City of Sonoma
Design Review and Historic
Preservation Commission

AGENDA

Regular Meeting of May 17, 2016 - 6:30 P.M.
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West
Sonoma, CA 95476

Meeting Length: No new items will be heard by the Design Review and Historic Preservation
Commission after 10:30 PM, unless the Commission, by majority vote, specifically decides to continue
reviewing items. If an item is not heard due to the length of the meeting, the Commission will attempt to
schedule a special meeting for the following week. If a special meeting is necessary, potential dates will be
established at the close of this meeting, and a date set as soon as possible thereafter.

CALL TO ORDER - Micaelia Randolph Chair Commissioners: Kelso Barnett
Christopher Johnson
Leslie Tippell
Bill Essert
Robert Cory (Alternate)

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC
Presentations by audience members on items not appearing on the agenda.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Minutes from the meetings of April 21, 2015, May 19, 2015, and March 15, 2016.

CORRESPONDENCE

ITEM 1 -Sign and Design Review Project Location: RECOMMENDED ACTION:
19380 Sonoma Highway

REQUEST: Commission discretion.

Consideration of design review and General Plan Designation:

new signs for a bar (Starling Bar). Mixed Use (MU) CEQA Status:

Categorically Exempt

Applicant: Zoning:

Anthony Lauino/Fred Johnson Planning Area:

(Starling Bar) West Napa-Sonoma Hwy Corridor

Staff: Wendy Atkins Base: Mixed Use (MX)
Overlay: None

ITEM 2 —Design Review Project Location: RECOMMENDED ACTION:
117 West Napa Street

REQUEST: Commission discretion.

Consideration of design review for a General Plan Designation:

commercial building. Commercial (C) CEQA Status:

Categorically Exempt

Applicant: Zoning:

Bill Hooper (Kenwood Investments, Planning Area:

LLC) Downtown District

Staff: Wendy Atkins Base: Commercial (C)

Overlay: Historic (/H)




ITEM 3 —Design Review Project Location: RECOMMENDED ACTION:
277 Fourth Street East

REQUEST: Commission discretion.

Consideration of site design and General Plan Designation:

architectural review of a new Agriculture (A) CEQA Status:

accessory structure (barn). Categorically Exempt
Zoning:

Applicant: Planning Area: Northeast Area

Sutton Suzuki Architects
Base: Agriculture (A)

Staff: Wendy Atkins Overlay: Historic (/H)
ITEM 4 —Demolition Review Project Location: RECOMMENDED ACTION:
166 and 168 West Napa Street
REQUEST: Commission discretion.
Demolition of a duplex. General Plan Designation:
Commercial (C) CEQA Status:
Applicant: Categorically Exempt
Michael Marino Zoning:
Planning Area:
Staff: Wendy Atkins Downtown District

Base: Commercial (C)
Overlay: Historic (/H)

ISSUES UPDATE

COMMENTS FROM THE COMMISSION
COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE
ADJOURNMENT

| do hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing agenda was posted on the City Hall bulletin board on May 13, 2016.
CRISTINA MORRIS, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT

Rights of Appeal: Any decision of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission may be
appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed with the City Clerk within fifteen (15) calendar days following
the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission’s decision, unless the fifteenth day falls on a weekend or
a holiday, in which case the appeal period ends at the close of the next working day at City Hall. Appeals must be
made in writing and must clearly state the reason for the appeal. Appeals will be set for hearing before the City
Council on the earliest available agenda.

Copies of all staff reports and documents subject to disclosure that relate to any item of business referred
to on the agenda are available for public inspection the Monday before each regularly scheduled meeting
at City Hall, located at No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA, (707) 938-3681. Any documents subject to disclosure
that are provided to all, or a majority of all, of the members of the Design Review and Historic Preservation
Commission regarding any item on this agenda after the agenda has been distributed will be made
available for inspection at the Administrative Assistant office, No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA during regular
business hours.

If you challenge the action of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission in court, you may
be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described on the
agenda, or in written correspondence delivered to the Administrative Assistant, at or prior to the public
hearing.

In accordance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this
meeting, please contact the City Clerk (707) 933-2216. Notification 48 hours before the meeting will enable
the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.



CITY OF SONOMA
DESIGN REVIEW AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
April 21, 2015
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West, Sonoma, CA
Draft MINUTES

Chair Barnett called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

Roll Call:
Present: Chair Barnett, Comms. Randolph, , Anderson, McDonald, Johnson,
Tippell
Absent:
Others Associate Planner Atkins, Planning Director Goodison, Administrative
Present: Assistant Morris

Chair Barnett stated that no new items would be heard after 10:30 p.m. unless the Design Review and Historic
Preservation Commission so decides. Any decisions made tonight can be appealed within 15 days to the City
Council. He reminded everyone to turn off cell phones and pagers.

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: Mary Martinez, resident, requested more specific Historic design guidelines
for applicants to follow. She suggested a “certificate of appropriateness” standard in light of the recent webcam
placed on a historic building directly across from the Plaza.

Patricia Cullinan, resident, agreed with Mary Martinez's comments.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Comm. Randolph made a motion to approve the minutes of October 21, 2014 with a
change noted and the minutes of December 16, 2014 as submitted. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion was
unanimously approved.

CHANGES TO AGENDA ORDER:
CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail was received on ltem #1.

Item #1- Discussion Item- Consideration of a new Street Name Signage Replacement program.
Public Works Director/City Engineer Takasugi presented the staff report.
Comm. Anderson confirmed with staff that Caltrans will not reimburse the City for new sign costs.

Robert Sanders, Robert Sanders & Company, recommended sans sera font since it is easier to read. The new
requirement is for reflectivity in the signage.

Chair Barnett liked the balance of new historical style fonts for continuity of the new signs.
Comm. Tippell questioned if Plaza signage would be differentiated.

Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment.
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Robert Demler. resident, recommended bringing a historical perspective to the present by using the original
street names around the Plaza to honor the past; thereby having dual names on the signage. He surveyed the
League of Historic Preservation members and they supported.

Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment.

Comm. Johnson supported concept 1 B and suggested honoring the original street names on the new signage.

Comm. Tippell agreed with 1 B and preferred the serif font.

Comm. Randolph concurred with Comm. Tippell and recommended that the City Council explore the historic
names for the new signage.

Comm. Anderson supported different signage in the historic Plaza district.
Planning Director Goodison said the item will go back to the City Council for final review.

Robert Sanders, Robert Sanders and Company, pointed out that 80% of all street signs have historic
significance.

Chair Barnett agreed with his fellow Commissioners and supported dual names on the new signs and reflectivity
feature. He valued the League of Historic Preservation Committee’s input.

In summary, all commissioners favored the new historic sign program and viewed as an improvement for the
community.

Comm. Randolph made a motion to recommend concept 1B with serif font with a condition of approval that the
City Council consider additional recommendations by the League of Historic Preservation and citizens regarding
adding dual names on Historic signs. If the City Council accepts this approach then the item will return to the
DRHPC for review. Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion was unanimously adopted (5-0).

Item #2 — Consideration of a landscape plan for an 8-unit condominium development (Giannis
Condominiums) at 19323 Sonoma Highway.

Applicant: Aristotle Giannis

Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report.

Planning Director Goodison said the proposal is similar to the style.
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment.

No public comment.

Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment.

Comm. Johnson supported planting rees for privacy screening.

Comms. Tippell, Randolph and Anderson concurred with Comm. Johnson and are satisfied with the tree
selection.
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Chair Barnett supported the landscape plan as proposed.

Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the landscape plan as submitted. Comm. Randolph seconded. The
motion was unanimously approved (5-0).

Iltem #3 — Consideration of a building elevations, exterior colors, materials, lighting, and landscaping for
a 7-unit Planned Unit Development( Fifth Street West Homes) at 405 Fifth Street West.

Applicant: Altus Equity Group LP

Associated Planner Atkins presented the staff report.

Randy Figueiedo, Tierney/Figuerido Architects, eliminated one of the driveways and said there will be one single
story home and four homes with court yards along the streets. There are different sizes for the upper level units.

The colors will be a neutral palette.

Paul Harris, Imagine Landscape Architects, will implement a water efficient landscape plan and storm water
mitigation plan.

Comm. Anderson inquired about the baton framework and felt the Planning Commission had reviewed many
revisions of the site plan since the initial application.

Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment.

No public comment.

Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment.

Comm. Tippell preferred the Nantucket grey color over the yellow color.

Comm. Anderson agreed with Comm. Tippell's comments and supported the overall plan.

Comm. Johnson suggested different color variations.

Comm. Randolph and Chair Barnett agreed there should be alternative color options.

Randy Figueiedo, Tierney/Figuerido Architects, agreed with more color options.

Comm. Randolph made a motion approve as submitted with the condition that the applicant return to the

DRHPC with additional color options (including rendered color samples). Comm. Anderson seconded. The
motion carried unanimously (5-0).

Item #4- Discussion Item- Review of a draft Request for Proposals for the preparation of design
guidelines for the Downtown District.

Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report.

Robert Demler, The League of Historic Preservation, said specific design guidelines are helpful and offered
assistance.
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Chair Barnett inquired about the timeline for developing the guidelines.
Planning Director Goodison responded it is estimated to take 8 months.

Chair Barnett is pleased there will be a historic document with high quality guidelines to honor the birthplace of
California.

Comm. Randolph made a motion to endorse the request for proposals and forward to the City Council for
direction on preparing the RFP guidelines. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion was unanimously approved
(5-0).

Commissioners Comments: Comm. Anderson is pleased with the progress of the Feed Store on West Spain
Street.

Comments from the Audience:
Chair Barnett made a motion to adjourn at 8 p.m.

Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 8 p.m. to the next regular meeting scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, May 19, 2015.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of the
Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission on the day of

Approved:

Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant
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CITY OF SONOMA
DESIGN REVIEW AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
May 19, 2015
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West, Sonoma, CA
Draft MINUTES

Chair Randolph called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

Roll Call:
Present: Chair Randolph, Comms. Anderson, McDonald, Johnson , Tippell
Absent: Chair Barnett
Others Associate Planner Atkins, Planning Director Goodison, Administrative
Present: Assistant Morris

Chair Randolph stated that no new items would be heard after 10:30 p.m. unless the Design Review and Historic
Preservation Commission so decides. Any decisions made tonight can be appealed within 15 days to the City
Council. He reminded everyone to turn off cell phones and pagers.

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: No Public Comment.

CORRESPONDENCE:

Item #1- Consideration of a residential off-site real estate sign at 432 East Napa Street

Applicant: Richard and Kimberly Clark

Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report.

Richard Clark, resident, felt more signage will help direct more potential homebuyers to the property for sale.
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.

No public comment.

Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.

All the commissioners agreed that an off-site real estate sign will increase visibility.

Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve the sign. Comm. Anderson seconded. The motion carried
unanimously (5-0).

Item #2 — Consideration of two wall signs for a commercial building (The Theater School) 19485 Sonoma
Highway Suite F

Applicant: Elizabeth Oberlin

Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report.
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Elizabeth Oberlin, business owner, proposed two hanging signs to advertise her business.
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.

No public comment.

Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.

Commes. Tippell and Johnson felt the proposal is consistent with the sign regulations.

Comm. Anderson recommended the property owner consider a uniform sign program.

Chair Randolph agreed with Comm. Anderson that a uniform sign program would be beneficial.

Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion
carried unanimously (5-0).

Item #3 — Consideration of two wall signs and a projecting sign for a commercial building (Sonoma
Grille) at 165 West Napa Street

Applicant: Sonoma Grille/Sonoma Signs
Associated Planner Atkins presented the staff report.

Rose Jager, Sonoma Signs, selected a neutral type sign for the new restaurant that reflected the simplicity of the
food menu.

Comm. Tippell confirmed with the applicant that the building will be painted for maintenance reasons.
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.

No public comment.

Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.

Comm. Tippell is pleased with the sign companies work with local restaurants and is satisfied that a third sign
will anchor the building. She viewed as a great addition to the Plaza area.

Comms. Anderson and Johnson concurred with Comm. Tippell's comments.
Chair Randolph agreed the new signage is a great addition to the Plaza.

Comm. Anderson made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Comm. Johnson seconded. The
motion carried unanimously (5-0)

Item #4- Design review of proposed alterations and an addition to aresidence at 481 San Lorenzo Court

Applicant: Valerie Ho
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Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report.
Chair Randolph inquired if the proposed changes complied with the Historic Overlay District regulations.

Valerie Ho, applicant/homeowner, felt since in her opinion the home size is obsolete the addition of a bedroom
and bathroom is a vast improvement. The home is in a flood zone.

Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.

No public comment.

Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment

Comm. Anderson agreed with the applicant that adding more space will make it more livable.
Comm. Johnson is satisfied with the design.

Comm. Tippell is pleased with the materials selected.

Comm. Tippell made a motion to accept the project as submitted. Comm. Anderson seconded. The motion
carried unanimously (5-0).

Item # 5 — Consideration of modifications to an approved sign and design review for a retail business
(Corner 103) at 103 West Napa Street.

Applicant: LIlyod Davis

Robert Sanders, Robert Sanders & Company, representing Lloyd Davis business owner, explained the design is
intended to simplify the front elevation and second story awnings (previously approved by the DRHPC) are
removed from the application. A building and encroachment permit are required for the work.

