
 

      
 

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 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of design review and 
new signs for a bar (Starling Bar). 
  
Applicant:   
Anthony Lauino/Fred Johnson 
(Starling Bar) 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
19380 Sonoma Highway 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Mixed Use (MU) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
West Napa-Sonoma Hwy Corridor 
 
Base: Mixed Use (MX) 
Overlay: None 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM 2 –Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of design review for a 
commercial building.  
 
Applicant:   
Bill Hooper (Kenwood Investments, 
LLC) 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
117 West Napa Street 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Commercial (C) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
Downtown District 
 
Base: Commercial (C) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 



ITEM 3 –Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of site design and 
architectural review of a new 
accessory structure (barn).  
 
Applicant:   
Sutton Suzuki Architects  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
277 Fourth Street East 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Agriculture (A) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Northeast Area 
 
Base: Agriculture (A) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM 4 –Demolition Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Demolition of a duplex. 
 
Applicant:   
Michael Marino  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
166 and 168 West Napa Street 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Commercial (C) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
Downtown District 
 
Base: Commercial (C) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

 

ISSUES UPDATE 

COMMENTS FROM THE COMMISSION 

COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

ADJOURNMENT 

 
I 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.  
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  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 
Present: 

Associate Planner Atkins, Planning Director Goodison, Administrative 
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 Item #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). 
 
Item #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. 
 
I 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 
Present: 

Associate Planner Atkins, Planning Director Goodison, 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. 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. 
 
Comms. 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 a residence 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: Llyod 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).  
 
I 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 



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. 
 



                 March 15, 2016 Page 2 of 3 

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.  
 
I 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 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
1 
 
05/17/16 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Anthony Lauino/Fred Johnson (Starling Bar) 

Project Location 

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) 
   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: 

 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). 

 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 (±175 
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 (±16 square feet of aggregate sign area), and the wall sign (±16 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
  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 
   

Roll Call Vote:   _______ Aye   _______ Nay   _______ Abstain   _______ Absent 
 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Attachments 
1. Proposed building colors. 
2. Site Plan. 
3. Project narrative. 
4. Lighting specification sheet. 
5. Existing Building conditions. 
6. Proposed color schemes. 
7. Sign Drawings. 

 
 

cc: 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 
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Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 
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 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
2 
 
5/17/16 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Bill Hooper (Kenwood Investments LLC) 

Project Location 

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) 
   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 façade 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: 

1. 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. 

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

3. Replace the two existing doors to the balcony at the second story with fixed windows. 
4. Replace the non-historic entry door at the west end of the façade with a new glazed door and a new wood-framed 

window (above the door). 
5. 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. 
6. The rear (south) façade will receive new stucco finish over the entire wall surface and replacement double-hung 

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

building. 
8. 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 façade. 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. 

9. 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 §19.54.080.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
  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 
   

Roll Call Vote:   _______ Aye   _______ Nay   _______ Abstain   _______ Absent 
 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Attachments 
1. Project narrative 
2. 117 West Napa Street Proposed Project Memorandum, dated March 24, 2016 
3. 117 West Napa Street Historic Resource Study, dated July 5, 2012 
4. Proposed colors 
5. Memorandum (Roofing, Exterior Door, and Window specification sheets) 
6. Planning commission Findings of Project Approval, dated April 14, 2016 
7. Proposed Site Plan 
8. Existing Floor Plans 
9. 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 
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05/17/16 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Sutton Suzuki Architects 

Project Location 

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) 
   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
  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   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 
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05/17/16 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Michael Marino 
Project Location 

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) 
   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. Is associated 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 (§15301. 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 §19.54.090.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
  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 
   

Roll Call Vote:   _______ Aye   _______ Nay   _______ Abstain   _______ Absent 
 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 

 



 
 

Attachments: 
1. Project narrative. 
2. Pictures of existing residence. 
3. Site plan. 
4. Research and Evaluation of the Historic Significance of the Properties at 164-172 West Napa Street Sonoma, 

Sonoma County, California August 2002. 
 
 
 

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 

 








































































	05-17-16
	CORRESPONDENCE
	ITEM 1 –Sign and Design Review
	Staff:  
	ITEM 2 –Design Review
	Staff:  
	ITEM 3 –Design Review
	Staff:  
	ITEM 4 –Demolition Review
	Staff:  
	ISSUES UPDATE
	COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE
	ADJOURNMENT


	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

