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Página de resúmenes en español 
Los informes del Gran Jurado en español estarán disponibles en el sitio web del Gran Jurado a partir del 1 de julio de 2025. 

(https://sonoma.courts.ca.gov/general-information/civil-grand-jury/current-year-reports-and-responses) 
A continuación, se presentan resúmenes de los informes. 

Aeropuerto del Condado de Sonoma: Abordando los desafíos y preparándose para el futuro 
El Gran Jurado recomienda actualizaciones estratégicas para el Aeropuerto del Condado de Sonoma el 
Aeropuerto Charles M. Schulz del Condado de Sonoma (STS) ha crecido significativamente en los 
últimos años, atendiendo a más de 770,000 pasajeros en 2024 y convirtiéndose en un enlace de 
transporte vital para la región de North Bay. Un nuevo informe del Gran Jurado Civil reconoce este 
progreso y recomienda actualizaciones estratégicas para ayudar al aeropuerto a mantener el ritmo de su 
crecimiento. Las sugerencias clave incluyen la contratación de una empresa para crear un plan maestro 
basado en el número actual y proyectado de pasajeros, y recomienda una estructura de gestión que 
refleje un aeropuerto de tamaño mediano, no un aeropuerto local de aviación general. 

Enajenación de Bienes Excedentes en el Condado de Sonoma: La gestión del hogar requiere 
tiempo, pero ofrece beneficios a largo plazo 
El Gran Jurado Civil del Condado de Sonoma ha publicado sus conclusiones sobre la gestión de los 
bienes excedentes en el condado, destacando el sólido desempeño de la División de Gestión de Flotas en 
la enajenación de vehículos y equipos, que genera importantes ingresos anuales gracias a un sistema 
bien organizado y sostenible. Por el contrario, el Gran Jurado concluyó que el condado carece de un 
enfoque estratégico para la gestión de terrenos y edificios excedentes —sus activos más valiosos—, 
citando oportunidades perdidas y una transparencia limitada. El informe recomienda mejor acceso 
público a los datos territoriales y una estrategia proactiva para aprovechar al máximo el valor de los 
bienes públicos infrautilizados. 

¿Quién puede permitirse vivir en el Condado de Sonoma?: Una historia de dos ciudades 
A medida que se intensifica la crisis de vivienda en el Condado de Sonoma, impulsada por un precio 
medio de la vivienda de $900,000 y una creciente escasez de opciones asequibles, dos ciudades se 
destacan como modelos de progreso. Healdsburg y Rohnert Park, a pesar de sus diferentes identidades, 
han obtenido la Designación Pro-Vivienda de California y están superando los objetivos estatales de 
vivienda mediante estrategias innovadoras y adaptadas a las necesidades locales. Al agilizar las 
aprobaciones, aprovechar los terrenos públicos, obtener financiación estatal y local, y fomentar una 
profunda participación comunitaria, estas ciudades demuestran que, con un liderazgo sólido y una 
planificación inclusiva, es posible crear soluciones de vivienda que beneficien a todos los residentes. 

Servicios para animales en el condado de Sonoma: Separados y desiguales: Los costos y las 
consecuencias de la descentralización 
Un nuevo informe del Gran Jurado Civil del Condado de Sonoma 2024-2025 destaca serias 
preocupaciones sobre la desigualdad en los servicios para animales en todo el condado, especialmente 
en las zonas atendidas por los Servicios para Animales de North Bay (NBAS). La investigación reveló 
que NBAS opera con una supervisión insuficiente, incumple contratos y presenta deficiencias en el 
cumplimiento de las normas de salud pública, lo que pone en riesgo el bienestar animal y la seguridad de 
la comunidad. En contraste, agencias como los Servicios para Animales del Condado de Sonoma y el 
Refugio de Animales de Rohnert Park demuestran un firme apego a las mejores prácticas. El Gran 
Jurado insta a los gobiernos de los condados y ciudades a redoblar esfuerzos para coordinar y 
estandarizar los servicios de control de animales y refugios, mejorar la supervisión y garantizar el 
cumplimiento de las leyes estatales para proteger mejor tanto a los animales como a los residentes. 
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Permit Sonoma 2025 
Management Review is a Beginning, not an End 

SUMMARY 
In August of 2024, the Sonoma County Civil Grand Jury set out to answer two simple questions: 
how many residential construction permits are issued in the unincorporated area of Sonoma County 
each year, and how long does it take to get a permit? Finding answers was harder than expected, and 
the inquiry became a more comprehensive investigation of Permit Sonoma. 