Chair Randolph opened the public comment.

No public comment.

Chair Randolph closed the public comment.

Comms. Johnson and Tippell appreciated the changes and viewed as an improvement.

Comm. Tippell and Chair Randolph are pleased with the white trim on the East side of the building.

Comm. Anderson is satisfied with the sign modifications.

Chair Randolph is pleased with the white trim selected.

Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve as submitted subject to the conditions of approval.
Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion carried unanimously (5-0).

Item # 6- Consideration of a landscape plan for three residential units at 830 Broadway
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Comm. Anderson recused due to proximity and left the room.
Applicant: Diane Merlo

Ron Wellander, Landscape Architect, selected the Zelkova serrata street tree because it was on the approved
tree list and there is enough space in a 36 inch box to grow.

Comm. Tippell confirmed with Ron Wellander that the Zelkova serrata is deciduous.
Chair Randolph opened the item for public comment.

No public comment.

Chair Randolph closed the item for public comment.

Comms. Johnson and Tippell approved the tree selection.

Chair Randolph agreed with her fellow commissioners and was especially fond of the dogwood and monumental
tree in front.

Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the landscape plan as submitted. Comm. Johnson seconded. The
motion carried unanimously (5-0).

Comm. Anderson returned to the dais.
Election of Officers:
Comments from the Audience:

Patricia Cullinan, resident, is disappointed with the report in Item #4 since it was not specific enough in regards
to workmanship and materials.

Chair Randolph appreciated Patricia Cullinan’s comments.

Adjournment: Chair Tippell made a motion to adjourn at 7:42 p.m. to the next regular meeting scheduled for
6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, June 16 , 2015. Comm. Anderson seconded. The motion carried unanimously (5-0).

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of the
Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission on the day of

Approved:

Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant
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CITY OF SONOMA
DESIGN REVIEW AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
March 15, 2016
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West, Sonoma, CA
Draft MINUTES

Chair Randolph called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

Roll Call:

Present: Chair Randolph, Comms. Tippell, Johnson, Essert, Cory (Alternate)

Absent: Comm. Barnett

Others Present: Associate Planner Atkins, Administrative Assistant Morris

Chair Randolph stated that no new items would be heard after 10:30 p.m. unless the
Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission so decides. Any decisions made
tonight can be appealed within 15 days to the City Council. She reminded everyone to
turn off cell phones and pagers.

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: None

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve the minutes of
February 16, 2016. Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion carried unanimously 4-0
(Comm. Cory abstained)

CHANGES TO AGENDA: None

CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail was received on Item 1

Comm. Tippell recused due to financial interest and left the dais.

Item 1- Consideration of design review of three vacation rentals and a duplex at
158, 164, 166 and 172 West Napa Street.

Applicant: Michael Marino

Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report.

Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.

Michael Marino, resident/business owner California Wine Tours/vacation rental
operator (850 Broadway) intended to remodel the Historic Hawker House preserving
the historic elements that can be retained. He clarified with staff and the DRHPC that
Monterey White is the proposed paint color not Montgomery white as indicated in the

staff report. The duplex is proposed for a long term rental not a vacation rental.

Comms. Johnson and Cory visited the site.



Kevin Dixon, project architect/contractor, aimed to retain the original shape of the
building by building from the inside out. He hoped to strike a balance between the
architecture and construction.

Leslie Tippell, color specialist, confirmed that a glazing specialist will preserve the
original windows and the trim color is Monterey white. The Benjamin Moore historic
colors compliment the details of the original Hawker House. The new roof is
composition shingles. She recognized the historic Hawker House is the focal point so
as many historical elements as possible will be preserved and continued throughout.

Comm. Essert confirmed with the color specialist that the exterior of the Millgard
windows will be painted black.

Comm. Cory inquired about suggestions he made to the applicant about the
thickness of the roof shingles. He felt that a thinner roof material would be more
period appropriate.

Leslie Tippell indicated that the applicant would be open to considering a thinner roof
material and would like approval for both options..

Kevin Dixon, project architect/contractor envisioned the three roofs incorporating
different textures.

Comm. Cory is disappointed that the three houses will have the same roof materials
even though the colors will be different. He recommended that the roofing materials
for the historic Hawker House be more period appropriate and the roof material
should be flat. He also objected to the roofing material and the garage door on the
duplex. He felt the style of the garage door is overused and suggested using plywood
with trim instead. On 164 West Napa Street he felt that two different styles were
being used on the face of the building and that the style of the house did not call for a
mansard roof. He also did not support the picture window. On 172 West Napa he
objected to the lights on the French doors being a different size than on the windows
and he did not feel that a picture window was appropriate.

Michael Marino said that when he applied for the Building Permit for the Hawker
House the only Planning requirement was to replace the roof material in-kind. He
would like the option to explore either thickness for the roofing material.

Comm. Essert stressed that CEQA guidelines must be followed. He inquired whether
restoration or recycled glass will be used in in the windows. Michael Marino stated
that the original window glass and the design material will be replaced where
needed.

Patricia Cullinan, resident, complimented the owner and project team for their efforts
and hoped that the Secretary of Interior standards might be better clarified for future

projects. She added that a historic preservation design professional could give better
guidance on the roofing material.

Robert Demler, resident/west side property owner is satisfied with the proposed

changes for the site and viewed nice enhancement and viewed as an improvement to
the West side of town.
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Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.
Comm. Johnson is satisfied with the owner’s experience remodeling homes.

Comm. Essert echoed the comments from public and felt the scale is appropriate.

He appreciated reusing the bricks under the window sills. He suggested that the bay
window and copper roof on 172 West Napa Street does not effectively represent the
time period and he suggested placing a grill on the window to block the view from the
gas station. He commented that black paint on the window trim is attractive but
challenging to maintain. He stated that restoration glass is preferred for the replacement
windows. Finally, he recommended that the applicant consult with a historical consultant
for roof material.

Comm. Cory is concerned with the Hawker House since it has been placed on the
National Register and requested that it be kept as authentic as possible.

Chair Randolph agreed with her fellow commissioner comments that the attention to
detail is impressive in the plan.

Comm. Essert made a motion to approve the project as submitted with the condition that
the applicant consult with a historic consultant to ensure the roof material for 158 West
Spain Street is period appropriate. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion carried
unanimously (4-0)

Commissioner Comments:

Issues Update: Associate Planner Atkins reported the following;
A webinar on Historic building codes will be held on March 23rd at the City Hall
conference room.

Comments from the Audience:

Comments from the Commission:

Adjournment: Chair Randolph made a motion to adjourn at 7:45 p.m. to the next
regular meeting scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, April 26, 2016. The motion carried
unanimously.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a
regular meeting of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission on the day

of

Approved:

Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant

March 15, 2016 Page 3 of 3



City_of Sonorpa _ _ DRHPC Agenda |
Design Review and Historic Item:
Preservation Commission Meeting Date: 05/17/16

Agenda Item Summary

Applicant Project Location

Anthony Lauino/Fred Johnson (Starling Bar) 19380 Sonoma Highway

Historical Significance

[] Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant)
[] Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant)
[] Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant)
X Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant)
Year built: 1944

Request
Consideration of design review and new signs for a bar (Starling Bar) located at 19380 Sonoma Highway.

Summary
Design Review
Two color options are proposed for review:

e Color Scheme A: The main body would be painted Benjamin Moor Sumer Nights (777), the trim would be painted
Benjamin Moore White Heron (OC-57), and the doors would be painted Sherwin Williams Black Magic (SW6991).

e Color Scheme B: The main body would be painted Benjamin Moore Taos Taupe (211-40), the trim would be
painted Benjamin Moore White Heron (OC-57), and the doors would be painted Sherwin Williams Black Magic
(SW6991).
Signs
Roof Sign on Sonoma Highway: The roof sign (Starling Bar Sonoma) is one-sided, with an area of £26.25 square feet in
area. The sign is proposed parallel to the street located on the existing parapet. The sign would be constructed of an acrylic
background, with vinyl lettering, and a wood frame. In terms of colors, the background would consist of a black color, with
white lettering, and a black frame. The applicant has indicated that the sign is proposed to be illuminated with a gooseneck
sconce light fixture (see attached specification sheet). The applicant is proposing to illuminate the sign from dusk to dawn
and normal business hours are from 12p.m. to 2 a.m.

Roof Sign on West Spain Street: The roof sign (Starling) is one-sided, with an area of £11 square feet in area. The sign is
proposed parallel to the street on the existing sign frame. The sign would be constructed of an acrylic background, with
vinyl lettering, and a wood frame. In terms of colors, the background would consist of a black color, with white lettering,
and a black frame. Illumination is not proposed.

Wall Sign Facing Parking Area: The wall sign (Starling) is one-sided, with an area of +16 square feet in area. The sign
would be constructed of an acrylic background, with vinyl lettering, and a wood frame. In terms of colors, the background
would consist of a black color, with white lettering, and a black frame. The applicant has indicated that the sign is proposed
to be illuminated with a gooseneck sconce light fixture (see attached specification sheet). The applicant is proposing to
illuminate the sign from dusk to dawn and normal business hours are from 12p.m. to 2 a.m.

Roof Sign Regulations (18.20.160): Roof signs shall only be permitted when the silhouette of the sign is not in conflict with
the silhouette of the rooflines of the building. Roof signs on flat roofs are prohibited. No roof sign shall be more than two
feet in height. The top of a roof sign shall not exceed or rise above the lowest 25 percent of the height of the roof. The roof
signs are consistent with this standard.

Wall Sign Regulations (18.20.190): Wall signs projecting over the property line, including a light box or other part thereof,
shall not exceed a thickness of 12 inches. The wall sign is consistent with this requirement.



Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s frontage on Sonoma Highway (70 feet) and West Spain Street (x175
feet), the maximum allowable aggregate sign area for the property is 69 square feet. The total aggregate sign area for the
property would be £53.25 square feet, including the roof signs (£37.25 square feet of aggregate sign area), and the wall
sign (x16 square feet of aggregate sign area), and the wall sign (216 square feet of aggregate sign area). The proposal is
consistent with this standard

Number of signs: There shall be no more than two separate signs for any one business or enterprise, except as specified
under Chapter 18.20 SMC, Specific Regulations, or unless one or more of the conditions listed below apply:

A. Where a property or structure is designed for more than one business occupancy, each occupancy is authorized to have
two signs.

B. If a business provides access to a parking area with a rear entrance available to the general public, an additional sign no
greater than three square feet shall be permitted at the rear access point.

C. If a parcel has a primary frontage greater than 200 feet, an additional sign shall be permitted.

The parcel does not have a primary frontage greater than 200 feet. In addition, the business provides access to a parking area
with a rear entrance available to the general public; therefore an additional sign no greater than three square feet shall be
permitted. The proposal in not consistent with the requirement in that the additional sign is greater than three square feet; the
applicant if requesting a variance from this requirement.

Existing Signs and Containers: During the site visit, staff observed a number of illegal window signs displayed on the
property. These signs have not been approved and shall be removed immediately. In addition, staff also observed a Recycle
Change box that has not been approved by the DRHPC and this container shall be removed immediately.

Basic Findings: In order to approve any application for sign review, the review authority must make all of the following
findings:

1. The proposed signage complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this sign ordinance (except for
approved variances), all other city ordinances, and the general plan;

2. On balance, the proposed signage is consistent with the purpose and intent expressed by SMC 18.04.010 and the
applicable guidelines for signs set forth by SMC 18.60.010, Appendix A — Design guidelines for signs; and,

3. The proposed signage is harmonious and consistent overall with the location of the site, including adjacent and
surrounding development and its environmental features.

Variances: As noted above, the rear parking lot sign would exceed the allowable area of three square feet. The DRHPC
may grant variances from the provisions of the sign ordinance provided that certain findings can be made (see below).

1. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions, not resulting from any act of the owner or applicant, apply to
the location under consideration and not generally to other businesses or properties in the vicinity;

2. Strict adherence to a regulation may cause unnecessary hardship or prohibit the exercise of creative design, and the
application submitted is extraordinary and outstanding in design;

3. The exception is the minimum necessary to serve its intended use;
4. The exception is in conformance with the purpose and intent of this title;

5. The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public interest or welfare, or injurious to properties or
improvements in the vicinity.

Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, all signs shall be in conformance with applicable
requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California Building Code, shall
obtain a building permit prior to installation.



Commission Discussion

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

O Approved U Disapproved [ Referred to:

U Continued to:

Roll Call Vote: Aye Nay

DRHPC Conditions or Modifications

Attachments

CC:

NougrwdPE

Proposed building colors.
Site Plan.

Project narrative.

Lighting specification sheet.
Existing Building conditions.
Proposed color schemes.
Sign Drawings.

