
1832 Pine Street 4,257 607
1837 Pine Street 16,948 1,910
1842 Pine Street 11,441 2,342
1849 Pine Street 12,402 1,623
1852 Pine Street 13,832 1,590
1853 Pine Street 6,147 994
1856 Pine Street 11,532 3,804
1427 Allyn Avenue 8,245 1,456
1431 Allyn Avenue 10,102 1,057
1435 Allyn Avenue 18,550 2000
1501 Allyn Avenue 9,442 1,350
1515 Allyn Avenue 9,276 2,224
1521 Allyn Avenue 8,805 1,160
1527 Allyn Avenue 12,067 3,407
1533 Allyn Avenue 10,107 3,012
1547 Allyn Avenue 9,300 660
1659 Allyn Avenue 8,771 888
1800 Adams Street 10,063 2,828
1830 Adams Street 17,306 2,840
1856 Adams Street 10,148 1,550
1864 Adams Street 4,793 944
1414 Hudson Avenue 11,685 660
1428 Hudson Avenue 9,413 3,006
1438 Hudson Avenue 11,427 1,557
1450 Hudson Avenue 14,133 3,042
1504 Hudson Avenue 7,294 643
1512 Hudson Avenue 7,115 950
1522 Hudson Avenue 6,939 974
1530 Hudson Avenue 10,432 3,606
1895 Madrona Street 11,394 2,088
1881 Madrona Street 12,728 2,228
1875 Madrona Street 11,878 844
1865 Madrona Street 9,236 1,215
1859 Madrona Street 10,025 2,287
1851 Madrona Street 9,173 1,504
1837 Madrona Street 13,533 1,400

AVERAGE 10,554 1,785

*Does not include garage space as garages vary in size and have a 200-sf exe
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Note: 1853 Pine Street (4,000-sf lot) and 1405 Allyn Ave. are not included in
undeveloped and would therefore bias the analysis. 1544 Hudson is also omi
available.

SOURCE: Napa County Assessor's Office: September 4, 2014.
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Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.)

0.31

0.31
0.31

0.14
0.11
0.20
0.13
0.11
0.16
0.33
0.18
0.10
0.11
0.14
0.24
0.13
0.28
0.30
0.07
0.10
0.28
0.16
0.15
0.20
0.06
0.32
0.14
0.22
0.09
0.13
0.14
0.35
0.18
0.18
0.07
0.13
0.23
0.16
0.10

0.17

mption.
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this analysis as they are
itted as no house size information is
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Attachment 8

Victor Carniglia

From: Lynda Burton <burtonfamilylaw@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 1:17 PM

To: Victor Carniglia

Cc: Lynda Burton

Subject: PL14-024

Dear Planning Commission,

Thank you for the notice of the request by MDK Homes to subdivide 1837 Pine Street into two separate
parcels.

I reside at 1501 Allyn Avenue, across the street for the subject property. I will be out of town and unable to
attend the August 19th meeting when this matter will be considered.

I am, therefore, sending this email to register my strongest possible objection to the proposal. Not only will
the addition of a second dwelling add to our already overburdened water supply, but such a plan will
detrimentally impact the character of the neighborhood.

I was born in St. Helena and raised in the house on Allyn Avenue where I now reside. Obviously there have
been many changes in town and in our neighborhood. To their credit, many of the newer residents have taken
great pains to build or enlarge the older homes while respecting the qualities that drew them to St. Helena in the
first place. Unfortunately, this proposed project at 1837 Pine Street does not appear to be one of them.

Thank you for your careful review of this project.
Lynda M. Burton

Attorney at Law
Telephone: 707.963.4093

1
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Aaron Hecock
e

From: Michael Bothwell <mal.bothwell@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 10:33 PM

To: Aaron Hecock; m.bothwell@sbcglobal.net
Subject: 1837 Pine St.

To Whom It May Concern,

Iam a 16 year resident of St. Helena (8 years at 1504 Hudson Ave and 8 years at 1431 Allyn Ave). Itis my
understanding that the lot 1837 Pine Street has been sold to a developer with plans to split the lot and build two 2 story
homes on the lot.

I am writing to object the approval of this plan. One of the great attributes to the West side of St. Helena are the
large spread out lots. These lots give neighbors space and privacy to enjoy where they live. Splitting the lot and building
2 story houses on one designed lot destroys what is so great about these neighborhoods. You now have crammed two
homes onto one lot eliminating the feeling of space and a peaceful environment. The 2 story homes will now rise above
my fence line and any form of backyard privacy I've had in the past is gone. Over the years | have enjoyed my views of
the Western hills from my bedroom window. Development of 2 story homes on the lot directly behind me will eliminate
my views of the hills, changing the aesthetics of my home forever. Once plans of this kind are approved it sets a
precedent for future developers to refer to. If it was done at 1837 Pine St. why can't it be done elsewhere. It is approval
of these types of plans that will change the beauty and face of St. Helena.