Permits are required to construct (or modify construction of) any structure of public interest – 
meaning all residences and buildings that might be habitable or otherwise occupied by people. A 
permit is required to add or replace anything that might affect public or personal safety in a building: 
a water heater, solar panels, or even a new deck railing. Permits are a prerequisite to any work that 
must comply with legal requirements for environmental standards, zoning and property line 
encroachment, or any construction in a County “special area” with specific building style, placement 
or reflectivity constraints. A common perception of the permit process is that it will take forever to 
get a permit, cost way too much, and require more expertise and patience than the average person 
could possibly have. The Civil Grand Jury decided to assess this perception to see whether it is true 
for Permit Sonoma. 

Delays in permit processing have the practical effect of hindering housing construction in many 
locales and can be an effective tactical tool to delay or prevent housing construction. Permitting 
delays lead to construction delays, which lead to housing shortages. Therefore, in 2022 the 
California State Legislature took action to reduce roadblocks by passing a law (Assembly Bill 2234) 
requiring all county and city permitting agencies to review and issue construction permits on a 
timely basis. Coincidentally, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors concluded that the county 
would benefit from an independent review of construction permitting in Sonoma County and 
engaged Berry Dunn (a management and workflow consulting firm) to conduct a formal assessment 
of Permit Sonoma’s performance. The consultants’ final report was presented to the Board of 
Supervisors in January of 2023. 

Equipped with this information, the Civil Grand Jury amended its inquiry and initiated a formal 
investigation of Permit Sonoma with the intent of answering these two questions: 

1. Is Permit Sonoma meeting the requirements for permit review and issuance established by AB 
2234? 

2. Has Permit Sonoma made significant progress toward adopting and implementing the specific 
recommendations included in the Berry Dunn report? 

The conclusion: Permit Sonoma is essentially meeting requirements for AB2234 and fulfilling the 
Berry Dunn Report recommendations. This report will tell you how Permit Sonoma’s performance 
compares with internal goals set in 2024 in response to the Berry Dunn report recommendations. The 
Civil Grand Jury also learned that Permit Sonoma’s workflow isn’t as efficient as it could be: there 
are loose ends to tie down and systemic impediments to overcome, and we will suggest how Permit 
Sonoma could make permit application better, faster, and cheaper in the future. 
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METHODOLOGY 
The 2024-2025 Sonoma County Civil Grand Jury (Civil Grand Jury) 

• Conducted more than 20 interviews with Permit Sonoma staff & leadership, third party 
contractors and service providers 

• Reviewed and analyzed more than 500,000 data records related to construction permit 
applications 

• Researched permit activity for other California counties and cities’ timely performance, self- 
certification and over-the-counter permitting processes and workflow systems deployments 

• Reviewed Sonoma County ordinances regarding Permit Sonoma (and its predecessor Permit 
and Resource Management Department) authority and Sonoma County building and safety 
codes 

BACKGROUND 
What is Permit Sonoma and What Does It Do? 
Permit Sonoma (PS), formerly known and formally ordained as the Permit and Resource 
Management Department (PRMD), is a Sonoma County government agency established by Sonoma 
County Ordinance 4906 in 1995. It is responsible for regulating construction projects to ensure that 
new buildings, structures, or renovations meet local, state and federal standards for structural safety, 
health, environmental efficiency, and (in the case of ‘area-specific plans’) community expectations 
constraining land use, housing density, and construction appearance. Permit Sonoma is also charged 
with developing and organizing county-wide plans for new housing construction and critical review 
of proposed housing developments in the unincorporated areas of Sonoma County. In the words of 
Permit Sonoma senior leadership, “our mission is … to support our entire community, through 
excellent customer service, to balance environmental protection with sustainable development.” 