Starling Bar (Blue Moon Saloon)
19380 Sonoma Highway
Sonoma, CA 95476

Anthony Laurino/Fred Johnson
19380 Sonoma Highway
Sonoma, CA 95476

Fred Johnson
5100 Newanga Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95405

Ricardo and Letizia Fernandez
185 Malet Street
Sonoma, CA 95476-7408

Abstain

Absent
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SITE LOCATION

EXISTING SPAIN STREET VIEW

pate 05.02.16

EXISTING PARKING LOT VIEW
Starling Bar (Blue Moon Saloon) 19380 Sonoma Hwy. Sonoma, CA 95476

LOCATION

STARLING EXTERIOR PAINT SCOPE
OWNERS/CONTACT ANTHONY LAURINO 415.307.2819 / Fred Johnson 707.322.0581
























City of Sonoma o DRHPC Agenda o
Design Review and Historic Item:
Preservation Commission Meeting Date:  5/17/16

Agenda Item Summary

Applicant Project Location

Bill Hooper (Kenwood Investments LLC) 117 West Napa Street

Historical Significance

] Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant)
[] Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant)
[] Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant)
X Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant)
(Year build 1928)

Request

Consideration of design review for a commercial building located at 117 West Napa Street.

Background

On April 14, 2016, the Planning Commission considered and approved an use permit to allow the expansion of an existing
commercial building located at 117 West Napa Street (see attached Conditions of Approval).

Summary

At this time the applicant is proposing to remodel the exterior facade of the building to accommodate 4,396 square feet of
new second floor office space and seismic retrofits.

The applicants are proposing the following exterior modifications to the building:

All existing storefront windows that have been altered, painted, or replaced will be replaced with wood framed
storefront windows utilizing insulated glass units consisting of two sheets of clear, Loe-E tempered glazing
installed between the existing wood columns and secured with wood stops. The windows will be manufactured by
PPG Industries Inc, Oldcastle Building Envelope, or Guardian Industries Corp (see attached specification sheets).
The wood will be painted Benjamin Moore French Roast.

Remove the exterior low slump stone planter wall and exterior wall finish and furring at the west end of the first
story.

Replace the two existing doors to the balcony at the second story with fixed windows.

Replace the non-historic entry door at the west end of the facade with a new glazed door and a new wood-framed
window (above the door).

The west facing wall will receive eight new double-hung aluminum-frame windows, and four window openings
will be filled in to create “false” openings with trim.

The rear (south) facade will receive new stucco finish over the entire wall surface and replacement double-hung
aluminum sash windows.

The CMU walls on the existing mechanical/trash addition will be refinished in stucco to match the rest of the
building.

The second story will be expanded to the full size of the building and placed behind a parapet that will be added
above the existing roofline at the north fagade. The parapet wall is proposed to have a stucco finish and cornice
trim. The roof will feature light monitors, and elevator shaft, and HVAC units behind the parapet.

New roofing material is proposed in the form of asphalt/fiberglass composition shingles, manufactured by GAF-
ELK Corporation, Owens-Corning Fiberglass Corp, or CertainTeed, charcoal gray in color (see attached
manufacturer specification sheet)

New Paint Colors

The exterior plaster finish and existing exterior concrete walls are proposed to be painted Benjamin Moore
Monterey White (HC-27), the exterior balcony heavy timber framing and the wood frame storefront window
systems are proposed to be painted C2 Urbane (C2-808), exterior wood doors, new windows, and shutters would be
painted C2 French Roast (C2-837) (see attached color samples).



Design Review: The project is subject to design review by the DRHPC because it involves exterior building modifications to
a commercial use building for which a building permit is required. In this case, because review by the Planning Commission
was necessary, the DRHPC is responsible for reviewing and acting upon the project elevations, elevation details, and
exterior materials.

Factors to be considered: In the course of Site Design and Architectural Review, the consideration of the review authority
shall include the following factors:

1. The historical significance, if any, of the site or buildings or other features on the site;
The property appears to be individually eligible for listing in the California Register of historical Resources under
Criterion 1 (Event) and 2 (Person), additionally, the building retains a high degree of architectural integrity to its
1958 redesign, which means that the residence is an “historical resource’ under CEQA.

2. Environmental features on or adjacent to the site;
Staff is not aware of any environmental features on or adjacent to the site.

3. The context of uses and architecture established by adjacent development;
The adjacent properties to the east and west are developed commercially. The property to the south is developed
with a commercial building.

4. The location, design, site plan configuration, and effect of the proposed development.
The remodel is located in the Commercial zoning district and it complies with all applicable requirements of the
Development Code.

In general, it is staff’s conclusion that the applicant has successfully applied the applicable design guidelines in developing
the plan for the replacement structure.

CEQA Compliance: As a discretionary project, the proposal is subject to the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Per the historic resource study prepared by page & Turnbull, July 5, 2012 (attached) the property is
considered to be an historical resource as defined by CEQA. Pursuant to Section 15331 of the CEQA Guidelines,
rehabilitation and additions to an historical resource, may be considered categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA
provided the improvements are consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (Class 31 — Historical Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation). Accordingly, a project memorandum was conducted
to determine whether the proposal is consistent with the Standards (refer to attached 117 West Napa Street Proposed Project
memorandum, dated March 25, 2016). The analysis concluded that the proposed project would not significantly impact or
affect the historical resource; therefore, the project meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, which means that
proposal is considered to be categorically exempt from CEQA.

Required Findings: As set forth in 819.54.080.H of the Development Code, in order to approve an application for design
review in the Historic Overlay Zone, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission must make the following
findings:

1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code (except for
approved Variances and Exceptions), other City ordinances, and the General Plan.

The project complies with the applicable policies and regulations set forth in the Development Code.

2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in this Development
Code. The project is consistent with the applicable design guidelines of the Development Code in that the proposed
modifications do not detract from the historic character or setting of the property.

3. The project responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as well as existing site conditions and
environmental features.

The project proposes a commercial remodel, which is consistent with the adjacent development, and complies with
height and setback requirements.

4. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings.

The proposed project will not detract from the historic character or setting of the property.

The project substantially preserves the qualities of any significant historic structures or other significant historic
features on the site.

A review of the planned changes to the property was completed. This review addressed the proposed modifications
to the building and determined that the proposed project, will not significantly impact or affect the historic
resource, and therefore, complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standard.

5. The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in Chapter 19.42 SMC (Historic
Preservation and Infill in the Historic Zone).

In staff’s view, the project complies with SMC 19.42 in that the existing structure will be remodeled to improve the



historic integrity to the building.

6. The project substantially complies with any applicable preservation plan or other guidelines or requirements

pertaining to a local historic district as designated through SMC 19.42.020.
The project is not located on a local historic district.

In summary, it is staff’s view that the project is consistent with the findings required for approval of the application for Site

Design and Architectural Review.

Signs: Any proposed signs shall be subject to DRHPC review or staff review, as applicable.

Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, the project shall be in conformance with applicable
requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California Building Code, shall obtain a

building permit prior to installation.

Commission Discussion

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

O Approved

U Disapproved [ Referred to: U Continued to:

Roll Call Vote: Aye Nay Abstain

Absent

DRHPC Conditions or Modifications

Attachments

9

NN E

Project narrative

117 West Napa Street Proposed Project Memorandum, dated March 24, 2016
117 West Napa Street Historic Resource Study, dated July 5, 2012

Proposed colors

Memorandum (Roofing, Exterior Door, and Window specification sheets)
Planning commission Findings of Project Approval, dated April 14, 2016
Proposed Site Plan

Existing Floor Plans

Demolition Plans

10. Proposed Floor Plans
11. Proposed Roof Plan
12. Exterior Material and Color Palette



CC:

Bill Hooper

Kenwood Investments, LLC
114 West Napa Street
Sonoma, CA 95476

Ross Drulis Cusenbery
Attn: Michael Ross

18294 Sonoma Highway
Sonoma, CA 95476
Patricia Cullinan, via email
Alice Duffee, via email

SLHP Historic Survey, via email

Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall






Sonoma Index-Tribune Building Renovation
Sonoma, CA

Use Permit Project Narrative

April 4, 2016

a follow up project analysis memorandum dated March 24, 2016 (previously submitted to the City) finding
the project adheres to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for & Guidelines for Rehabilitation Historic
Buildings. The following text from Page & Turnbull's report generally describes the project:

Proposed Project Description

The proposed project seeks to make relatively minor modifications to the primary facade of 117 W. Napa
Street, expand the second story behind a new parapet, and redesign the interior of the existing building.
Alterations to the primary facade include removing the non-historic storefront window system at the east
end and replacing it with windows that match the existing windows on the rest of the fagade. The exterior
low slump stone planter wall and exterior wall finish and furring at the west end of the first story will also
be removed. The two existing doors to the balcony at the second story will be replaced with fixed
windows. The non-historic entry door at the west end of the facade will be replaced with a new glazed
door, and a new wood-framed window will be inserted above the door. Vertical signage for tenants is also
proposed to be attached to posts at the second story balcony.

The side and rear walls, window openings, and doors will be retained, including the existing wall mural at
the north end of the west wall. The west wall will receive eight new double-hung aluminum- frame
windows, and four window openings will be filled in to create "false" openings with trim The rear (south)
facade will receive new stucco finish over the entire wall surface and replacement double-hung aluminum-
sash windows. The existing mechanical/trash addition will remain, though the CMU walls will be refinished
in stucco to match the rest of the building.

The second story will be expanded to the full size of the building, placed behind a parapet that is added
above the existing roofline at the primary (north) facade. The parapet wall will have a stucco finish and
cornice trim The roof will feature light monitors, an elevator shaft, and HVAC units behind the parapet.

All interior partitions, including an interior concrete wall and wood frame walls, as well as several
interior columns, interior stair, and the second floor and associated framing at the north end of the
building will be removed. New interior partition walls will be erected on both floors to provide for open
office area, conference rooms, and private offices. A stair will be located at the northwest corner of the
building, and restrooms and a second interior stair will be located at the southwest corner.

All character-defining features of the building will be retained with the exception of the current one - story
massing of rear portions of the building which will become two stories. However, this feature is not as
important as those showing from the public right-of-way and must be altered in order for the building to
expand within its existing envelope.

Character Defining Features Retained and Design Commentary
The character defining features of the existing building that will be retained include:
¢ The historic West Napa Street facade will be retained
e Continuous storefront on the first story of the primary facade including the two original wood
doors and wood frame plate glass windows. The plate glass will be replaced with code compliant
tempered clear glazed units set in wood stops.
e Monterey Revival-style details including the exposed wood structural elements and the second
story balcony and wood ceiling







Sonoma Index-Tribune Building Renovation
Sonoma, CA

Use Permit Project Narrative

April 4, 2016

mounted signs will be lit by small surface mounted sign lights.

Signage

Signage will be a deferred submittal. Current plan proposes two projecting blade signs and reducing the scale
of the existing Sonoma Index Tribune sign by 20%. An integrated sign system proposal will be made at a later
date.

PARKING

The use of the existing Printing Plant Building will remain unchanged and nine new spaces will be provided on
the south side of the existing printing plant building to accommodate the additional second floor building
area.

BICYCLES
Bicycle racks will be provided along West Napa Street at the front of the building as part of the renovation.

TRASH AND RECYCLING
An interior trash recycling room will be provided along the ground floor service corridor. Trash receptacles will
be wheeled to the western parking lot curb for regular pick up.

SPECIFIC PROJECT DATA

Site Parcel Address: 117 West Napa Street, Sonoma CA

APN's: 018-251-055

Zoning: Downtown District, Commercial (C) Zone, Historic Overlay

Setbacks: None required

Allowable Building Height: 35’ with an additional 5’ allowance for HVAC equipment and elevator screening
{Section 19.40.040 Sonoma Development Code).

Proposed Building Height: 27' to top of new parapet line, 31" to top of skylight monitor beyond.
Total Current Lot Area: 20,267 SF

Allowable Lot Coverage: 100%

Allowable FAR Current Undivided Lot: Lot area x 2.0 = 40,534 SF.

Allowable FAR Future Smaller Lot: Lot area 6,369 x 2.0=12,738

Proposed Building Area: 10,765 SF = FAR compliant for either current or smaller lot size

BUILDING AREAS
First Floor:
Existing: 5,684 SF, Type V, business and mercantile occupancies
Proposed: 5,645SF, Type V, business and mercantile occupancies
Second Floor:
Existing: 685 SF, Type V, business occupancy
Proposed: 5,120SF, Type V, business occupancy
Total Building Area Existing: 6,369 SF
Total Proposed Building Area Following Expansion: 10,765SF
Proposed Total Increase in Building Area: 4,396 SF
Open Space: Existing outdoor covered arcade and second floor balcony area at sidewalk and small southern
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Sonoma Index-Tribune Building Renovation
Sonoma, CA

Use Permit Project Narrative

April 4, 2016

exterior courtyard area at break room.
Landscape: NIC

RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT
The project is a renovation and addition to an existing structure that resides on a site less than one-half acre in
size. Per Article 11-19.10.020 — B.3 of the Sonoma Development Code, a Residential Component is not required.

Submitted by:

Michael B. Ross, AlA, NCARB

Principal

RossDrulisCusenbery Architecture, Inc.
18294 Sonoma Highway

Sonoma, CA 95476




























Proposed Project Memorandum 117 W. Napa Street
Sonoma, California

The proposed project will not affect the historic character of the property from the period in which
Robert Lynch was actively involved with the Sononsa Indesc-Tribune since neatly all of the character-
defining features outlined on page 5 and included in the 2012 Historic Resource Study will be
retained. Alterations that are being proposed include new windows and doors in select locations and
a second story that is hidden behind a stepped parapet wall at the primary fagade. The parapet wall
does not appear ovetly large or out of scale with the existing building, and is compatible with the
1950s interpretation of the Monterey Colonial Revival style.