I ask you please reconsider approving these plans for hopes of preserving a beautiful, peaceful and spacious St.
Helena. Thank you for your consideration. If you would like to talk with me further regarding the matter please feel
free to call: 967-8632.

Sincerely,
Michael Bothwell
Resident 1431 Allyn Ave

Sent from my iPad
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Aaron Hecock
= e ——————— ———————

From: Randy Chase <rbchase4@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 12:16 PM
To: Aaron Hecock

Subject: proposed development of 1837 Pine St.

We are the owners of 1431 and 1435 Allyn Ave the two properties adjacent to the subject property on the
east side. We also own 1438 and 1504 Hudson well within the 300 ft. radius in question. Our family has owned
these properties for 3 generations (almost 100 years) and are opposed to the proposed development for various
reasons.

The proposed lot split and use permit
would allow for two large 2 story homes along our back fence. This would effectively and forever eliminate any
and all privacy in
our backyards.

The ability to enjoy our own backyards with a
reasonable expectation of privacy would no longer be the case .Both new homes would have a commanding
view of any and all activities on our properties. Instead of enjoying an awe inspiring mountain view that we
now have,we will have a view of 2 large 2 story houses and their inhabitants watching over us from above.
We're not sure how this will increase our families quality of life. The appeal and value of our properties will be
compromised and cost us not only our tranquility but reduce the future enjoyment, appeal and value of our
properties, putting our substantial investment at
risk.

Werent 3 of our properties at rents well below even what St. Helena considers affordable housing
rates. Our tenants are all long term citizen of our beautiful city but can only live here because of our low rents.
Their views and privacy would also be effected. Our future ability to rent these properties would be reduced
when we could no longer offer the views and privacy a single family should provide. For these reasons alone a
lot split and use permit should be denied. Our neighborhood consists mostly of modest older bungalows and
ranch style single level homes on large lots. Allowing two large two story homes with two additional rental
units and pools on smaller high density lots is not consistent with the look, feel, character and design of the
neighborhood. It only makes sense and fits in if you are a developer trying to maximize your profit with no
regard for the effects on others as long as it doesn't adversely effects your bottom line. The planning
commissions own stated objective is to preserve and protect our neighborhoods and protect us from
unwarranted non conforming development which is what is being
proposed.

Replacing a single family home with two larger homes and two rental units
is a seriously faulty plan. As it always seems, St.Helena is in a Phase 1 water emergency and barely escaped
another round of rationing. Whereas the city is restricting water use, water conservation is mandated,
everyone's landscaping is dead or dying from lack of water and we are constantly urged to save as much water
as possible. When a large percentage of existing homes are not primary residences and vacant most of the time,
St.Helena still cannot provide enough water for full time residents. If all the existing homes were occupied full
time where would all that additional water supply come from. Are the existing citizens suppose to completely
do without to provide additional water for these new homes. In a city with an inadequate water supply these
people think its perfectly reasonable to add more residential customers and two more swimming pools. They
can justifying it by saying we're water neutral, our development won't use any additional water. By paying a
fee, adding it to the price of the house( a cost of doing business) and let the city provide the extra water needed
for three additional housing units, landscaping and swimming pools now and in the future this way

1
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their helping the city and being good citizens. Paying into a mitigation fund doesn't provide one additional

gallon of water for my family. The city couldn't provide water to fill a new public pool for all its citizens, but
we should provide whatever water is needed so a developer's spec home is more desirable ensuring a higher
profit. Sure they'll truck in water to fill the pools the first time then as everyone knows the pool which is
suppose to be use outside water sources will be kept filled with city water from the hose. Paying a fee doesn't
Justify or excuse your poor judgement commonly referred to as immoral, self centered, egotistical

behavior.

At some point we the
citizens of St.Helena have to make a decision, do we stand up for whats right morally and treat each other as
equals and have a stake in whats happening in our city and preserve it or do we let these with the most money
and influence dictate the look and direction of our community. Do we want the friendly small town like
we use to have or are we going to allow them to continue turning us into another Carmel or Marin because
were are almost there. Do we want to live in a small town , a tourist trap, or an enclave for the ultra rich. Do
we want or need more people whose way of dealing with problems or getting things done their way is always let
me write you a check how many zeros do you
need.

In discussing this proposal with our
neighbors (the ones we could contact, most knew nothing about it) they are against the proposal. We received
our postcard on August 9th and have to respond by the 15th. No plans or information will be posted on the city
website until the last day to respond. If you;re out of town or not paying close attention it is almost impossible
to make an informed decision without making a special trip or taking time off work to physically go to city hall.
We have asked ourselves whats the big hurry to get the entire project approved all the permits and reviews at
one meeting with little or no notice? Answer maybe know one will notice and we can get this finished before
anyone notices or has a chance to see any of the information or oppose it Objective get this ill conceived
approved before anyone realizes whats happen. This already occurred
across the street and now we have as the building dept. calls it a spaceship, nobody received any notice and
their remodel was a complete tear down we are now stuck with an ultra modem monstrosity on our block. The
property is a eyesore that everyone hates. If your
commission does not out right reject all aspects of this proposal as it should we are at least asking for a delay so
that everybody has a chance to at least see to plans and has the opportunity for input and
comment.