Oversight of these processes means Permit Sonoma has enormous influence on construction 
efficiency in Sonoma County, from initial design to finished build—and if Permit Sonoma does its 
job well, County residents should see lower construction cost, faster project completion, and 
ultimately more and better housing at all price points. Conversely, inefficiencies in Permit Sonoma 
operations can slow down construction progress, delay project completion, and make housing more 
expensive at all price points. 

Why Does Permit Sonoma Do What It Does, and Who Put Them in Charge? 
Permit agencies play a crucial role in safeguarding public welfare and ensuring orderly development 
in communities. Their work addresses several key objectives: 

• Public safety: Ensuring buildings are safe for occupants and the surrounding community, and 
preventing accidents or disasters, such as building collapses, fire hazards, or electrical failures. 

• Planning: Assisting local governments with planning for sustainable development and helping 
balance growth with environmental considerations and infrastructure needs. 

• Reasonable use of and demand for public infrastructure: Ensuring new developments do 
not overload existing infrastructure (e.g., roads, water systems, waste disposal) by adhering to 
guidelines that balance growth with available resources. 
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APPENDIX 2. COUNTY MUNICIPAL CODE 
Ordaining Permit Sonoma (formerly Permit & Resource Management Division) as the 
Authority Having Jurisdiction in unincorporated Sonoma County. 

See Municipal Code, Section 7 for a more comprehensive list of Permit Sonoma authorities. 

Sec. 7-5. - Building permit required. 

a) No person, firm or corporation shall erect, construct, enlarge, alter, repair, move, improve, convert or 
demolish any building or structure in the unincorporated area of this county, or cause the same to be 
done, without first obtaining a separate building permit for each such building or structure as required 
by this chapter. Permits shall be issued and fees shall be collected by the permit and resource 
management department. The building standards for the work authorized by the new permit shall be 
governed by the codes in force at the time of the new permit application as described in Chapter 1, 
Division I, of the California Building Code as to the erection and construction of dwellings and 
appurtenant structures for which construction was lawfully commenced, commenced to legalize a 
violation, or approved prior to the effective date of this ordinance. 

b) Permits shall not be issued by the permit and resource management department for work which 
includes any of the following, unless and until written approval has been received: 

1. The construction, alteration or modification of: (i) Any on-site disposal system (approval required 
from the well and septic section of permit and resource management department), (ii) Any water 
supply system which under state law or county ordinance is required to have a permit to operate 
(approval required from the health officer or the state health services department), (iii) Any 
establishment selling or preparing food or food products, any public or semi-public swimming 
pool as defined in the 2013 California Administrative Code (approval required from the health 
officer); 

2. The construction, alteration or modification of any structure which will result in the structure 
being connected to an on-site wastewater disposal system or water system; (approval required 
from the well and septic section of permit and resource management department), 

3. The alteration or modification of any existing structure which is connected to an on-site 
wastewater disposal system or water system requiring a permit, where the alteration or 
modification may impose additional burdens upon the existing system, such as, but not limited to, 
the addition of rooms or the modification of floor plans for potential additional occupancy. This 
section shall not apply to repairs, such as replacement of roofing or siding. Where the permit is 
for modification or alteration of an existing structure, no permit will be issued where, in the 
determination of the chief building official, such modification is likely to result in exceeding the 
capacity of the system; 

4. The construction, alteration or modification of any structure which may result in the property 
being improved in excess of its capacity to absorb sewage effluent. This section is intended to 
cover any change in the property which might adversely affect sewage disposal such as, but not 
limited to, grading or the construction of a barn or swimming pool which might infringe on the 
leach field (approval required from the well and septic section of permit and resource 
management department); 

c) For the purposes of this section, approval by the well and septic section of permit and resource 
management department shall mean either an office clearance, field clearance, or issued well and 
septic permit for on-site wastewater disposal system. 

d) Whenever approval of the on-site wastewater disposal system is required, it shall be based upon the 
requirements imposed by this chapter and any other state or local law or regulation which may be 
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DISCUSSION 
The Grand Jury limited its investigation to the three largest cities in Sonoma County: Santa Rosa, 
Petaluma, and Rohnert Park. The Grand Jury expected to find the following in each city’s fee-setting 
process: 

1. A study justifying the fees. 

2. A staff report discussing the fees. 

3. When appropriate, a discussion of which fees would be subsidized or no longer subsidized. 

4. A discussion about how much the proposed fees would change from current fees. 

5. A public hearing when adopting the fees. 

Santa Rosa 

The City of Santa Rosa presented proposed Planning and Building Department fees at a study 
session on January 30, 2024. The fees had not been updated since 2014. The fee study was 
conducted by MNG Consultants. In March 2024, the Council approved the new fee structure, which 
took effect on July 1, 2024. 