The proposed project would adhere to the Historic Overlay Zone’s 19.42.40: Guidelines for
Preservation and Adaptive Reuse, since it will retain nearly all significant features, and thus the
building’s overall character and style. The addition will incorporate features from the otiginal
building, including door and window shape and size, exterior materials, and roof pitch. The project
will continue the on-site relationships of the surtounding neighborhood and supports the
architectural characteristics of the neighborhood including scale, proportion, and spatial relationships
since it will use the existing footprint and walls. Overall, the proposed project appears to be a
sensitive rehabilitation project which maintains the character-defining features of the building while
allowing the Sonoma Indesc-Tribune to expand and continue its operations in its long-time home.

March 24, 2016 Page & Turnbull, Inc.






















Historic Resonrce Study 117 West Napa Street
Drafi—subject to revisions Sonoma, California

Sonoma State University Library

After speaking with a reference librarian, Page & Turnbull was informed that the university’s library
would not be a likely source of relevant information for this report. A librarian in the Regional and
Special Collections department directed us to the digital resources available on the library’s web site
at http:/ /libweb.sonoma.edu/regional/. No relevant information was obtained.

Sonoma County Librayy’s Local History and Genealogy Annex

Page & Turnbull referenced the available residential and commercial directories for Sonoma County.
However, a complete collection was not on file. The Sonoma County Library maintains a historic
photograph collection, examples from which are included in this report.

Sonoma County Assessor-Recorder

Performing a title search for 117 West Napa Street was difficult due to the number of simultaneous
owners and changing boundaries of the property. Page & Turnbull therefore enlisted the services of
Mike Burton, a Sonoma County-based title researcher, who traced the chain of title to 1897. His
findings are included in the “Owners and Occupants” section of this report.

Sonoma Valley Historical Society (Depor Park Museum)

Page & Turnbull requested a research appointment and was informed that the director, Diane Smith,
is currently on leave. In her absence, our inquiries were directed to the Sonoma League for Historic
Preservation and the Sonoma Index-Tribune.

Sonoma Leagne for Historic Preservation

Page & Turnbull has been in contact with Patricia Cullinan, the chairperson of the League’s
Architectural Conservation and Education Committee, in order to identify previous documentation
of 117 West Napa Street. The League’s records of the subject property include several historic
photographs and descriptions of some of the businesses that formerly occupied the property.

Sonoma Indexc-Tribune Archives

Archives for Sonoma’s newspaper dating from the 1880s have been digitized and are available online.
Page & Turnbull identified several relevant articles from the Sonoma Indesc-Tribune, which are
referenced herein.

5 July 2012 Page & Turnbull, Inc
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FINAL
City of Sonoma Planning Commission
FINDINGS OF PROJECT APPROVAL
Index-Tribune Building Expansion
117 West Napa Street

April 14, 2016

The buildings and property shall be improved and used in conformance with the project narrative dated June 10, 2015,
and approved Project Use Permit Drawings prepared by RDC Architecture dated 04/04/2016, except as modified by
these conditions and the following:

a. The character-defining features of the Index-Tribune building shall be preserved in accordance with the findings and
recommendations set forth in: A) 117 West Napa Street Proposed Project Memorandum, Page & Turnbull, March
24, 2016; and B) Historic Resource Evaluation of 117 West Napa Street prepared by Page & Turnbell, July 5, 2012.

b. Bicycle parking shall be required, with the type and location subject to the review and approval of the Design
Review & Historic Preservation Commission.

c. Through the design review process, the DRHPC shall verify that that roof equipment shall be adequately setback
from the West Napa Street frontage or appropriately screened.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department,; Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission;
Building Department; Fire Department
Timing: Prior to issuance a building permit

No structures of any kind shall be constructed within the public easements dedicated for public use, except for structures
for which the easements are intended.

Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works Department; Planning Department
Timing: Prior to the issuance of any building permit; Ongoing

A soils and geotechnical investigation and report, prepared by a licensed civil engineer, may be required for the
development prior to the issuance of any building permit, at the discretion of the Building Official. Recommendations
identified in the geotechnical investigation and report shall be incorporated into the construction plans for the project and
into the building permits.

Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Building Department
Timing: Prior to issuance of any building permit

All Building Department requirements shall be met, including applicable Building Code requirements related to
compliance with CALGreen standards, seismic retrofitting, , and ADA requirements (i.e. disabled access including at

entrances, handicap parking, accessible paths of travel, bathrooms, etc.). A building permit shall be required.

Enforcement Responsibility: Building Department
Timing: Prior to construction

All Fire Department requirements shall be met, including applicable requirements related to fire sprinkler systems and
water line/connections for fire service.

Enforcement Responsibility: Fire Department; City Engineer, Building Departinent
Timing: Prior to issuance of any building permit; Prior to operation

A grading and drainage plan may be required if deemed necessary by the City Engineer/Public Works Director

Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works Departinent, Building Department
Timing: Prior to issuance of any building permit




10.

11.

12.

An encroachment permit from the City shall be required for all work within the public right of way on West Napa Street
and First Street West.

Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works Department; Building Department
Timing: Prior to any work/construction within the public right of way

The applicant shall comply with the following requirements of the Sanitation Division of Sonoma County Permit &
Resource Management Department (PRMD) and the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA):

a. The applicant shall submit a Wastewater Discharge Survey to PRMD. The Applicant shall obtain a Survey for
Commercial/Industrial Wastewater Discharge Requirements (“Green form”) from PRMD, and shall submit the
completed Survey, along with two (2) copies of the project site plan, floor plan and plumbing plan to the Sanitation
Section of PRMD. The Survey evaluation must be completed by the Sonoma County Water Agency and submitted
to the PRMD Engineering Division before a building permit for the project can be approved.

b. If additional sewer pre-treatment and/or monitoring facilities (i.e. Sampling Manhole, etc.) are required by the
Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District per the Wastewater Discharge Survey, the Applicant shall comply with
the terms and requirements of the Survey prior to commencement of occupancy. If required, the Sampling Manhole
shall be constructed in accordance with Sonoma County Water Agency Design and Construction Standards for
Sanitation Facilities, and shall be constructed under a separate permit issued by the Engineering Division of PRMD.

c. In accordance with Section 5.05, "Alteration of Use", of the Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District Ordinances,
the Applicant shall pay increased sewer use fees as applicable for changes in the use of the existing structure. The
increased sewer use fees shall be paid the Engineering Division of PRMD prior to the commencement of the use(s).

d. A sewer clearance shall be provided to the City of Sonoma Building Department verifying that all applicable sewer
fees have been paid prior to the issuance of any building permit. Note: Substantial fees may apply for new sewer
connections and/or the use of additional ESDs from an existing sewer connection. The applicant is
encouraged to check with the Sonoma County Sanitation Division immediately to determine whether such
fees apply.

Enforcement Responsibility: Sanitation Division of Sonoma County Planning & Management Resource
Department; Sonoma County Water Agency: City of Sonoma Building
Department
Timing: Prior to issuance of a building permit

The Applicant shall pay any required increased water fees applicable to the changes in use in accordance with the latest
adopted rate schedule.

Enforcement Responsibility: Public Works Department; Water Operations Supervisor; City Engineer
Timing: Prior to final occupancy

In addition to those already identified, the following agencies must be contacted by the applicant to determine permit or
other regulatory requirements of the agency prior to issuance of a building permit, including the payment of applicable
fees:

a. Sonoma Valley Unified School District [For school impact fees)
b. Sonoma County Water Agency [For grading, drainage, and erosion control plans]

Enforcement Responsibility: Building Department
Timing: Prior to issuance of a building permit

The project shall be subject to design review by the Design Review & Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC),
encompassing exterior building modifications, elevation details, exterior materials and colors, lighting, landscaping,
trash enclosure design and the location and type of required on-site bicycle parking.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; DRHPC
Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit

If additional or replacement is landscaping is proposed, a landscape plan shall be prepared by a licensed landscape
architect. The plan shall be subject to the review and approval of the Design Review & Historic Preservation
Commission (DRHPC). The plan shall address site landscaping (including planters/containers), hardscape
improvements, pedestrian furniture/amenities, and any fencing/walls. The landscape plan shall comply with City of




13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Sonoma’s Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance (Municipal Code §14.32) and Development Code Sections 19.46
(Fences, Hedges, and Walls) and 19.40.060 (Landscape Standards).

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; DRHPC
Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit

Onsite lighting, if modified, shall be addressed through a lighting plan, subject to the review and approval of the Design
Review & Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC). All proposed exterior lighting for the building and/or site shall
be indicated on the lighting plan and specifications for light fixtures shall be included. The lighting shall conform to the
standards and guidelines contained under Section 19.40.030 of the Development Code (Exterior Lighting). No light or
glare shall be directed toward, or allowed to spill onto any offsite areas. All exterior light fixtures shall be shielded to
avoid glare onto neighboring properties, and shall be the minimum necessary for site safety and security.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; DRHPC
Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit

All applicable stormwater requirements shall be met and implemented on site prior to final occupancy.

Enforcement Responsibility: Stormwater Coordinator; City Engineer
Timing: Prior to final occupancy

If historic or prehistoric artifacts or sites are observed during construction, all work in the vicinity of the find shall stop
until the discovery area can be evaluated by an archaeologist. Depending on the extent and cultural composition of the
discovered materials, data recovery may be necessary and it may be advisable to have subsequent excavation monitored
by an archaeologist who should be ready to record, recover, and/or protect significant cultural materials from further
damage. Artifacts that are typically found associated with prehistoric sites include humanly modified stone, shell, bone
or other cultural materials such as charcoal, ash and burned rock indicative of food procurement or processing activities.
Prehistoric domestic features include hearths, firepits, or house floor depressions whereas typical mortuary features are
represented by human skeletal remains. Historic resources potentially include all by-products of human land use greater
than 50 years of age, including alignments of stone, foundation elements from previous structures, minor earthworks, and
surface scatters and subsurface deposits of domestic type debris.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Building Department; Public Works Department
Timing: Throughout project construction

If human remains are encountered, all work shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the discovered remains and the
County Coroner and a qualified archaeologist shall be notified immediately so that an evaluation can be performed. If the
remains are deemed to be Native American and prehistoric, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be
contacted by the Coroner so that a “Most Likely Descendant” can be designated and further recommendations regarding
treatment of the remains is provided.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Building Department; County Coroner
Timing: Throughout project construction

Prior to the issuance of any building permit, water demand analysis shall be prepared by a licensed civil engineer and
submitted by the applicant and shall be subject to the review and approval of the City Engineer. Said analysis shall be in
compliance with the City’s current policy on water demand and capacity analysis as outlined in Resolution 46-2010.
Building permits for the project shall only be issued if the City Engineer finds, based on the water demand analysis in
relation to the available water supply, that sufficient capacity is available to serve the proposed development, which
finding shall be documented in the form of a will-serve letter, prepared by the City Engineer. Any will-serve letter shall
remain valid only so long as the use permit for the project remains valid.

Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works Department
Timing: Prior to issuance of any building permit




























City of Sonoma o DRHPC Agenda
Design Review and Historic Item:
Preservation Commission Meeting Date: 05/17/16

Agenda Item Summary

Applicant Project Location
Sutton Suzuki Architects 277 Fourth Street East

Historical Significance

[] Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant)
[] Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant)
[] Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant)
X Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant)
Year Built: 1951

Request
Consideration of site design and architectural review of a new accessory structure (barn) located at 277 Fourth Street East.

Summary

Site Characteristics: The project site is located on the west side of Fourth Street East directly across from the intersection
of Fourth Street East and Lovall Valley Road. The parcel has an area of £216,346.26 square feet and consists of two
residences (main residence and caretaker house), a shed, and a barn/garage. Numerous trees are located on the site, including
several olive trees, large oaks trees, and a tall palm tree.

At this time, the applicant is proposing to construct a 1,521 square foot barn to accommodate work vehicles, general storage,
and a workshop.

Building Elevations & Exterior Materials:

Proposed exterior materials consist of a stained board and batten siding, exposed concrete, and a corrugated A606 "corten”
steel metal roof on the barn and over the carport (a sample of the roof material will be brought to the DRHPC meeting). The
applicant is proposing custom made doors and windows constructed of stained wood with clear glass.

Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.080.G of the Development Code, in order to approve an application for site
design and architectural review in the Historic Overlay Zone, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission
must make the following findings:

1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code (except for
approved Variances and Exceptions), other City ordinances, and the General Plan.
The project complies with the applicable policies and regulations set forth in the Development Code. It meets all
relevant requirements associated with residential development in the Agriculture zone, including limits on height,
setbacks, Floor Area Ratio, and lot coverage.

2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in the Development
Code.
By placing the barn so that the most narrow dimension of the structure is parallel to the most narrow dimension of
the parcel, it is consistent with the intent of design guidelines for the northeast planning area.

3. The project responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as well as existing site conditions and
environmental features.
The project proposes an accessory structure, which is compatible with adjacent development and consistent with
height and setback requirements.

4. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings.
The applicant has prepared an Historic Evaluation (see attached Historical Evaluation of the buildings at 249-277
Fourth Street East in Sonoma, Sonoma County, California, prepared by Brunzell Historical) that recommends that
there are no historic resources located on the property.



5. The project substantially preserves the qualities of any significant historic structures or other significant historic
features on the site.
Staff is not aware of any significant historic features on the site.