RANDALL AND
BERNADETTE CHASE

2
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Aaron, Claire, Tosca and Izzie Pott
1849 Pine Street
Saint Helena, CA 94574

August 14th, 2014.

To the members of the Planning Commission for Saint Helena, concerning
proposals for property development at 1837 Pine Street,

Dear members of the planning committee,

We bought and moved in to our home at 1849 Pine Street ayear ago (from around
the corner at Stockton street where we had lived for the previous S years). We were
delighted with the house; a 1700 square foot “un-remodeled” (and thus affordable)
mid-century single level home with 3 bedrooms and 2 baths, perfect for a family
with two young kids to bang around in. Even better, we have a lovely big yard
which the kids play in constantly. There are always 2 or 3 projects going on back
there: atree house, a trampoline fort, fairy houses, a chicken maze, something
involving a Barbie in a roller skate and ramps of old drainpipe. ... you name it.! And
in the evenings we love to sit in the yard and admire the views to the south east and
west. We can see dozens of trees and treetops stretching as far as the redwoods at
the Elementary school to the east of us.

Until now, the only drawback with this house was the lack of neighbors, particularly
other children for our kids to share this yard with. On our street, 3 of the other 6
houses are weekend homes.

When the home similar to ours next door at 1837 Pine Street came up for sale we
told everyone we knew, hoping that we could entice another family to move in even
though the price was well over a million (because of it's “potential”). So, when we
heard it sold to a local family we were excited. But recently our hopes were dashed;
the owners met with us last week and showed us their proposal to split the lot next
door and build a 2500-3000 square foot house on each new parcel, both of which
will be 2 stories high!. They told us that both these houses will be “spec” homes
with very high end finishes and each of which they anticipate selling for around
$1000 dollars per square foot. If any of our local family friends couldn’t afford the

original house, then they certainly won’t be able to afford either of the new ones.

The size of these houses in each case is the “maximum” allowed under the FAR rule,
and once the required driveways and garages are putin - and of course the
obligatory ‘pool’ - it's hard to see how there will be any room for any kind of usable
or enjoyable private yard. But hangona minute, these houses are bigger even than
that: turns out that the ‘guest units’ that each home includes are in fact, “officially”

1 please refer to my photos and artists rendering of our view before and after attached.
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affordable housing units - so what we are facing is in fact not two, but FOUR houses
being built next door. Something tells me it is highly unlikely that either of these
“affordable” units will ever be truly available to local people.

We therefore hereby formally submit our objection to this project on the grounds

that:

a.

The lot split would require a flag lot - the driveway for which would go right
past our bedroom window and along the side of our house (which is set very
close to the property line on that side)

Our block was originally characterized by modest, predominately single level
homes on large lots. This project would radically change the character of the
neighborhood by changing the density and could lead to a domino effect of
other homeowners selling out and doing the same - so we end up marooned
in a demographic desert of homes suitable only for weekenders.

The houses to be built in the rear would entirely abliterate our eastern views
Portions of both units of the rear house will have second floor windows that
peer right down in to our back yard - destroying our privacy. Particularly
the affordable unit which has no perceivable outdoor space except for the
stairway leading up to the front door which is on our side and ten feet from
our fence.

This project will require the use of at least 4 times the current water usage of
the present house. Much of the proposed landscaping is very thirsty and
non-native.

Neither of the homes proposes the use of any recycled or reclaimed
materials, or sustainable resources.

The position of the sun has not been taken in to account; the rear home has a
western facing two-story window which will just flood the house with heat
on sunny afternoons (we have a small window that faces the same direction
and we have to have it blinded all the time). And potentially the glare from
those windows will shine in to our yard.

The designation of the two guest units as affordable housing is just a cynical
ploy - and affects precisely the inverse of what the policy is supposed to
achieve.

Thank you for considering our comments, we look forward to seeing you at
Tuesdays meeting to discuss this further. Sincerely,

The Pott Family "‘ /T/Cj S C & ‘ i ‘
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Aaron Hecock
%

From: Jeannie Moretti <jeanimor@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 4:54 PM

To: Aaron Hecock

Cc: Victor Carniglia

Subject: PL14-024

Dear Sirs,

I'am writing to you because | am unable to attend the Planning Commission Meeting on 8/19/14. | own the property
(1832 Pine St.), directly across from this proposed project.

| assumed that once the site at 1837 Pine St. sold that it would be very likely that the home and outbuildings would be
demolished to make room for a new residence. That is no surprise,

BUT, creating a flag lot and TWO!! 2-story residences on 2 new parcels is too much. It is the 2-story structures that |
oppose the most. They would be towering over adjacent yards and homes--infringing on privacy. What is the need for
a flag lot, anyway? Seems uncessary since there is wonderful street access.