While the Council discussed subsidizing certain fees, it did not review which fees were losing 
previously approved subsidies. Ultimately, the Council approved the staff’s recommendations, 
including one fee increase of more than $15,000. 

After the new fees were approved, a member of the Cultural Heritage Board (CHB) discovered that 
certain fees affecting historic districts had jumped from $1,700 to $17,000. Outraged by the drastic 
increase, CHB members resigned in protest. 

Following the resignations, the City of Santa Rosa re-evaluated its permit requirements and 
determined that many projects subject to the increased fees did not require full  CHB review. Instead, 
they could be handled through a director-level review, eliminating the need for costly permit fees. 

Santa Rosa also simplified its design review process by merging the CHB with the existing Design 
Review Board, creating a single Design Review and Preservation Board. However, the city did not 
adjust the new fees to reflect the streamlined process. Instead, it approved a 92% subsidy that 
substantially reduced permit costs for homeowners. Commercial and non-profit property owners in 
historic districts will not receive the subsidy but will benefit from the streamlined process and 
reduced review requirements. 

At the adoption meeting for the revised process on February 4, 2025, several homeowners testified 
that the fee hikes had been excessive. Many were frustrated that it had taken eight months to address 
the issue. Ten individuals spoke about the historic district fees during a 25-minute public comment 
period. Some of the comments included: 

• "I’ve always had a problem paying these crazy permit fees. I didn’t know what the fees were 
before, but to remodel my backyard, the fee went from $409 to $8,300 — and you voted for it." 

• "I’m thrilled that the city is dropping fees by 92%." 

• "It was insane to discover fees increasing by over $1,000. Tonight, we’re undoing what was done 
— it feels like smoke and mirrors." 

• "We weren’t told about the permit fee increases — it’s ridiculous." 
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CONCLUSION 
California state law requires certain procedures to ensure that fees do not exceed the cost of 
providing a service. However, the law does not specify how often a fee study must be conducted or 
require escalation clauses for gradual increases. The two cities that conducted studies had last done 
so 8 and 10 years earlier. 

The law also does not require local governments to clearly state previous fees when proposing new 
ones. When fee increases are large and abrupt — such as when a previously subsidized fee is no 
longer subsidized, as happened in Santa Rosa — residents may see the new fees as excessive and 
punitive. 

By reviewing all fees with significant increases, governing bodies can better assess what level of fee 
increases are justified. 

FINDINGS 
The Sonoma County Civil Grand Jury determined that: 

F1. Long intervals between fee studies can result in large fee increases that are unacceptable to the 
public. 

F2. Without some mechanism for fee increases to keep pace with inflation, governments are unable 
to recover increased costs and the public is confronted, periodically, with large increases. 

F3. Because the fee studies examined did not routinely discuss prior subsidies, Santa Rosa City 
Council Members were disadvantaged in recognizing excessively large changes. 

F4. Staff’s failure to complete an annual fee report was noncompliant with the requirements of the 
Rohnert Park Municipal Code and resulted in Council Members lacking information needed to 
evaluate and adjust the fee schedule to cover, without exceeding, actual costs. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Sonoma County Civil Grand Jury recommends that: 

R1. By December 31, 2025, the City Councils of Petaluma, Rohnert Park, and Santa Rosa direct staff 
to include a section in all future fee proposals that identifies any fee changes that will exceed a 
council-specified threshold and any fees with past or proposed subsidies. 

R2. By December 31, 2025, the City Councils of Rohnert Park and Santa Rosa will adopt a policy to 
avoid abrupt fee increases. 