6. The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in Chapter 19.42 SMC (Historic
Preservation and Infill in the Historic Zone).
In staff’s view, the project complies with SMC 19.42 in that the project is consistent with the Guidelines for infill
development in that the project meets the setback requirements and architectural considerations.

7. The project substantially complies with any applicable preservation plan or other guidelines or requirements
pertaining to a local historic district as designated through SMC 19.42.020.
The project is not located within a local historic district.

8. The project substantially complies with the applicable Secretary of Interior Standards and Guidelines for the
Treatment of Historic Properties.
The project is not subject to the Secretary of Interior Standards or Guidelines.

Commission Discussion

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action
O Approved U Disapproved [ Referred to: U Continued to:

Roll Call Vote: Aye Nay Abstain Absent

DRHPC Conditions or Modifications

Attachments:

1. Project Narrative

2. Historical Evaluation of the buildings at 249-277 Fourth Street east in Sonoma, Sonoma County,
California.

3. Site Plan

4. Existing Site Survey

5. Building Elevations and Floor Plan



CC:

Sutton Suzuki Architects
39 Forrest Street, Suite 101
Mill Valley, CA 94941
Sealey Mission Vineyard
135 San Carlos Avenue
Sausalito, CA 94965-2038
Patricia Cullinan, via email
Alice Duffee, via email

SLPH Historic Survey, via email

Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall









RECEIVED

MAR 30 2015

o

BRUNZELL

HISTORICAL

CITY OF SONOMA

September 22, 2015

Elizabeth Suzuki

Sutton Suzulki Architects

39 Forrest Street, Suite 101
Mill Valley, California 94941

Subject: Historical Evaluation of the buildings at 249 — 277 Fourth Street Hast in Sonoma, Sonoma County,
California.

Dear Elizabeth,

The letter report that follows, along with the DPR 523 form included with it, comprise the evaluation of the
propetty at 249 — 277 Fourth Street Hast in Sonoma, as required by the City of Sonoma Planning Department.

Methodology

Kara Brunzell conducted a site visit on September 2, 2015. The site visit included collecting photographs of all
clevations of the two houses, the patcel, and the neighborhood setting. Kara Brunzell conducted a record search
of the subject property at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC), located at California State University,
Sonoma, deed research at the Sonoma County Recorder’s office, and online research at ancestry.com and other
websites. In addition, she conducted research through the Sonoma League of Historic Preservation and the
Depot Museum of Sonoma.

Summary of Findings

The record search at the NWIC did not teveal any previous sutveys of the parcel, nor were previous studies
found in the archives of the local historical organizations. Although it does not appeat to have been previously
evaluated, the property is located in the City of Sonoma’s Historic Zone, where potential projects trigget a
requirement for historical evaluation.

Because this work was completed pursuant to CEQA, all resources discovered during the field survey requite
evaluation for California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). Since the propetty is located within the City of
Sonoma, CRHR eligibility evaluation will be completed per Sonoma Municipal Code Chapter 19.42. The property
was also evaluated for National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility.

National Register of Historic Places

In conjunction with the following NRHP criteria, sites must be assessed for integtity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. A site may be considered eligible to the NRHP if it retains
sufficient integrity of the elements listed above and it:

(a) is associated with events that have made a significant conttibution to the broad patterns of our history;
(b) is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;
(c) embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, represents the

wotk of a master, possesses high artistic values, or represents a significant ot distinguishable entity
whose components may lack individual distinction;



(d) yields, or may be likely to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of the area/region.

s

Caltfornia Register of Historical Resources

The CRHR criteria are based on NRHP criteria. For a property to be eligible for inclusion on the CRHR, one or
moze of the following critetia must be met:

1. TItis associated with the events that have made a sighiﬂcant contribution to the broad patterns of local
or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States;

2. Ttis associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history;

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, ot represents the wotk of a master, or possesses high artistic values; and/or

4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history  of
the local area, California, or the nation.

In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, the CRIIR requires that sufficient time has passed since
a resource’s period of significance to “obtain a scholarly perspective on the events or individuals associated with
the resources.” (CCR 4852 [d][2)). Fifty years is normally considered sufficient time for a potential historical
tesource, and in order that the evaluation remain valid for a minimum of five yeats after the date of this report, all
resources older than 45 years will be evaluated. The CRHR also requires that a resource possess integrity. This is
defined as the ability for the resource to convey its significance through seven aspects: location, setting, design,
matetials, workmanship, feeling, and association.

Evaluation

Criterion A/1: 249 — 277 Fourth Street East is not associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local, regional, or national history. Although the patcel was patt of
Sonoma’s first vineyard, which was established by the Sonoma Mission priests in 1825, none of the extant
buildings on the property date from its petiod of use as a vineyard by the Mission. If the vineyard had been in
continuous use as such since the Mission era it may have been significant as a historic landscape, however, thete
is no evidence of grape-growing on the patcel between 1900 and 1980. Therefore, the property is not
significantly associated with this important local context and the buildings and vineyards are not eligible to the
NRHP, CRHR, or for local listing under Ctiterion 1/A.

Criterion B/2: 249 — 277 Fourth Street East is not associated with the lives of persons important to local, state,
ot national histoty. The Brown family, who appear to have built both houses, were not significant enough to
Sonoma history to rise to the level required for historic eligibility. Samuele and August Sebastiani were both
important to Sonoma history, but are not significantly associated with either house on the property despite their
ownership of the patcel. Therefore the house is not eligible to the NRHP, CRHR, ot City of Sonoma Register
under Criterion B/2. .

Criterion C/3: 249 — 277 Fourth Street Fast is not significant under Criterion 3 for its architecture. The two
historic-period houses appear to have originally been common examples of late nineteenth- and eatly twentieth-
centuty Folk Houses. However, both have been so heavily altered over the years that the details of their original
construction have been obscured. Therefore the houses do not rise to the level of significance required for listing
on the NHRP, CRHR, or the City of Sonoma histotic register under Criterion C/3.

Criterion D/4: In rare instances, buildings themselves can serve as sources of important information about
historic construction matetials or technologies and be significant under Criterion D/4. 249 — 277 Fourth Street
East does not appear to be a principal soutce of important information in this regard.
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*P3a. Description (continued):

There is a small projecting volume adjacent to the entry porch under its own shed roof. There is a brick chimney on the east elevation
which pierces the eastern slope of the roof. A small projecting volume toward the rear of the elevation houses a water heater.

The south and west elevations have a porch that wraps around the rear of the house. Like the small front porch, it has a flat roof
supported by square posts. It has entrances facing both south and west which are fitted with double doors glazed with large single panes.
There is a set of wooden steps at the south end of the main volume of the house, and a second wide L-shaped set of wooden steps that
wraps around the west and south. The west gable end has a small projecting volume with a flat roof.

The nearby garage/barn is rectangular in plan and has a gabled main roof with a hipped vented monitor at its center and a large shed
dormer on its north elevation. Clad in board-and-batten, it has vinyl windows with applied exterior muntins. Constructed c2010, it is a
contemporary building designed to fit in with its historic rural environment.

The caretaker house has a rectangular plan and asymmetrical side-gabled roof with louvered vents at the gable ends. Narrowly
overhanging eaves are unboxed with decorative scalloped bargeboards. Fenestration is a combination of vinyl replacement and wood
sash windows. The building is clad in stucco and rests on a concrete foundation. The main entrance on the north elevation is sheltered by
a shed-roofed entry porch supported by simple square posts and is at grade. The door is surrounded by decorative scalloped trim similar
to the bargeboards. The elevation lacks windows. The east elevation, which faces the street, has a shed roof projecting from the wall
beneath the main roof. A picture window near the north end of the elevation is grouped between two narrower single-hung windows. A
wide window at the south corner is fitted with a vinyl sash with interior muntins. A similar window abuts it around the corner on the
south elevation. A shed-roofed carport projects from the south elevation, and shelters a secondary entrance. There is a small enclosed
volume at the rear of the carport. The west elevation has several fixed wood sash, double-hung wood sash, and fixed vinyl windows.
Much of the west elevation is not visible due to a five-foot privacy fence as well as stored equipment and other fencing.

B10. Significance (continued):

Historic Context

In 1823, Father Jose Altimira led a Mexican expedition into Sonoma County in search of a mission site. After examining several areas,
Altimira chose the present-day City of Sonoma as the site for the mission, based on climate and abundant natural resources. The Mexican
government, in addition to converting Indians to Catholicism, needed an outpost in Sonoma County to deter Russian expansion in the
area. By the end of 1824, the San Francisco Solano de Sonoma mission had baptized 693 neophytes. The Sonoma mission was the last to be
founded in California, and the only mission established after Mexico’s independence from Spain.!

In 1834, the Mexican government secularized the entire mission system. The government orders stated that the Missions themselves
should become regular parish churches, while the Ranchos surrounding them were to be split up into subsistence plots for the Indian
neophytes. In 1835, General Mariano Guadalupe Vallejo was sent to the area to protect the mission and carry out the secularization orders.
Vallejo personally laid out the town of Sonoma the same year. He arranged the village according to the classic Mexican town plan, with
streets leading to the central plaza that is still at the heart of Downtown Sonoma. The new town became the Mexican government's
military headquarters for the region. The Mexican government distributed lots in the new town and granted large chunks of land
adjoining the town, mostly to Vallejo’s supporters and relatives, Vallejo himself received a vast land grant, Rancho Petaluma, which
consisted of 75,000 acres that stretched from Sonoma Creek to Petaluma Creek .2

After a transitional period of military rule, the Gold Rush in 1849 brought tens of thousands of American citizens to California, expediting
California statehood. Sonoma was incorporated as a city and as the county seat in 1850, shortly after California achieved statehood. The
town’s regional political importance was already on the wane, however, and in 1854 the rival town of Santa Rosa usurped the county seat
from Sonoma.?

1 Robert M. Lynch, The Sonoma Valley Story: Pages Through the Ages, The Sonoma Index-Tribune, Sonoma, California: 1997, p. 7; Lewis Publishing
Company, An lllustrated History of Sonoma County. The Lewis Publishing Company: 1889, p. 23 & 27;.).P..Munro-Fraser, History of Sonoma County,
California. Allen, Bowen & Company Publishers, San Francisco: 1880, p. 42 — 43,

2 Lynch, p. 10 & 64; Celeste G. Murphy, The Story of Sonoma. W.L. & C.G. Murphy, Sonoma, California: 1937, p. 26 & 30; Munro-Fraser, p. 46.

3 Munro-Fraser, p. 448; Lynch, p. 52 & 72.

DPR 523B (1/95) *Required Information
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Sonoma remained a small village that served the surrounding agricultural area, (which was devoted to wine grapes, fruit trees, stock
ranches and various other crops,) for nearly a century after Vallejo laid out its large street grid. By the first decades of the twentieth
century, Sonoma had also become a tourist destination, spurred by nationwide promotional campaigns mounted by railroads and
California boosters. Local resorts, many of them hot springs in the European mode, thrived until World War I disrupted their trade.*

In 1919, Prohibition brought an era of hard times to wine country, when federal agents shuttered most wineries. Despite the difficulties
prohibition created for agriculture, however, Sonoma constructed a new high school on Broadway in 1923. The Depression brought new
economic privation less than a decade later. The sale of wine was once again legal, but the Depression made it difficult to develop new
markets for the product, The California wine business did not truly recover from its prohibition setbacks until well after World War IL.5

Sonomans participated in World War II by serving in the armed forces as well as through typical support activities like blood drives,
“home guard” patrols, and scrap metal collection. However, as a rural town the area did not experience the rapid population growth and
other changes experienced by locales which absorbed an influx of defense workers. After the war ended, however, Sonoma was poised for
change as the California wine business consolidated its markets. Prosperity and improved transportation infrastructure brought Sonoma
much closer to the Bay Area, and encouraged both more visitors and transplants to the area. By 1960, Sonoma'’s days as a sleepy
backwater were coming to an end. The 1960s and 1970s were an era of explosive growth in Sonoma’s built environment, and by 1978,
Sonoma had annexed 44 additions. The population had grown from 3,023 residents in 1960 to over 40,000 in 1980. As neighborhoods that
had been partially rural were built out, wineries and other agriculture moved out into the nearby Valley of the Moon. Increased
population allowed for business growth during this era, especially the wine business, which doubled in size.®

Property History

The roughly five-acre parcel that would eventually become the Sealey Vineyards (as well as portions of the Sebastiani vineyards to the
east) were part of the first vineyard established in Sonoma. The Franciscan priests that founded the mission planted a vineyard north of
Spain Street and east of the Sonoma Plaza in 1825. After the missions were secularized, Mariano Vallejo took over a portion of the
vineyards. In the 1880s, the Catholic Church still owned a large portion of the vineyards, which were the last remnant of the once-
expansive mission holdings. In 1890, Patrick William Riordan, the Archbishop of San Francisco, deeded a right of way to the San Francisco
and North Pacific Railway Company for a railway line. Four years later, Riordan sold a portion of the mission vineyards to Thomas
Brown.”

4 Lynch, p. 136,132 — 133,

5 Lynch, p. 173, 186; Valerie Sherer Mathes and Diane Moll Smith, Images of America: Sonoma Valley. Arcadia Publishing, San Francisco.

& Lynch, p. 225, 228, & 233.