I love the open and spacious view from my little house where | can even see tall trees in the distance. The thought of
looking out at two large structures is repugnant to me. The isa quiet, quaint little St. Helena street.—the kind that
attracts newcomers BECAUSE of it's quiet, sweet charm. Please do not allow 2 big clunkers to shoot up, simply because
the parcels can accomodate them being squeezed in.

CAN these structures be accommodated? -what about the dire situation of WATER?? The news of water shortages and
the drought in CA is well-known, even on the national level. Why would this proposed new development even be
considered at this point in time.

Please note that | used the word "development". On this little street, that is what this proposed project is.

I implore you to ask for revisions to the original plan submitted to you--the main one being to block 2-story structures. |
would even go as far as to limiting it to one residence. Also, please no pools.

I thank you for all that you do in trying to maintain the balance between investment and the integrity of our wonderful
town. I'm curious, though. How did the plans for 1842 get approved????? A bit out of place, don't you think?

Sincerely,

Jeannie Moretti (owner -- 1832 Pine Street)
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From: Jake Scheideman <jake(@sthelenacyclery.com>

Date: August 19, 2014 at 1:02:33 PM EDT

To: "matthewh(@cityofsthelena.org" <matthewh(@cityofsthelena.org>
Subject: Pine St Application

Hi Matt,

I'm not in town tonight for the Commission meeting, but wanted to voice my strong opposition
for this proposed building project by MDK Homes on Pine St. This is nothing more than a home
to be used as a "VRBO/Airbnb" rental in our residential neighborhood. Already the weekend
parties by renters and 2nd homers is impacting our quality of life in the area.

Our city is changing rapidly, less full timers and more renters or weekenders who have no
responsibility or respect to our neighborhood or city. I am delivering bikes to more and more of
these "converted" single family homes - used solely as vacation units for large groups. At night I
hear more and more parties from homes without full time residents.

While you might not have control of these "conversions" you surely have control of a planned
project and micro development and lot splits in a family and residential neighborhood. Another
example of the wrong type of development and adding nothing to our community....yet taking
away more and more.

While I will not be there tonight, I strongly protest the approval of this application to split the
small lot and develop more vacation units in our small city.

Sincerely,
Jake Scheideman

St Helena Cyclery
707-483-3852
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SEBASTIAN LANE

1414 HUDSON AVENUE
ST. HELENA, CA 94574
707.328.8207 TEL
SEBASTIANLANE®
GMAIL.COM

September 2, 2014

Planning Commission
City of St. Helena
1480 Main Street

St. Helena, CA 94574

RE: Subdivision of 1837 Pine Street

Dear Commissioner:

I reside at 1414 Hudson Avenue, approximately 150 feet from the
proposed lot split and development of two spec houses. I am writing to
strongly oppose the application, to urge you to listen to the many
voices from the neighborhood, and deny it.

The project is not consistent with the General Plan. The project as
proposed is in no way consistent with the scale and character of our
older residential neighborhood. If it were, you would not see the
nearly unanimous opposition from those that reside in close proximity
to the project. One new residence would be consistent with the
neighborhood and General Plan, but two is not.

While the Applicant/Developer has every right to do business and make
a profit, their ownership is highly temporary. The opposition that is
voicing its collective concern is comprised of the permanent residents
whom will have to live with whatever is ultimately approved on the
property. The Developer’s motivation is to get the biggest project
with the most possible profit approved, which also leaves the
permanent residents with the biggest impact to our neighborhood. The
Developer makes the profit, but the residents bear the long term
expense.

The tax records indicate that the existing home located on the parcel
is 1910 square feet. I understand the Application to ask for 5404
square feet of new residences under roof, plus garages, plus pools.
This is a massive increase of new buildings, pools, and
infrastructure. It is inconsistent with the neighborhood, which is why
the neighborhood opposes it.
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SEBASTIAN LANE

1414 HUDSON AVENUE
ST. HELENA, CA 94574
707.328.8207 TEL
SEBASTIANLANE®@
GMAIL.COM

Please listen to the strong voices of the permanent residents in the
neighborhood opposing this project in its current form. We live in our
homes full time, we send our children to St. Helena schools, we shop
in St. Helena, we vote in St. Helena, and we intend to stay in St.
Helena.

This project, as currently planned, will have a permanent negative
effect on our neighborhood. I urge you to please deny it and urge the
Applicant to build one residence, make a modest profit, and preserve
the character and integrity of the neighborhood that we live in.

Regards,

= Z

Sebastian Lane

Page 80



Attachment 8

Chair Matthew Heil

City of St. Helena Planning Commission
1480 Main Street

St. Helena, CA 94574

RE: 1837 Pine Street Subdivision

Dear Chair Heil,

We are the Pott family and reside at 1849 Pine Street. Our family is the adjacent
neighbor to the west of the proposed subdivision and project development located
at 1837 Pine Street in St. Helena (“Project”). The Project proposes to demolish a
single story ranch style house, and split the existing 16,686 square foot lot into two
lots. The subdivision would create a 9,066 square foot lot and a 7,620 square foot
lot.