R3. By December 31, 2025, the City of Rohnert Park will either direct staff to submit a fee report in 
the 2025–2026 fiscal year that complies with Rohnert Park Municipal Code Chapter 3.32 or 
revise that code section to align with state law. 

REQUIRED RESPONSES 
Pursuant to Penal Code §§ 933 and 933.05, the Grand Jury requires responses as follows: 

• The City Council of Petaluma to respond to R1 and F1 by September 30, 2025. 

• The City Council of Santa Rosa to respond to R1, R2 and F1-F3 by September 30, 2025. 

• The City Council of Rohnert Park to respond to R1- R3 and F1-F4 by September 30, 2025. 
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Animal Services in Sonoma County 
Separate and Not Equal 

The Costs and Consequences of Decentralization 

SUMMARY 
In addition to approximately 480,000 residents, Sonoma County households include an estimated 
113,000 dogs and 100,000 cats. Feral cats and other domestic and wild species add to the animal 
population. State law mandates that county and city governments provide humane care for animals 
and operate animal control programs to protect public health and safety. Because the entire state of 
California is a declared Rabies Area, every dog owner is required to maintain current rabies 
vaccination and licensing of their pet. Every county and city government must implement a Rabies 
Control Plan that includes ensuring availability of low-cost rabies vaccination, quarantine of 
dangerous animals, enforcement of licensing, and submission of dog licensing data to the state. 
Spay/neuter programs for population control are strongly recommended. 

A citizen complaint prompted the 2024-2025 Civil Grand Jury (Grand Jury) to investigate the 
Petaluma-based North Bay Animal Services (NBAS). This led to a broader study of county-wide 
animal services. The work was guided, in part, by a 2012 study of animal services and subsequent 
updates undertaken for the Board of Supervisors by the Department of Health Services (DHS). The 
initial report mapped existing services, identified best practices, and explored alternative governance 
models to provide consistent, cost-effective animal services. It called for a task force to establish 
shared standards and resources and explore alternative governance models to provide consistent, 
cost-effective animal services. The task force members failed to agree on recommendations for a 
governance model, oversight, shared resources, or standards. One respondent told the Jurors that 
after two years of sporadic work, the only agreement was on a logo. While the task force was 
ultimately disbanded, the Grand Jury found a high level of voluntary compliance with industry 
standards during visits to the Humane Society of Sonoma County (HSSC) and the Rohnert Park 
Animal Shelter (RPAS). Report updates have documented the continuous improvement of Sonoma 
County Animal Services (SCAS). This public agency serves the 66% of county residents who reside 
in the unincorporated areas, the City of Healdsburg, and the City of Santa Rosa. 

A discussion of animal services in the remaining third of the county is largely absent from recent 
county DHS reports. Mapping and evaluating agencies serving this area became a focus of the Grand 
Jury investigation. Jurors learned that Rohnert Park’s municipal shelter also serves Cotati in 
cooperation with the cities’ police departments. The City of Sonoma Police Department manages 
that city’s dog licensing and sends animals to SCAS or Pets Lifeline when needed. NBAS is 
responsible for providing animal services to more than 20% of the county through contracts with the 
Cities of Cloverdale, Windsor, Sebastopol, and Petaluma. 

Evidence collected by the Jurors confirmed the complainant’s allegation that a lack of city oversight 
is allowing NBAS to operate in violation of applicable laws and other terms of its contracts. The 
Grand Jury also confirmed the absence of oversight by the organization’s board of directors. Its dog 
licensing rates are approximately half of the national average of 23% and are far below those 
reported by SCAS. It is placing animals in foster-to-adopt homes without prior, or timely scheduling 
of sterilization. It fails consistently to report dog bites to the county health officer. It lacks an 
established role in the county’s Animals in Disaster Response Plan. Shelter maintenance and 
operation fall short of industry standards specified in its contracts. Staff are over-burdened and 







http://www.forbes.com/advisor/pet-insurance/pet-ownership-statistics
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/AHFSS/Animal_Health/eprs/docs/pet_ownership_calculator.pdf


http://www.aspcapro.org/sites/default/files/2023-05/asvguidelinessecondedition-2022.pdf
http://www.sheltervet.org/assets/docs/2022-ASV-GL-Checklist.pdf
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FINDINGS 
The Sonoma County Civil Grand Jury determined that: 

F1. Failure by the county and its nine cities to adopt recommendations in the 2012 DHS Animal 
Services Report has left Sonoma County animal service agencies operating without shared 
standards, communication channels, data sharing or oversight. 