7 Robert S. Smile, The Sonoma Mission, San Francisco Solano de Sonoma: The Founding, Ruin and Restoration of California’s 21st Mission, Valley
Publishers, Fresno, California: 1975, p.119; Deeds on file at Sonoma County Recorder’s Office.
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wine. By 1909, he owned the winery outright. He bought a second winery in Lodi, and branched out into real estate development after his
success in the wine business. During Prohibition, he managed to stay afloat by making sacramental wine. He built the Sebastiani Theatre
on the Sonoma square as well as an apartment building and a number of houses near his winery. He also began canning fruit during
Prohibition. Many of these pursuits were designed to employ people during the difficult economic times caused by Prohibition and the
Great Depression that followed it.?

Sebastiani married Elvira Eraldi in 1904, the year he started his winery. Elvira’s parents Enrico and Mary were Italian-American, and she
was born in Connecticut in 1888. The family came to Sonoma soon thereafter, where Elvira’s three younger siblings were born. Her father
was the proprietor of the local Lone Star Saloon, a popular gathering spot for local Italian immigrants, and Samuele met Elvira there. She
would have been only sixteen when they married. Children Sabrina, Lawrence, and August were born between 1906 and 1914. The
Sebastiani family lived on their winery property on the east side of First Street East by 1920. When they purchased the Brown Ranch
across the street, they do not appear to have moved. Samuele Sebastiani died in 1944, and Elvira ten years later.

After Samuele Sebastiani’s death, eldest son August Sebastiani (who was at that time in his early 30s) took over winery operations.
August and his wife Sylvia purchased the winery from the estate, and August began making wine under the Sebastiani name. Gifted in
marketing as well as an expert winemaker, the younger Sebastiani presided over a vast expansion of the winery before his death in 1980.
Sebastiani descendants continued to operate Sebastiani Winery through 2007.1° '

About 1947, August and Sylvia Sebastiani constructed Casa Sebastiani, a large stone house on a knoll just north of the western portion of
the former Brown Ranch property. The Brown Ranch had been used for pasture before the Sebastiani purchase, and it does not appear to
have been immediately incorporated into the Sebastiani vineyards. By the late 1960s, there were still no grapevines on the property. Its
twentieth-century use as a vineyard appears to date from the 1980s.1!

In 2009, Sebastiani Vineyards sold the five-acre current parcel to Terry Noyer, Stephen M. Shaw, and Jodi Wong Shaw. At the end of that
same year, Noyer and the Shaws sold the property to Mark and Marylinda Eichstaedt of Tiburon. Mark Eichstaedt graduated from Ohio
State University in 1971, and then earned an MBA from Northwestern. He became a CPA in 1975 and started his own San Francisco
accounting firm in 1981. Marylinda is also a CPA. The couple applied for permits to replace the existing garage with a garage/barn and to
use 249 First Street East as caretaker housing. The Planning Commission approved the request. The Eichstaedts appear to have remodeled
the main house near the center of the parcel at that time, adding a wrap-around porch to the rear, replacing windows, and making many
other alterations. The barn/garage building northwest of the main house was constructed at the same time, and replaced an existing
somewhat smaller barn just to the south. Current owners Peter and Elizabeth Sealey of Sausahto purchased the property from the
Eichstaedts in 2013.12

Evaluation:
The NRHP and CRHR require that a significance criterion from A-D or 1-4 (respectively) be met for a resource to be eligible. Local historic
register requirements are based on the state and national standards.

Criterion A/1: 249 — 277 Fourth Street East is not associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
local, regional, or national history. Although the parcel was part of Sonoma’s first vineyard, which was established by the Sonoma
Mission priests in 1825, none of the extant buildings on the property date from its period of use as a vineyard by the Mission. If the
vineyard had been in continuous use as such since the Mission era it may have been significant as a historic landscape, however, there is
no evidence of grape-growing on the parcel between 1900 and 1980. Therefore, the property is not significantly associated with this
important local context and the buildings and vineyards are not eligible to the NRHP, CRHR, or for local listing under Criterion 1/A.

Criterion B/2: 249 — 277 Fourth Street East is not associated with the lives of persons important to local, state, or national history. The
Brown family, who appear to have built both houses, were not significant enough to Sonoma history to rise to the level required for

? Gaye Lebaron, “Chapter 1: Sebastiani Tale Begins with Samuele,” Santa Rosa Press Democrat, May 4, 1986; U.S. Census Records, Sonoma California,
1920.

10 New York Times, “August Sebastiani is Dead at 66,” February 19, 1980, p. B4, col. 4-5;
! Historic Aerials, Nationwide Environmental Title Research, http://www.historicaerials.com/, accessed September 21, 2015,

12 Realize CPA, LLC, 2015, http://realizecpa.com/team/, accessed September 4, 2015; Minutes, City of Sonoma, Planning Commission, January 14,
2010.
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City_of Sonorpa _ _ DRHPC Agenda 4
Design Review and Historic Item:
Preservation Commission Meeting Date: 05/17/16

Agenda Item Summary

Applicant Project Location
Michael Marino 166 and 168 West Napa Street

Historical Significance

[] Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant)
[] Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant)
[] Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant)
X Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant)
Year Built: 1950

Request
Demolition of a duplex on the property at 166 and 168 West Napa Street.

Summary

The property is a £20,100 square foot parcel located on the north side of West Napa Street midblock between First Street
West and Second Street West. The parcel is developed with two vacation rentals and a duplex.

The property is located within the City’s Historic Overlay Zone; however, it is not listed on the local Historic Resources
Survey, the State Register, or the National Register. However, under the Development Code, demolition of any structure
over 50 years old is subject to review and approval by the DRHPC. A copy of the existing site plan (Site Plan) is attached.

Historical Significance: According to the State Office of Historic Preservation, structures over 50 years old may be
historically significant, even if not listed on a local or State/National register. Pursuant to §15064.5 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a resource is considered “historically significant” if the resource meets any one of the
following criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (as set forth under Public Resource Code
§5024.1):

1. Isassociated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history and
cultural heritage.

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the
work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values.

4.  Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Given the age of the buildings, in August 2002, a previous applicant commissioned Diana Painter to prepare a historical
evaluation of the property to determine if the structures were historically significant. The historic resource evaluation found
that the property and structures do not meet the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources and
therefore are not historical resources as defined under CEQA (see attached Research and Evaluation for the Historic
Significance of the Properties at 164-172 West Napa Street, dated August 2002). Because the structure is not an historical
resource, demolishing it would not have a significant effect on the environment and the project qualifies for a Class 1
Categorical Exemption under CEQA (815301. Existing Facilities).

City Regulations for Demolition Permits: The City’s regulations for demolition permits rely heavily on the criteria for
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources in determining whether a property is historically significant and
can be demolished. This is reflected in both §19.54.090.F.2 (Determination of Significance) and 819.54.090.G.1 (Findings,
Decision) of the Development Code. If the DRHPC determines that the residence does not qualify as a historic resource



under CEQA and can make the findings listed below, then the demolition may be approved. If the DRHPC chooses to
approve the demolition of the residence, the DRHPC may require that the duplex not be demolished until building permits
for the replacement structure have been issued and that the inside and outside of the duplex be photo documented and
submitted to the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation and City of Sonoma.

Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.090 of the Development Code, the DRHPC must make the following findings to
approve a Demolition Permit:

1. The structure is not historically significant, based upon the criteria established by the State Office of Historic
Preservation (listed above); or

2. The structure does not represent a unique and irreplaceable historic or architectural resource;

3. The community benefit of preserving the structure is outweighed by the cost of preservation and rehabilitation;

4. The adaptive re-use of the structure is infeasible or inappropriate, due to economic considerations, structural
conditions or land use incompatibility; and

5. The relocation of the structure is infeasible due to cost, structural conditions or lack of an interested taker.

All demolition projects require a demolition permit from the City of Sonoma Building Department prior to performing any
demolition work. Additional clearances from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (hazardous materials ‘J’
number), Sonoma County PRMD (sewer disconnect permit), Sonoma County Health Department (well abandonment
permit), Sonoma Planning Department (tree protection and storm water management best practices), and other agencies or
departments may be required prior to issuance of a demolition permit. For further information, please contact the Building
Department at (707) 938-3681.

If commissioners wish to arrange a site visit to inspect the home independently, please contact the applicant, Michael Marino
at (707) 732-8188.

Commission Discussion

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action
O Approved U Disapproved [ Referred to: U Continued to:

Roll Call Vote: Aye Nay Abstain Absent

DRHPC Conditions or Modifications



Attachments:

Project narrative.

Pictures of existing residence.

Site plan.

Research and Evaluation of the Historic Significance of the Properties at 164-172 West Napa Street Sonoma,
Sonoma County, California August 2002.

el N =

cc:  Michael Marino
500 Michael Drive
Sonoma, CA 95476
Patricia Cullinan, via email
Alice Duffee, via email

SLPH Historic Survey, via email

Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall



Project Description
158-166-168 West Napa Street

This particular request i‘s‘to demo the existing duplex know as 166 and 168 West Napa as well as the
existing shed/garage located at 158 West Napa. The duplex although its actual date of construction is
unknown appears to have been built in the early to mid-70s. After a historical review was conducted
several years ago a demo permit was approved from Design Review however never acted upon.

I am currently working with the city for the overall plan which will be to merge the 2 parcels leaving the
existing 3 houses up front and building a new 6 plex with reception building in the rear. The completed
project would be owner operated and run as a small boutique hotel or vacation rental.

The new construction will be designed to complement Sonoma’s style in the early 1900’s and presented
to this commission at a future meeting.

I am currently on the job site daily and encourage you to give me a call so we can meet onsite for any
further explanation or to answer any questions.

| can be reached at 707 732-8188

Michael Marino
500 Michael Drive
Sonoma, Ca 95476

APR 1 8 2016
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SUMMARY

This evaluation of the thiree structures at 164 ~ 172 West Napa Street has been
undertaken to determine the historical and architectural significance of the
structures and their ownership/tenancy within the setting of the City of Sonoma.
The structures were evaluated against the eligibility criteria established by the
State of California, which are consistent with the eligibility criteria for the
National Register of Historic Places. The property was evaluated against
Eligibility Criteria 2, which requires significance with respect to a direct
association with a person significant to local (or state ot national) history, and
Eligibility Criteria 3, which requires significance with respect to architectural

© 7 design.
With respect to Eligibility Criteria 2 it was found that, although the site has been
associated with local community leaders and professional people who have made
contributions to the community, the property did not meet the test of these
criteria, which is quite stringent in its requirement that the property have a direct
relationship with local leaders. All of the individuals associated with this
property lived and/or worked there for a portion of their careers. The structures
were not necessarily associated with those individuals during the most significant
periods in their careers, however, nor could a direct relationship be established
between the individuals, their contributions, and the structures.

The era in which the structures at 164 and 170-172 West Napa were developed
.and remodeled, respectively, was one in which a-variety of architectural styles
were being expressed in the design of modest cottages and bungalows. With
respect to Eligibility Criteria 3 it was found that, although the older structures on
the property displayed characteristics of this era, they were not particularly good
examples in terms of their representation of a style or genre. In addition, the
property at 170-172 West Napa has been heavily modified over time, so it is
difficult to make a correlation between the design of the structure and the
activities that took place during what would have been its period of significance.
So while both of these structures contribute to-the small scale, architectural
variety, and mix of commercial/residential structures along this street, they are not
necessarily architecturally significant in themselves. '

164-172 West Napa Street . ' Page 3 of 19




INTRODUCTION
Purpose of Report

Pacific Union has been retained by the estate of Irma Voss to undertake preliminary
permitting for the property at 164-172 West Napa Street, prior to selling the property. In
the course of responding to initial inquiries about permitting, the City of Sonoma
requested that an evaluation of the potential historic significance of the property be
undertaken. This evaluation is being prepared prior to permit review by the Architectural
Review Commission. l '
The estate of Irma Voss retained Diana J. Painter to undertake this evaluation. fama
qualified architectural historian as defined in the Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR
Part 61. Tam also on the list of approved architectural historians with the State Office of
Historic Preservation’s Northwest Information Center in Rohnert Park, California.

Project Approach

There are four ‘tests’ for the historic significance of a property or site in the State of
California. These criteria are modeled after the nationat criteria. Many local
municipalities adopt the state or national criteria by reference and use them to determine
whether sites and buildings are eligible for local, State or National Register listing. But
even if the local agency doesnot specifically adopt the criteria, the criteria still apply if
the proposal 1s subject to th'e California Environmental Policy Act.

. ... aresource does not need to have been identified previously either
through listing or survey to be considered significant under CEQA. In
addition to assessing whether historical resources potentially impacted by
a proposed project are listed or have been identified in a survey process,
lead agencies have a responsibility to evaluate them against the California
Register criteria prior to making a finding as to the proposed project’s
impacts to historical resources (FRC 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5(3)).

The State Eligibility Criteria were used to structure the research conducted for this report.

In order to be determined significant, an historical resource must meet one or more of the

following four criteria: S

1. Ttis associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
paiterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the
United States; or .