On the 9,066 square foot lot, the applicant proposes to build a 2,276 square foot two
story house, with a guest unit of 383 square feet, a 400 square foot garage, and a
swimming pool.

On the second parcel, which is a flag lot, the applicant is proposing to build a 2,345
square foot two story residence, a 400 square foot detached garage, plus a
swimming pool.

Both of the parcels are proposing to build structures that maximize the Floor Area
Ratio (“F.A.R.") allowed in Medium Density Residential Zoning in the City of St.
Helena.

Since the applicant is asking to split an existing lot, demolish an existing ranch house
and build two extremely large two story houses that push the limits of the allowable
Floor Area Ratio, we have several concerns regarding the Project as it currently
stands, which we will discuss in this communication.

Inadequate Environmental Analysis:

The staff report for the Project states that, “Section 15315, Class 15 addresses the
proposed lot split which provides for the division of property in urbanized areas zoned
for residential use into four or fewer parcels when the division is in conformance with
the General Plan and zoning.” If the Project is analyzed in its entirety, we believe
there are several aspects of this Project that are in stark contrast to the City of St.
Helena General Plan, and at the very least additional environmental analysis is
required to determine how significant the Project impacts will be on the neighbors,
the surrounding environment, and the city as a whole.

Inconsistencies with the City of St. Helena General Plan:

There are several sections of the City of St. Helena 1993 General Plan that discuss
preserving and protecting the character of St. Helena when analyzing new projects.
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In Section 4.0, the Community design element, some of the Community Character
Concepts are:

“The special nature of St. Helena should be protected and carefully enhanced. This
means that the pattern of development and streets, and the design of sites and
structures should be sympathetic and complementary to historic and distinctive
neighborhoods of the city”

Section 4.3.4 states “Strengthen community identity by appropriate building design,
size, and site landscaping.”

Section 4.3.5 states “Require future residential development to conform to the pattern
and density of older, neighboring areas of town in order to complement existing town
character....”

Also, there is a guiding policy in the Residential Section 2.6.15 which states:

“Encourage new residential development in all density ranges that is consistent with

the scale and character of the older districts of the City, particularly the
neighborhoods west of Main Street”

These General Plan sections use the specific words: protect, enhance,
sympathetic, complement, strengthen, and conform, in regards to how a new
project is supposed to interact with the existing neighborhood and community.
With this subdivision development, the applicant is proposing to build a Project that
entirely contradicts these principles, and fails to consider the surrounding

neighborhood in the Project’s design.

The applicant is proposing to build several over-sized two story structures that push
the limits of the Floor Area Ratio for the parcels. With this Project, the applicant is
solely focused on maximizing their profits, without any concern for enhancing the
character of the community or conforming with the “special nature of St. Helena”.

Here is a table showing the average FAR for each of the housing blocks defined in the
map of our ‘neighborhood” (data based on property tax records derived from

homes.com)

Housing block map ref (see staff report) Average lot size
A block 9543
B Block 10275
C Block 11219
D Block average 9781

Block C is the block in which the proposed development site sits. The proposed
development will result in one lot of 9066* square feet and one of 7620 sf.
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*Note that the useable area of the front lot is diminished to 7366 due to the utility and
access easement to the rear parcel.

Under the analysis for the Use Permit the staff report admits that the lot split will
result in two parcels that:

1. Are below/well below the average parcel size in the immediate area.

2. Are 2 story homes that push the maximum limit for their FAR in an area that
is a mix of one and two story homes at a much lower intensity and F.A.R.
Here is a table I drew up of the FAR of each home currently on our block:

Address Map ref. Lot size Home size FAR

1853 Pine cl 6098 994 16.3
LoT c2 3920 0 0
1849 Pine c3 12197 1623 13.3
1435 Allen c4 18731 2000 10.6
1431 Allen c5 10019 1057 10.5
1427 Allen c6 8276 1456 17.9
1405 Adams c7 10019 0 0
1800 Adams c8 10019 2828 28.2
1830 Adams c9 17424 2840 16.3
1856 Adams c10 10019 1550 15.8
1837 Pine cl1 16686 1910 11.4

The red area shows the other split lot on our block and the FAR of the resulting
parcels. The area in blue is the property under proposal, showing the FAR of the
current structure. Only one house exceeds 20% FAR and none at all exceed
30%.

I believe the maximum allowed FAR in St. Helena MR is 33%. According to the
proposal the FAR of the rear parcel will be precisely the absolute maximum allowed
33.4% and that of the front parcel also precisely the maximum allowed According
to my calculations there are NO other houses in the entire region that approach
anywhere near such density - it is most certainly NOT the norm for the
neighborhood.