F2. Services provided to the four Sonoma County cities by North Bay Animal Services are non- 
compliant either with state laws or industry standards for the care of shelter animals as 
specified in its contracts. 

F3. A lack of coordination between SCAS and NBAS is an obstacle to a fully  coordinated 
implementation of the county-wide disaster response plan for animal evacuations. 

F4. Insufficient funding and staffing make it difficult for some agencies to provide effective 
training for staff and volunteers. 

F5. Insufficient funding and staffing make it difficult for agencies to maintain websites and social 
media content required for effective public relations. 

F6. Having multiple different fee structures for animal licenses and services is confusing to the 
public and complicates billing and collection of license fees and fines. 

F7. Failure to achieve high levels of licensing in all government jurisdictions and provide access to 
shared information undermines mandated rabies control, makes it more difficult to return lost 
pets, and results in a loss of revenue. 

F8. Based on SCAS data, uniform adoption of online licensing management through DocuPet (or a 
comparable vendor) would increase county-wide licensing rates and enhance compliance with 
state law. 

F9. Failure to promote the benefits and legal requirement to license dogs, and failing consistently 
to send license renewal reminders, contribute to low license compliance and loss of revenue. 

F10. Making centralized training resources available could enhance performance of animal services 
employees and volunteers. 

F11. Insufficient oversight either by the cities or by the organization’s board of directors has 
allowed NBAS to be non-compliant with state law and the terms of its contracts by: failing to 
effectively manage licensing and renewals; failing to offer legally mandated rabies vaccination 
clinics; failing to perform legally mandated spay/neuter of animals prior to placement; failing 
to consistently submit bite reports to the county health officer (through SCAS); failing to 
maintain the Petaluma animal shelter in compliance with industry standards; and failing to 
collect accurate data and provide reports that demonstrate compliance with contract terms. 

F12. A lack of responsiveness to phone calls has eroded public confidence in the ability of NBAS to 
respond in a timely manner to calls for service or follow-up. 

F13. While NBAS is responsible for general maintenance of the shelter, the City of Petaluma is not 
exercising due diligence with regard to facilities maintenance and repair, which may include an 
adequate ventilation system based upon the Grand Jury’s observations during its visits. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Sonoma County Civil Grand Jury recommends that: 

R1. By November 1, 2025, the Board of Supervisors will direct DHS to establish an Animal 
Services Task Force comprising county, city, and shelter representatives to revisit the 2012 
DHS Animal Services Report and recommend a governance structure for animal services that 
will: 1) provide county-wide oversight to ensure compliance with State Law; 2) standardize 
fees and engage a common licensing vendor to enhance public health and safety, licensing 
rates and revenue, and; 3) achieve economic efficiencies through shared resources. (F1, F3, F4- 
F6 and F9-F10) 

R2. By January 1, 2026, each of Sonoma County’s 9 cities will delegate one or more 
representatives to participate in the county-wide Animal Services Task Force convened by 
DHS. (F1) 

R3. By January 1, 2026, the director or supervisor of SCAS, HSSC, RPAS, and NBAS will commit 
to participating in the county-wide Animal Services Task Force. (F1) 

R4. By May 1, 2026, the Board of Supervisors will direct DHS to launch a county-wide public 
information campaign in cooperation with the cities to explain the legal imperative and 
benefits of licensing pets. The campaign will commence no later than July 1, 2026. (F7-F9) 

R5. By November 1, 2025, each city contracting with North Bay Animal Services will inspect and 
evaluate the shelter condition, and evaluate the shelter operation and animal control services, to 
determine whether NBAS is complying with legal mandates and other terms of its contract. 
(F2, F11-F12) 