2. Itis associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national
history; or ’

164-172 West Napa Street ~ Page 4 of 19




3. Tiembodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesscs high artistic va}ues;
or

4. Tt has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory
- orhistory of the local area, California, or the nation (Cdlifornia Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and Historic Resources, p. 31).
in addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, a prop}erty must retain enough of
its integrity to convey the reasons for its significance. For example, if the property is
determined to be significant for its architectural design (Criteria 3), it must retain enough
of its appearance and historic character to be recognizable as an historic resource and
representative of its period of significance (California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQ4) and Historic Resources, p. 31). l
If a property is determined to be significant for ifs association with the lives of persons
importantto local, state or national history (Criteria 2), the property must also meet
* additional tests. First, the contributions of the person or persons must be determined to
be significant. One of'the tests of significance in this area involves comparing the
contributions of the individual or individuals with others active ior influential in the same
arena.

1 3

The second test involves determining whether the person’s associafior with the subject
property is significant. Guidelines established by the National Park Service for this test
state that:
»  {he person must be directly associated with the property,
= the property must be associated with the person during the time of their
contribution to the community or to their field; I
»  the property must represent the individual’s significant contribution;
» it should compare favorably with other properties that also represent the person’s
historic contributions; and ' '
»  the property must retain jntegrity from the period of its significant historic
associations; again, its period of significance (Guidelines for Evaluating and
Dacumenting Properties Associated with Signi{fcant Persons).

The property at 164-172 West Napa Street was ¢valuated against Criteria 2 and Criteria
3, as it was determined that these criteria had the most potential relevance to the subject
property. ‘

Research Methodology

Preparation of this report involved consultation with staff and members of the following
agencies and organizations: The State Historic Preservation Office’s Northwest
Information Center; the City of Sonoma Planning and Building Divisions; the Central-
Santa Rosa Library Local History Collection; Sonoma Valley Regional Library; Sonoma

¥

!
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County Assessor’s Office; Sonoma County R.ecpirder’s Office; Sonoma League for |
Historic Preservation; and the Sonoma Valley Historical Society. : ‘

Architectural resources that were consulted inctude: The Guide to Architecture in San
Francisco and Northern California by David Gebhard, et. al.; American Architecture by
Cyril M. Harris; Classic Houses of the Twenties by J. D. Loizeaux; A Field Guide to
American Houses by Virginia & Less McAlester; and House Styles in America by James
C. Massey and Shirley Maxwell.

« Local history séurces include Robert M. Lynch’s Thé Sonoma Valley Story; Saga of
Sonoma published by the Sonoma Valley Historical Society; and articles from the
Sonoma Index-Tribune.

H

Two site visits in Angust 2002 allowed for docomentation of the site as if exists today.
Sanborn Maps dating from 1888, 1891, 1897, 1905, 1906, 1923 and 1934 were consulted
to document the site as it existed in the past. Assessor records supplied information on
building dates and configurations. And finally, city directories from 1905 to 2002 and
the property’s chain of title were consulted to corroborate other research. No historic
photographs were available from the above sources for the project site, with the exception
of photos of the front facades from the 1950s from the Sonoma County ‘Assessor records.

162-172 West Napa Street f Page 6 of 19
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION !

The site (APN 018-202-009) is addressed as 164 — 172 West Napa Street. It is located
near the northeast corner of West Napa Street and 7™ Street West, in downtown Sonoma,
one block from the Plaza (see Figure 1)
Three structures occupy the rectangular site. A duplex, addressed as 170 — 172 West
Napa, is lopated on the western portion of the site (on the left, a5 viewed from the street);
another duplex, addressed as ] 66 — 168 West Napa, is jocated along the back of the lot;
and a commercial office, addressed as 164 West Napa, is located on the east side of the
site (on the tight, as viewed from the street). The office is called the Moon Valley
Professional Building. There is an open carport attached to 170-172 West Napa, and 2
_surface parking ot exists in back of the commercial office, along the east boundary of the
site. The front yard of the property is formally landscaped, as are some of the side yards.

Assessor records indicated the following dates for the respective structures:
» 164 West Napa - 1925 . '
» 166~ 168 West Napa — 1950 ' ~

"« 170~ 172 West Napa — 1913, remodeled in 1925.

162-172 West Napa Sireet ' Page 7 of 19
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PROPERTY CONTEXT -

Physical Context
Historical Development: The subject property is within the ofiginal town site laid out by
General Vallejo on behalf of the Mexican government. Sanborn maps for West Napa
Street between First and Second Streets from late 19" century, however, indicate that
very little development took place in this area prior to the turn of the century. Most of
the commercial development was on First Street West, fronting on the Plaza, which was
the center of town, ‘ '

The'lSéS Sanborn shows a general store and drug store on the corner of West Napa and
First Street West, with a buggy house and wine cellar farther down the block. " The latter
were converted to dwellings by 1897. By 1905 there was a house on the corner of West
Napa and 2™ Sireet West, but otherwise this side of the block contained only the
buildings mentioned earlier.”

Newspaper articles indicate that much of residential development in Sonoma was taking
place east of the Plaza in the early 20" century (“The City of Sornoma Experiencing
Home-Building Boom, ” The Sonoma Index-Tribune, June 5, 1915). Commercial and
civic improvements were also underway in anticipation of visitors to the town in
conjunction with the 1915 Pan-Pacific International Exposition in San Francisco,

By 1923, the next available Sanborn map indicates that there-were numerous commercial

structures ofl the east half of the block, and three residences on the west balf of the block
(on'the zorth side of West Napa Street). Additional commercial buildings and
renovations of commercial buildings on the street were noted in the newspapers. The .
house at 170-172 is in its carrent location, alth‘bugh there are no other structures on the,
site. - '

By 1934, the last available Sanborn map for the area, there is one additional cormmercial
structure on the block, one additional residence, and the doctor’s office at 164 West Napa
has beexn added. In conclusion, it appears that most of the block developed between
about 1913 and 1925.

West Napa Street Today: Today both the north and south sides of West Napa Street
between First and 2™ Streets display a mix of building types with varying architectural
styles. Building ages span over 100 years, from the commercial structures built before
the turn of the 20" century, to contemporary structures, Most of the structures are used
for commercial purposes. The two duplexes on this site.are an exception, in that they are
ofil] in residential use. Two commercial properties have a residential appearance - the
Moon Valley Professional Building on this site, and the building directly-east, which is an
historic residence that has been rehabilitated and converted to commercial use.

Building styles and materials range from a false front structure with corrugated metal
siding to-a contemporary office building with some historic references and a stucco

162-172 West Napa Streel Page 8 of 19
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‘finish. Most buﬂdmgs front on the front property line, in back of the sidewalk, with the
exception of the 7-11 at 2™ Street and West Napa. Parkmg occurs in side lots between
buildings pr on the street. Buildings are one or two stories in hezght, and of relatively
small scale. Most businesses display retail storefronts. Office Uises are an exception.

Regulatory Context i

\

Historic Resources: Although the site is just a block off the Plaza, which was declared a
National Historic Landmark in 1961, it is not within the Sonoma Plaza National Historic
District, which was adopted in 1974 {see Figure 2). This District is comprised primarily
of properties fronting on the Plaza, with the exception of areas extending down Fast
Spain Street and East Napa Street. !

Any redevelopment that might occur on this site, however, could trigger a review for
‘historic resources under the auspices of the California Environmental Quality Act, as
discussed above. A threshold that is ofien used by public agencies to prompt an
evaluation for historic resources is if a property is 50 years old or older. The DEIR for

the Sononta Redevelopment Plan Project Arca Amcndmen IIUJJZBS 45 years as a
threshold.

The Histotic Resource Survey that was conducted in Sonoma in 1979 did not include the
subject property. The closest property that was evaluated for this survey is 158 West
Napa, just:east of the subject property (see above). State records indjcate that the 158
‘West Napa property “Appears Eligible for the National Reglster ” A number of
properties within the block are noted in the 1983 Redevelopment Plan as “Eligible for the
National Register” (see Figure 3). -

Redevelopment Project Area; The property is within the City of Sonoma’s 1983’
Redevelopment Project Area, which takes in the downtown and the area west of
downtown all the way to Sonoma Creek. It also encompasses neighborhoods to the south
and southwest of downtown. The mpetus for the Redevelopment District, as described
in the Plan, was the need for attention to inadequate infrastructure, the maintenance needs
of older strictures, inadequate spatial conditions in older commercial and residential
structures,;and inadequate parking in many commercial areas.

The DEIR for the Sonoipa Redevelopment Plan Project Area Amendment notes that
redevelopment may impact historic structures, and appropriate mitigation would be to
‘determine whether sites containing structures that are or may be of historic value meet
the state’s criteria for designation as a historic resource’ (p, 16 7)

Policies and Regulations: General Plan goals that apply to this areg call for ‘defining and
reinforcing the historic, smafl-town characteristics of Sonoma® (Goal CDE-5). Policies
are oriented toward ensuring compatlblhty with neighborhood scale consistency with
historic building patterns, and reusing historic buildings to the grcatest extent feasible (p.
24). The DEIR for the General Plan Update notes that “dxsplacement or detraction from
the surronnding character of historic sites could still oceur under the proposed General

i
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Plan Update (p. 189). Implementafion strateg'ieé include developing and adopting town
design guidelines. Zoning for this area is CO ~ Commercial.

H
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APPLICATION OF ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 2: .

Associmtion with persons important fo local, Californid or national
history ' (
The following is a brief discussion of persons who have been associated with this site
over time. Ownership or tenant information is taken from the preliminary title report,
newspapet accounts, newspaper advertisements, and historical directories. A difficulty
with using this information is that in the historical references, addresses were seidom
used. Tt-was apparently assumed that the reader knew the location of the business by
local landmarks. Therefore, tepants are listed only where a street number or building
name was given, Information about the persons discussed is from local histories and
newspaper stories. ‘

Property Qwnerships/Tenancy ' :

According to the preliminary title report, the first owner of this property was Arvilla
MeHarvey. She is listed in the 1913 Directory as a housekecper. The 1906 Sanborn Map
ndicates that the property had not yet been subdivided into the parcel that is reflected by
current property boundaries. The first property transfer was recorded in 1903, and the

- second property transfer was recorded in 1907. Both transactions were between Mrs.
Harvey and Dr. Allen M. Thomson. ,
Dr. Thomson: Dr. Thomson owned this property from 1903/07 until 1927. He could
have lived,at 170/172 West Napa from 1913 on, which is when the house (now duplex)

- was built. A newspaper article notes that Drs. Thompson and Hayes were to move their
offices into the upper floor of the Bulotti Building, above Sonoma Valley Furniture
Company, in 1915.

Dr. Thomson returned from service in World War I in 1919. An ad from that year places
Dr. Thomson’s office and residence on Napa Street, “across from Mission Garage.” An
article notes that the Buloiti Building, the location of his previous office, is to be
remodeled for a bank in 1923. The offices at 164 West Napa were constructed n 1925.
In conclusion, it is possible that Dr. Thomson occupied the West Napa site in various
capacities jn the 1910s/20s. '

Dr. Thomson was a prominent member of the community, as well as one of the few
doctors in Sonoma for much of his career. He came to Sonoma:in 1901, and married
Anita Emparan, a grand-danghter of General Mariano Vallejo, in 1902.  In additionto
his service as a physician, he was also involved in other business enterprises, including
owning a gold mine in Nevada in partnership with other local doctors and the Index-
Tribune owner, and a fig ranch in Shasta, '

Dr. Thomson was probably best known for his involvement in the forerunners of the
Sonoma Hospital, according to accounts in Robert M. Lynch’s book, The Sonoma Valley
Story. There was no hospital in Sonoma in the early twentieth century. The Crane

164-172 West Napa Strect Page 11 of 19
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Sanitarium in Boyes Springs was the closest facility. After this facility burned down in
1923, the head nurse retired to a ranch on Burndalé Road. Dr. Thomson and three cther
doctors in town - Drs. Wilford B, Hayes, Sophus Boolson and A. X. McGrath - persuaded
her to open what became known as the Burndale Samtarlum in 1924. Dr. Edward J,
Finnerty joined the group in 1927.

Dr. Thomson was also involved in the development of a modem chmc in Santa Rosa,
along with four Santa Rosa doctors, in 1925. It was to be located at 5™ and Washington,
‘on the second floor of the Elks Building, and organized along the same lines as the Mayo
Clinic. One-account has him spending the remainder of his career in Santa Rosa.

Dr. Finnerty: Dr. Finnerty purchased the property in December 1927, and it was in his
family until March 1943. it was sold to Althea Edwards in March 1943, who sold it to
Pasquale Ventimiglia in January 1944. Dr. Finnerty, as noted above, was part of the

- Burndale Sanitariom.

Dr. Newman, who had formerly practiced with Dr. Carroll ¥
over the offices of Dr, Finnerty, who had accepted a position on the staff of the Sonoma
State Home. The property on West Napa would be sold to M, and Mrs. Floyd Edwards,
who would remodel the house for apartments and oceupy one unit themselves. Dr..
Newman’s offices were advertised at 164 West Napa through the mid-1950s. -

About 1944 the Bumndale Road facility was taken over by Dr. McGrath, joined by Drs.
Carroll B. Andrews and William J. Newman. At that time, however, a new facility was
sought. The group leased a two-story building in Buena Vista in 1945. Among the first
directors was Dr. Andrews. This facility was used for twenty years, although the need for
a new, modern hospital was regunlarly expressed.