Here is a table showing the lot size for each house, and a calculation of the FAR for

every house that is as small or smaller than the proposed rear lot.

Map ref. lot size Sq ft house FAR
D3 10890
D4 10890
DS 10890
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D6

D7

D8

D9

D10
D11
D12
D14
D15
D16
D17
D18
D19
D20
D21
D22
D23
D24
D25
D26
D27
D28
D29
D30
D31
D32
D33
D34
D35
D36
D37
D38
D39
D40
D41
D42
D43
D44

AVERAGE LOT
SIZE of BLOCK

Bl
b2
b3
b4

12197
10890
10890
12197
10019
11761
11326
22216
13068
12197
7841
6098
5663
10019
11761
10019
10890
6534
12632
6098
6534
7405
6543
6098
13504
7841
7405
15246
13068
7841
7405
8276
14810
7841
6970
7405
10890
4356

9781.5

12632
11761

9148
10019

835
805

1255

1203
1468
1292
1046
1036

1181

1220

940

Page 84

Attachment 8

13.7
14.2

19.2
19.7
22.46
17.4

159
16.9

15.9

17.5

215



b5
b6
b7
b8
b9
b10
b1l
b12
b13
b14
b15
b16
b17
AVERAGE

Map ref. Lot size
cl

c2

c3

c4

c5

c6

c7

c8

c9

cl0

cl1
AVERAGE

al
a2
a3
a4
a5
a6
a7

9148
13504
8712
9148
10019
8712
9148
9583
11326
13939
11326
12197
4356
10275

6098

3920
12197
18731
10019

8276
10019
10019
17424
10019
16686
11219

11326
10454
10454
6970
6970
7405
13939

607

Home size

994

0
1623
2000
1057
1456

0
2828
2840
1550
1910

974
950
643
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13.9

16.3

13.3
10.6
10.5
17.9

28.2
16.3
15.8
11.4

13.9
13.6
8.8
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ag 11326
a9 9583
alo 11761
all 4792 944 19.6
AVERAGE 9543

Further considerations:

e Ifthe house on the rear lot is built as proposed we will entirely lose our
views of the eastern trees and hills

e Both houses incorporate huge, two story windows which face respectively
south east and north west. I am concerned that they are a design mistake
that will result in a much lower efficiency rating; I have a small window that
faces north west and I have to keep it blinded all afternoon to prevent a solar
oven forming inside my house.

e There is also a risk of reflective glare in to neighbor’s yards from such large
windows.

e These houses are not being constructed by a family for their own use, this is
only a speculative business venture seeking to maximize profit for the
developers, while passing on hidden costs (degradation of privacy, views,
neighborhood character) to the neighbors left behind.

We believe that this Project completely contradicts the intent of the 1993 General
Plan, and therefore the Categorical Exemption may not be used for this Project.
Without further environmental analysis, the applicant, the planning staff and the
Planning Commission are not properly reviewing the visual, noise, traffic, and light
pollution impacts that this subdivision could create.

Without a proper and in depth California Environmental Quality Act analysis, the
Planning Commission is operating without knowing all of the potential
environmental impacts.

This Project does not conform to the character of the community. The Project

proposes a subdivision, two oversized two story houses which push the limits of the
Floor Area Ratio, plus a flag lot. If this Project is approved as proposed, the only
party that would benefit from the project is the developer/applicant. The rest of
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the community and the City of St. Helena, would be left with two over impacted lots,
which fail to fit in with the character of the existing community.

In this letter, we have provided you with several areas of the General Plan which
aim to prevent this type of overdevelopment in St. Helena. Please follow the guiding
principles of the General Plan, and deny this proposed Project.

Sincerely,

Aaron and Claire Pott
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DELTA CONSULTING & ENGINEERING Attachment 9
OF ST. HELENA

I BACKGROUND & INTRODUCTION

The Pine Street Residence is in the City of Saint Helena at 1837 Pine Street and is proposing to
demolish an existing three bedroom residence with a swimming pool, obtain a tentative parcel map
to divide the property in half, and propose a four bedroom residence and swimming pool on each
property for a total of two swimming pools and two four bedroom residences. In order to be
compliant with the City of Saint Helena's current definition of ‘Safe Water Yield', the development is
required to be water neutral. This means the post-construction water use of a property must be
less than or equal to the pre-construction water use.

This report discusses the existing and proposed internal water demand for the project, with a focus
on water reduction measures.
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I, WATER-USE ANALYSIS

A. Baseline Water Use

1.

External Water Use

For this project, the extemnal water use will be the existing swimming pool and the existing
landscaping. Per request from the City of St. Helena's Public Work department, the swimming
pool evaporation loss is calculated at 0.5% daily volume loss from the total pool volume. The
pool area is 431 feet and is assumed to have an average depth of 4.5 feet for a total volume of
1,958 cubic feet. The swimming pool's evaporation loss is 0.5% of 1958 cubic feet which is
approximately 73 gallons per day.