R6. By September 30, 2025, each of the cities that contracts with NBAS will require quarterly 
reports that include data and performance criteria sufficient to evaluate compliance with its 
contract and all relevant laws. (F2, F11) 

R7. By November 1, 2025, the Petaluma City Council will direct staff to implement a facilities 
assessment of the city-owned shelter and submit a report of findings related to the adequacy of 
the HVAC system and any improvements that may be required for the health and safety of 
animals and humans. (F13) 

R8. By June 1, 2026, the City of Petaluma will correct any identified ventilation and/or other 
defects that put animal and/or human health and safety at risk. (F13) 

REQUIRED RESPONSES 
Pursuant to Penal Code §§ 933 and 933.05, the grand jury requires responses as follows: 

• Sonoma County Board of Supervisors (R1, R4, and F1, F3-F10) 
• Department of Health Services Director (R1, R4, and F1, F3-F10) 
• The Cloverdale City Council (R1-R2, R4-6, F1-F3, F6-F11) 
• The Cotati City Council (R1-R2, R4-R5, and F1 and F3-F10) 
• The Healdsburg City Council (R1-R2, R4-7, F1-F3, F6-F11) 
• The Petaluma City Council (R1-R2, R4-8, F1-F3, F6-F13) 
• The Rohnert Park City Council (R1-R2, R4-R5, F1, F3-F10) 



http://www.aspcapro.org/sites/default/files/2023-05/asvguidelinessecondedition-2022.pdf
http://www.sheltervet.org/assets/docs/5Sanitation_Final_06AUG2024.pdf
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/AHFSS/Animal_Health/eprs/docs/pet_ownership_calculator.pdf
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http://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/766/Growth-Management-Ordinance-Policies-and-Procedures-PDF
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Sonoma County’s Surplus Property Disposal 
Housekeeping takes time but pays long-term benefits 

SUMMARY 
What happens to county assets when they reach the end of their useful life or are no longer needed? 
Is office furniture, computer equipment, and other items given away or discarded? What about 
vehicles used by county employees? What happens to vacant land and unused or under-used 
buildings? Is Sonoma County effectively mGGanaging these assets? 

The purpose of this investigation was to answer these questions and evaluate the effectiveness of the 
County’s process for handling surplus assets. Specifically, the investigation sought to determine: 

• What is the Sonoma County’s process for declaring and disposing of surplus property? 

• Is the process sufficient to ensure the orderly disposal of surplus property? 

The Grand Jury found that the county has a well-organized process for disposing of rolling stock, 
machinery, and equipment, including office furniture and computer equipment but the county does 
not systematically manage its land portfolio. 

The county lacks a structured process for identifying and managing surplus land and buildings. But 
selling surplus land assets has two key benefits: 

1. Returning government land to the private sector generates property tax revenue while 
government lands are exempt from taxation. 

2. Putting unused land to productive use benefits the community, unlike vacant property that 
provides no value. 

The Grand Jury found that the county should take steps to manage its land holdings and share 
information with the public about public lands available for other uses. 

BACKGROUND 
The investigation considers the following types of property: 

Rolling Stock – Vehicles and wheeled equipment 

Other Assets – Office furniture, machinery, and equipment 

Land and Buildings – Real Estate 

The County of Sonoma holds significant capital assets, with annual capital expenditures about $100 
million annually. As of the audit ending June 30, 2023, the county reported over $1.5 billion in 
governmental capital assets. While many of these assets are infrastructure-related—such as roads 
and right-of-way assets—the county still maintains a substantial inventory of land, buildings, and 
machinery. All these assets are managed by different divisions within the Sonoma County Public 
Infrastructure Department. 
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Responses to the 2023-2024 
Sonoma County Civil Grand Jury Reports 