Dr. Andrews: Another physician listed at West Napa in 1941 was Carroll B. Andrews.
Dr. Andrews had come to Sonoima in 1933. As noted above, he was also associated with
the Burndale Sanitarium in 1944 and Buepa Visa in 1945. By 1949 Andrews and others
were listed at the American Trust Bmldmg on West Napa. Dr. Andrews retired in 1973
after 40 years of service,

In 1952 a committee was formed, including Dr. Newinan, to seek a new hospital site and
funding. -A bond election for this new hospital was defeated in 1953. This was attributed
to the work of a committee headed by Dr. Andrews, according to Robert Lynch.
Eventually a bond election passed, and the new hospital opened in 1957.

Mr. Newton Dal Poggetto: A local prominent attorney, former judge, and community
leader, Newton Dal Poggetto, had his offices at the 164 West Napa building in the late
1960s and early 1970s. He was a founding member of the Sonoma Valley Chamber of
Commerce, which started in March 1930.

164-172 West Napa Street Page 12 of 19




In 1944 tha property was sold to Edward Voss, and it has remained in his family to the
present. The Vosses have used the property for a rental throughout their ownership.

Evaluation

The offices-at 164 West Napa Street have been associated with 4 number of important
and prominent local citizens, Most of the individuals discussed here lived in Sonéma for
much of their career and put in many years of service to the community. However, they
are.among:many others who have played an important role in the formation of the
%m it appears that most professmnals in the town had a
number of different oifices over the course of their careers, some which may be more
directly associated with the periods in ‘which their main contributions were made. In

conclusion, it appears that the structures at 164-172 West Napa do not meet the criteria
for association with persons important to local history.

[y
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APPLICATION OF ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 3:

Embodies distinctive architectural characteristics of a fype, period,
" region, or method of constructiot, or represents the work of a master, or
possesses high arfistic values

i

164 WestNapa‘Streel

Architectural description: This is a one-story, wood-frame structure with a concrete
foundation and composite roof. 1t has a rectangular floor plan, which runs north/south
along the east side of the lot. The exterior finish is heavily textured stucco, with brick
detailing, primarily at the window siils. A gable roof faces the street, and a cross gable
faces the entry drive to the west. The rear addition also has a gable facing the parking
area. The structure has a corner entry on the front fagade, facing the entry dnve a side
eniry off the driveway, and an entry 1o the back addition near the parking area. Itis 1,471
square feet in size.

The front fagade features a three-part window, with a double-hung window in the center
(originally six panes over one pane), and eight fixed panes in the sidelights. The sill is
brick. A wood vent set in an arched opening with quoin details and a brick sill is

- centered under the gable. Smgle double-hung windows with six panes over one ate
typical throughout the structure. . Most frames are wood, and sills are brick. The vent
detail is-also repeated throughout the structure, The back-addition bas a simpler,
contemporary window and entry, and a plam, rectang(ﬂar rather than decorative vent

The front corner.entry features an arched opening that is-also round in plan; that is,
projecting from the doorway. This projecting shape is echoed in the stoop and stairs.
The arch features brick detailing in the surround. A stepped parapet wall, topped with
brick, helps define the entry and small planting areas. A stepped wall of similar design
also defines the patio that leads to the stairs, which is stamped, colored concrete These
are the main character-defining features of the building.

Backeround: This struchwe has, by all appearances, always been used for offices, despite
its residential character. According 1o assessor records, it was constructed in 1925, Itis
noted on the 1934 Sanborn map as a doctor’s office withx-ray. 1At that time, there was
no rear addition. The first assessment on the property was done in 1949, and the records
show the structure as it currently exists. In other words, the addition was probably built
between 1934 and 1949. Records also indicate that there are two offices and fhree exam
rOOIDS. : , i

The photograph in the assessor’s records, which appears to be from the 1950s, shows the
front facade substantiaily as it exists today with the exception of the middle panel of the
front window, which has been changed from a wood-frame double-hung window with six
Tights over a single pane, to a doubleshung, aluminum frame window.
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Evaluatior: With the exceptions noted, this structure-appears to have been unmodified
since it was built, and is wefl-maintained. The landscaping is essentially as designed,
including the front entry patio and hardscape details matching the house. Although the
structure has apparently always been used for commercial purposes, it was obviously
built 1o convey a residential appearance, and an appearance compatible with the
residential, structure across the driveway. As a result of the similar scale of the two
structures, and similar roof lines and front set-backs, the residence and office present a
coherent and complimentary appearance as viewed from the street, despite architectural
differences. ) {

166 — 168 West Napa Street !
Architechural description: This one-story, wood-frame structure has a concrete
foundation and flat roof. It is a rectangular building, running east to west at the rear of
the lot. The siding has a stucco finish. The two units are essentially divided by a double
gatage with contemporary, roll-up door. There is a pair of double-hung, aluminum frame
windows between the front door and garage for each unit, and 4 single,-double-hung
alominum: frame window on the far side of each front fagade. The units are set back from
the side and rear fence lines with a six-to-ten foot yard. The easterly unit has a bamboo
and wood fence-separating a yard area from the park:mg lot. The units are 672 square
feet each, excluding the garage.

Background; This duplex was built in 1950, according fo asse.s;sor records. No exterior
modifications are known to have ommed over time.

Evalpatior: This is-a strmght—forward, wtilitarian structure. Landscapmg and detailing is
minimal. The location of the structure on the lot and its relationship to the other
buildings and parking areas result in the building fronting on pubhc parking areas, with
minimal pnvate outdoor space. |

170-1 72 West Napa Streef :

Architechiral description: This is a one-story, wood-frame stracture with a partial stone
foundation and composite roof. It has alargely rectangularfloor plan, running
north/south on the west side of the lot, The front unit has a-stucco finish, and the rear unit
has a stucco finish on a portion of it, with shingle siding on the'majority of the unit.

There is an attached three~car carport with an enclosed storage area in the back. Records:
indicate that the carport was rebuilt in 1991. There is a total of 2,344 square feet of living
area, including both units.

This structure displays an enclosed front entry with asymmetncal gable roof projecting
from the front facade, which also has a gable roof with a similar pitch. Ashlar concrete
steps lead 1o the front door. There is a tall, narrow side light with three'fixed panes to the
left of the front door. This detail is repeated on the side walls enclosmg the porch. '
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Thie ﬁic;,ade of the front porch is visually. extended with a narrow buttress on the right
hand side, and the fagade of the main structure is extended on the left with an arched
wing wall leading to a side yard off the patio. The patio is again stamped, colored
concrete, with a wood fence and formal landscaping.

Double-hung windows flank the front porch, with aluminum awnings and decorative
metal grills. Originally, these were e1ght~paned casement windows, but they have been
replaced. A wood, horizontally-oriented vent is located under the gable. A dramatic
chimney on the right hand side of the structure is also apparent from the ‘front.

On the east fagade, large double—hung wmdows flark the chimney on the facade nearest

the street. Next a screened entry porch leads to doors to both the front and rear unit. - '
Finally, a bank of four, double-hung windews in a-wide wood frame is featured on the '
northern-most section of the stucco unjt. This area is actually w1th1n the rear unit, ~
although it is within the gable-on-hip Toof of the front unit. ' : X

The next section of the east fagade appears almost as 2 ﬁeé—standmg room which projects ¥
slightly from the main fagade of the building. This ‘room” has shingle siding, and

features two asymmetrically placed windows and a door. It has a shallow roof pitch with

a east facing gable-end, The slope of its roof abuts the sloping roofs to the north and

south. A large chimney, brick rather than the stucco finish of the front chimney, is

visible to the far right, on the northern-most section of the building.

The remainder of the structure to the north, including another room, two covered  *
passageways, a covered storage area, and the carport, feature a variety of windows and
doors, with a variety of finishes. This is an older portion of'the building which has
obviously been heavily modified over time. It is all finished in dark shingles, w1th

curved rafier details, painted white.

Backeround; This duplex was originally constructed in 1913, according to assessor
records, and remodeled in 1925 (although records show the effective date of the remodel
to be 1919). The structure was first appraised in 1949. The assessor’s sketch shows the
structure as currently configured, The accompanying photograph of the front facade,
which appears to be from the 1950s, also shows the current appearance of the stmcfﬁrc,
with the exception of the windows on the front fagade. These appear to have been double
casement windows witli eight lights on each panel Today the windows appearto be
double hung, alumizum-frame wmdows set in a wood frame, with vmyl partitions on the
upper pane.

The 1923 Sanborn map shows the front unit with essentially the same “footprint’ and
location as today. It has a different front entry and front porch however, indicating that
the fagade was heavily modified, if the whole unit was not rebuilt.

The footprint of the second or rear unit appears essentlaily as it is today, with the
exception of an additional room with-an exterior entry located at about the mid-point of
the east fagade. This room was added later, some time between 1923 and 1934. The
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carport, as noted, was rebuilf in 1919. Inits place was a smal[er accessory structure in
1923.

!

¢ L
The 1934 Sanborn map shows the structure as currently configured. Note, however, that
these records only show exterior walls, and not interior or other} modifications.

Bvaluation; There are a number of roof forms on this structure hmt abut one another,
with different rafier and soffit details. On the interior, the number of interior finishes,
from wooll lath and plaster to gypsum board to board and batten to knotty pine paneling
indicates many modifications over time, as well as varying aftention to finishes. The
large number of exterior entrances and unconventional room re]ailonshlps are another
indicatiomthat the structure has been modified over time to accommodate different
living/rental arrangements. This is corroborated by the fact that most Wmdows have,
different design details, as do doors and entries.

Archzteciural Context . }

-The two older structures on this site, the office and the west dup]ex, were bullt and
‘remodeled at a time when period revivals were popular for adaptatlon to small residences.
The economic prosperity of the 1920s and avaﬂablhty of inexpensive labor and materials
are reasons given for the boom in home-building. Pattern books with plans and tempting
illustrations were readily available to builders and property owners. Even prefabricated
homes were available in ‘New England Colonial, Dutch Colonial, Gothic or half- tlmber
Modern Enghsh, Italian, or Spanish Mission’ styles.
The Mission Revival style was particnlarly popular, esp'ecially in California. Tt evolved
froma he1ghtened awareness of this earlier heritage, as the missions were being
rehabilitated. It was introduced in expositions around the count[y from the 1880s to
19135, -and became particular]ly popular in Catifornia, where mchtects and builders were
seeking an architectural vocabulary that distinguished local architecture from the revival
styles popular on the east coast. The rebuilding of the mission in Sonoma, of course,
could have provided a direct inspiration herc for adaptation of stylistic elements from the
Mezican era. . i

' t

The overall appearance of the ‘cottages,” that is, the front unit of the duplex and the
office, appear to be consistent with home-building trends of thetime. The front duplex
was remodeled (or perhaps rebuilt) in an English Cottage style, judging by the natrow
projecting;front entry with its asymmetrical gable. The slight buttress on the right side of
the entry, as well as the arched opening to the side yard on the left, reinforces this
impréssion. Tall narrow windows with multiple lights on the entry, as well as the eight-
paned casement windows on the original structure, also support this interpretation.

The pitch of the roof on the entry porch is not typical of the English Cottage or Tudor-

inspired style, however. The narrow chimney is also atypical ofthis style. It is possible

that the pitch of the entry porch was designed to match'the pitch of the roof of the main

house, which may have been preserved when the front facade was remodéled. And it is
H
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	4_21_15 DRHPC Draft Minutes
	Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West, Sonoma, CA
	Draft MINUTES
	COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: Mary Martinez, resident, requested more specific Historic design guidelines for applicants to follow. She suggested a “certificate of appropriateness” standard in light of the recent webcam placed on a historic building direc...
	Patricia Cullinan, resident, agreed with Mary Martinez’s comments.
	Chair Barnett supported the landscape plan as proposed.
	Comm. Anderson inquired about the baton framework and felt the Planning Commission had reviewed many revisions of the site plan since the initial application.
	Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment.
	No public comment.
	Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment.
	Comm. Tippell preferred the Nantucket grey color over the yellow color.
	Comm. Anderson agreed with Comm. Tippell’s comments and supported the overall plan.
	Comm. Johnson suggested different color variations.
	Comm. Randolph and Chair Barnett agreed there should be alternative color options.
	Randy Figueiedo, Tierney/Figuerido Architects, agreed with more color options.
	Comm. Randolph made a motion approve as submitted with the condition that the applicant return to the DRHPC with additional color options (including rendered color samples). Comm. Anderson seconded. The motion carried unanimously (5-0).

	5_19_15 DRHPC Draft Minutes
	Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West, Sonoma, CA
	Draft MINUTES
	COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: No Public Comment.
	Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.
	No public comment.
	Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.
	Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.
	No public comment.
	Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.
	Comm. Tippell is pleased with the sign companies work with local restaurants and is satisfied that a third sign will anchor the building. She viewed as a great addition to the Plaza area.
	Comms. Anderson and Johnson concurred with Comm. Tippell’s comments.
	Chair Randolph agreed the new signage is a great addition to the Plaza.
	Comm. Anderson made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion carried unanimously (5-0)

	3_15_16 DRHPC Draft Minutes
	1_SonomaHighway19380-DesignReview_RoofandWallSigns
	2_WNapa117-KenwoodInvestments_DesignReview
	3_FourthE277-Sealey-DesignReview
	4_WNapa158_166_168--Marino-Demolition