The existing landscaping is approximately 431 square feet based on survey measurements.
The landscaping uses drip irrigation and per calculations in appendix B, the daily water use for
the drip irrigation is 7 gallons per day. The total existing external water use is from the
swimming pool and the landscaping drip irrigation system which is approximately 80 gallons
per day.

Internal Water Use

The existing domestic water flows for the property are derived within the existing three-
bedroom residence. According to the current St. Helena Water Policy, the existing interal
baseline flow for the property are able to be estimated using the Napa County Department of
Environmental Management (NCDEM) Requlations for Design, Construction, and Installation
of Altemative Sewage Treatment Systems. These regulations specify the demand effiuent flow
for a residence as 150 gallons per day per bedroom. See the table below for the annual
baseline water use:

ESTIMATED INTERNAL WATER USE

Gallons | Acre Feet
Daily Annual Annual
Internal 450 164,250 051

Total 450 164250 051

Based on the above table, the existing intemal water use is approximately 450 gallons per day
or 0.51 acre-feet of water per year.
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3. Total Baseline Water Use

The total external water use is approximately 80 gallons per day and the internal water is
approximately 450 gallons per day. Therefore, the existing baseline water use is 530 gallons
per day or 0.60 acre-feet of water per year. See the table below for a summary for the existing
baseline water use for the property.

ESTIMATED BASELINE WATER USE

Gallons | Acre Feet
Daily Annual Annual
External 80 29,187 0.09
Intemal 450 164,250 0.51
Total 530 193,437 0.60

B. Proposed Water Demand with Water Reduction Measures
1. External Water Use

Two swimming pools and a landscaping drip irrigation system are proposed. The swimming
pool's evaporation loss is calculated at 0.5% daily volume loss from the total pool volume in a
similar process as the existing swimming pool. The two swimming pool areas are 425 square
and 465 square feet and are assumed to have an average depth of 4.5 feet for a total volume
of 4,005 cubic feet. The total swimming pool evaporation loss is 0.5% of 4,005 cubic feet which
is approximately 150 gallons per day.

After reviewing the Pine Street Residence plans prepared by Architect Kadello & Larseon and
Landscape Architect Phil Manoukian & Associates found in Appendix A, the proposed
landscaping is approximately 5,600 square feet. Based on the calculations in Appendix B, the
estimated proposed landscape irrigation water use is 56 gallons per day.

By proposing the two new swimming pools and the landscaping drip irigation system, the
external water use will increase by 206 gallons per day.
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2. Internal Water Use

The Pine Street Residence proposes to install low flow water efficient fixtures and appliances
in both of the proposed residence’s bathroom and kitchen faucet to help offset the increased
water usage. See Appendix C for more information on the low flow water efficient fixtures being
proposed. This report estimates that 2-person will occupy each bedroom for a total of sixteen
persons living in two four bedroom residences. Utilizing water efficient fixtures and technology
in the proposed residences, the daily and annual water demands for the residences after
construction is complete is able to be estimated as follows:

PROPOSED RESIDENCE DAILY WATER USE
Total DailyWater | Total Annual Water| Total Annual

Quanlil)i AwrageFlow | Duration |DailyUse Occupan4

Uie Use Water Use

Low Fiow Tailet 1 1,28 gal 3 16 61 gal 22426 gal 0.59 af
LowFlow Lavatory Faucat ] 1.5 gpm 0.25 min 3 16 16 gal 6570 gal 0.15 af
Low Flow Kilchen Faucet 1 15 gpm 4 min 1 16 96 gal 35040 gal 0.80 af
Low Flow Shower Head 1 1.5 gpm 8mn 1 16 192 gal 70080 gal 1.61 af
Bath 1 22 gal 0.1 16 35 gal 12848 gal 0.29 af

Clothes Washer 1 12 gal perload 037 16 7 gal 45930 gal 0.60 af
Dishe Washer 1 4 gal percicle 0.1 16 6 gal 2336 gal 0.05 af
Total 480 gal 175,229 gal 4.02 af

By utilizing low-flow and water efficient fixtures in the residences, the internal water use for the
praperty will be 480 gallons per day.

3. Total Proposed Water Use

The total external proposed water use will be 206 gallons per day and the internal water use
will be 480 gallons per day. Therefore, the total proposed water use for the property will be 686
gallons per day or 0.77 acre feet of water per year. See the table below for a summary for the
proposed water use for the property.

ESTIMATEDPROPOSED WATER USE

Gallons | AcreFeet
Daily Annual Annual
Extemal 206 75,269 0.23
Intemal 480 175,229 0.54
Total 686 250,498 0.77

As the baseline water use for the residence is 530 gallons per day, the proposed water use
exceeds the baseline water use for the property by 156 gallons per day. See the table below
for a water use comparison between the existing and proposed water use.
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WATER DEFICIT

Gallons |  AcreFeet
Daily Annual Annual
Exising Water Use 330 193,437 0.99
Proposed Water Use 686 250,498 0.77
Water Deficit -156 -57,061 -0.18

Because the project is proposing to use more water than what is currently being used, off-site
retrofits are required to mitigate the increased water use of 156 gallons per day.