Providing Continuity by Following Through on Previous Investigations 

The 2024-2025 Sonoma County Civil Grand Jury has reviewed the responses to the investigations and 
recommendations made by the 2023-2024 Grand Jury. The 2023-2024 Grand Jury issued five 
investigative reports. This summary addresses the responses from the responsible entities named in those 
reports. Although respondents did not adopt all Recommendations, their responses do comply with the 
requirements of the Penal Code, except where noted. 
BACKGROUND 
The Civil Grand Jury system in California exists to promote effective and efficient local government. 
The Penal Code gives the Grand Jury broad investigative powers to provide oversight to county and 
city governments and special districts within Sonoma County, bringing positive change in the best 
interest of all residents. 
Each year the Grand Jury investigates local government institutions and issues reports containing the 
results of these investigations. Within each report are Findings that lead to Recommendations for 
improvement. Governing bodies and officials are required to respond to the Findings and 
Recommendations in a form and within a timeframe set out by the Penal Code. Boards are required to 
respond within 90 days of the release of a grand jury’s report; elected officials are required to respond 
within 60 days, (Penal Code 933.05) with a copy to their governing board. 
Succeeding grand juries review these responses and determine whether they meet the requirements of 
the Penal Code. This review establishes continuity from one grand jury to the next. The seated grand 
jury may evaluate responses for adequacy and determine whether appropriate steps have been taken to 
implement Recommendations. 
METHODOLOGY: The Grand Jury evaluated responses for compliance using the governing sections 
of Penal Code 933.05. 
DISCUSSION 
According to the Penal Code, governing bodies and officials are required to respond to Findings in 
Grand Jury reports and the respondent shall indicate one of the following: 
The respondent agrees with the Finding. 
The respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the Finding, in which case the response shall specify 
the portion of the Finding that is disputed and shall include an explanation of the reasons therefor. 
According to the Penal Code, as to each Grand Jury Recommendation, the respondent shall report one of 
the following actions: 
The Recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the implementation action. 
The Recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will  be implemented in the future, with a 
timeframe for implementation. 
The Recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope and parameters of an 
analysis or study, and a timeframe for the matter to be prepared for discussion by the officer or head of 
the agency being investigated or reviewed, including the governing body of the public agency when 
applicable. This timeframe shall not exceed six months from the date of publication of the Grand Jury 
report. 
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Responses to Sonoma County Civil Grand Jury Reports 
2018-2019 through 2021-2022 

Every year the Civil  Grand Jury produces a Continuity Report reviewing official responses to the previous 
year’s Grand Jury reports. Agencies and elected officials that receive a Civil Grand Jury report are required 
to respond to it in one of three ways: 

• The report’s findings may be wholly accepted, or rejected, as written. 
• The report’s findings may be partially accepted and partially rejected, or 
• The report’s findings require further analysis. 

No follow-up action (by either the Civil  Grand Jury or the respondent) is required in cases where findings 
are accepted or rejected. When the respondent indicated that a recommendation required further analysis, 
however, the public is entitled to know what that analysis concluded; this report will tell you. 

Similarly, regarding a report’s recommendations, agencies and elected officials must respond in one of 
four ways: 

• The recommendation is accepted and has already been implemented. 
• The recommendation is rejected and no further action will  be taken. 
• The recommendation requires further analysis (which should be completed within six months of 

publication of the Grand Jury report). 
• The recommendation has not yet been implemented but will be implemented in the future. 

State law requires the heads of government agencies and elected officials to respond within 60 days of the 
Civil Grand Jury’s issuance of a report with a copy to the governing board; boards, councils and 
agencies run by boards are allowed an additional 30 days. Of course, substantive issues may not be 
resolved by the time the subsequent Civil Grand Jury issues its Continuity Report. Responses stating that 
“further analysis is required” or that “recommendations will  be implemented in the future” are a 
commitment to action that probably won’t be monitored or reported: this can be a convenient way for 
respondents to kick the can down the road (and sometimes hope it goes unnoticed). 

This year, the Sonoma County Grand Jury reviewed all unresolved items listed in the “Civil Grand Jury 4 
Year Continuity Report” published by the 2023-2024 Civil Grand Jury. The Civil Grand Jury requested 
agency updates to recommendations that promised further analysis or future action to see whether these 
commitments had been fulfilled and/or promised actions had been taken by these agencies. 

The following tables show the status of findings and recommendations that were not resolved in prior 
years’ reports, and whether government commitments for future action were eventually met. We’re 
pleased to note that most government commitments were fulfilled and here the Grand Jury is equally 
pleased to share the list of items still outstanding. 