C. Off-Site Retrofit

The owner proposes to retrofit Villa Corona located at 1138 Main Street and to replace the
bathroom's standard toilet and faucet with a low flow water efficient toilet and faucet. According
to owner Daniel Villasenor, the restaurant has nine employees per day and averages 250
customers per day. For the purpose of this report, it is assumed that half of the customers will be
using the restroom. Comparing the existing and proposed water use in Villa Corona, the daily
and annual water demand after the refrofit is able to be estimated as follows:

VILLA CORONA DAILY WATER USE

Total Daily Water | Tolal Annual Water| Total Annual

0uam{ Awrage Flow | Duration | Daily Use Occupan%

Use Use Water Use

Tolet 1 1.6 gal 1 125 200 gal 73,000 gal 168 af

Employee Use Toailet 1 1.6 gal 3 9 43 gal 15,768 gal 0.36 af

Lawalory Faucel 1 22 gpm 0.25 min 1 125 69 gal 25,093.75 gal 0.58 af

Employes Usa Lavatory Faucet 1 22 gpm 0.25 min k] 9 15 gal 5420 gal 0.12 af
Existing Water Use - T 327ga 19282 gal  274af

Low FlowToitet 1 1.28 gal 1 125 160 gal 58,400 gal 1.34 af

Low Flow Employee Use Tailet 1 1.28 gal 3 9 35 gal 12,614 gal 0.29 af

Low Flow Lawatary Faucel 1 0.5 gpm 0.25 min 1 125 16 gal 5703 gal 013 af

Low Flow Employee Use LawatoryFaucet 1 0.5 gpm 0.25 min 3 9 3 gal 1232 ga! 0.03 af
= Proposed Waler Use hgal 180l TR

By replacing the bathroom'’s standard toilet and faucet in Villa Corona, they are able to save
approximately 113 gallons per day.

Because the water savings isn't sufficient to keep the project at water neutrality, the owner also
proposes to retrofit Ana's Cantina located at 1205 Main Street. The owner proposes to replace
the bathroom's standard faucet and toilet with a low flow water efficient toilet and faucet.
According to the owner, the bar has three employees and 64 customers. For the purpose of this
report, it is assumed that all customers will be using the restroom because of the type of
establishment. Comparing the existing and proposed water use in Ana's Cantina, the daily and
annual water demand after the retrofit is able to be estimated as follows:
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ANA'S CANTINA DAILY WATER USE

Tolal DailyWab:r [ Tol1l Annual Water| Total Annual

Quanﬁl)i Awerage Flow Duraton  |DalyUse Occupam{

Use Use Water Use

Tollet 2 16 gal 1 64 102 gal 37 376 gal 086 al

Employee Use Toret 2 1.6 gal 3 3 14 gal 6,256 gal 0.12af
LawatoryFaucet 2 22 gpm 0.25 min 1 64 35 gal 12,848.00 gal 0.29 af
Employee Use Lavatory Faucet 2 22 gpm 025mn 3 k] 5 gal 1807 gal 0.04 af
Existing Water Use 157 gal 57287 gal 1.32 al

Low FlowT giet 2 1.28 gal 1 64 82 gal 29901 gal 0.69 al

Low Flow Employes Use Tallet 2 1.28 gal 3 3 12 gal 4,205 gal 0.10 af
Low Flow Lavatory Faucet 2 0.5 gpm 0.25 min 1 64 8 ga! 2820 gal 0.07 af
Low Flow Employee Use LawaloryFaucet 2 0.5 gpm 075 min ] 3 1gal 411 gal 0.01 af
Proposed Water Use 103 gal 37,436 ga 086 af

By replacing the bathroom's standard toilet and faucet in Ana's Cantina, they are able to save
approximately 54 gallons per day.

The project is able to remain water neutral by approximately 11 gallons per day by retrofitting Villa
Corona and Ana's Cantina restroom facilities. See the below for a comparison between the
proposed water deficit and off-site retrofit water savings.

WATER SAVINGS

Gallons |  AcreFeet
Daily Annual Annual
Proposed Water Deficit -156 -57,061 0.18
Villa Corona Off-Site Retrofit Water Savings 113 41,333 0.13
Ana's Cantina Of-Site Retrofit Water Savings 54 19,851 0.46
Water Savings 11 4,122 0.41

. CONCLUSION

The proposed remodel to the praperty will not increase the water use on the property if the
recommendations of this report are followed. The estimated proposed water use of 686 gallons per
day is more than estimated existing water use of 530 gallons per day. However, the off-site retrofit
to Viila Corona and Ana's Cantina's restroom facilities saves approximately 168 gallons per day
which will mitigate the increased water use on the property. The post-construction water use will be
less than the pre-construction water use and will meet the City of Saint Helena'’s water neutral
requirements.
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