City of Sonoma
Design Review and Historic
Preservation Commission

AGENDA

Meeting of March 17, 2015 - 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 - Kelso Barnett, Chair Commissioners: Tom Anderson
Christopher Johnson
Micaelia Randolph
Leslie Tippell

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

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Minutes from the meeting of July 15, 2014.

CORRESPONDENCE

ITEM #1 — Sign Review Project Location: RECOMMENDED ACTION:
19230 Sonoma Highway

REQUEST: Commission discretion.

Consideration of a new monument General Plan Designation:

sign for a mixed-use building. Commercial (C) CEQA Status:

Categorically Exempt

Applicant: Zoning:

Audrey Lee Planning Area:
West Napa/Sonoma Corridor

Staff: Wendy Atkins Base: Commercial (C)
Overlay: None

ITEM #2 — Sign Review Project Location: RECOMMENDED ACTION:
400 First Street East

REQUEST: Commission discretion.

Consideration of a wall sign for a General Plan Designation:

restaurant (B&V Whiskey Bar & Commercial (C) CEQA Status:

Grille). Categorically Exempt
Zoning:

Applicant: Planning Area:

Codi Binkley Downtown District

Base: Commercial (C)
Staff: Wendy Atkins Overlay: Historic (/H)




ITEM #3 — Continued Design Project Location: RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Review 35 East Napa Street
Commission discretion.
REQUEST: General Plan Designation:
Consideration of design review and Commercial (C) CEQA Status:
outdoor lighting for a commercial Categorically Exempt
building (Pangloss Cellars). Zoning:
Planning Area:
Applicant: Downtown District

Enterra Associates
Base: Commercial (C)

Staff: Wendy Atkins Overlay: Historic (/H)
ITEM #4 — Discussion Item RECOMMENDED ACTION:
ISSUE: Discuss and provide direction.

Discussion and review of sign
regulations related to portable
freestanding signs.

Staff: Wendy Atkins

ITEM #5 — Discussion Item RECOMMENDED ACTION:

ISSUE: Discuss and provide direction.
Discussion and review of interior

remodels and demolitions as potentially

related to the Certified Local

Government program

Staff: Wendy Atkins

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 March13,
2015.

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 Sonorpa _ _ DRHPC Agenda |
Design Review and Historic Item:
Preservation Commission Meeting Date: 03/17/15

Agenda Item Summary

Applicant Project Location

Audrey Lee/Sonoma Centro Owners Association 19230 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: 2003

Request
Consideration of a new wall sign and a new monument sign for a mixed use building located at 19230 Sonoma Highway.

Summary

Background: On December 16, 2014, the DRHPC approved a wall sign and a monument sign. At this time, the applicants
are returning to the DRHPC with a revised proposal, which would allow the display of both the names of the first floor
commercial tenant and the live-work tenants at the rear of the property. In addition, the applicants are proposing color
modifications to the previously approved wall sign.

Wall sign: A one-sided wall sign is proposed on the west facing elevation adjacent to Sonoma Highway. The proposed sign
is 8.75 square feet in area (1.25 feet tall by 7 feet wide). The sign would consist of an aluminum sign face with raised
aluminum and vinyl letters and graphics. Copy on the sign would consist of burgundy lettering on a white background with a
burgundy border.

Wall Sign Regulations (§18.20.180): Wall signs projecting over the property line, including a light box or other part thereof,
shall not exceed a thickness of 12 inches. The proposal is consistent with this requirement.

Illuminated Monument Sign: A new, one-sided monument sign 28 square feet in area per side (7 feet tall by 4 feet wide) is
proposed in a landscaped area just south of the building on the Sonoma Highway frontage. The 90 degree angled sign would
be located adjacent to Sonoma Highway and the driveway entrance (just north of the driveway entrance). The sign would be
mounted on an aluminum sign face, featuring raised aluminum % inch thick letters, and would be mounted on metal posts.
Copy on the sign would consist of white lettering, on a burgundy and white background. Illumination is proposed in the
form of one 26 watt energy efficient floodlight. The applicant has stated that the sign will be illuminated from 7 p.m. to
10:00 p.m. and normal business hours for the tenants are 8 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.

Monument Sign Regulations (18.20.120): Freestanding signs shall be limited to one per parcel or property. The top of a
freestanding sign, including the sign structure, shall not exceed 12 feet. Every freestanding sign shall be wholly on the
property occupied by the use or uses identified or advertised, not within six feet of any vehicular right-of-way and not over
any part of the public pedestrian walkway. The proposal is not consistent with this requirement in that the freestanding sign
would be located adjacent to the driveway located on the property. The applicant is requesting a variance from this
requirement. Note: the Public Work Director has reviewed the proposed location of the sign has indicated that the sign
should not be an obstruction to traffic sight lines.

Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s frontage on Sonoma Highway (100 feet), the maximum aggregate sign area
allowed for the parcel is 46 square feet. The total aggregate sign area for the property would be +64.75 square feet, including
the proposed wall sign (8.75 square feet) and monument signs (56 square feet). It should be noted that multisided signs other
than double-faced signs, constructed with faces at any angle, shall be counted as one sign per face (§18.16.021). The
proposal is not consistent with this requirement; the applicant is requesting a variance from this requirement.



Size Limitations: No sign shall exceed 48 square feet in total area (§18.16.022). The proposal is consistent with this
requirement in the wall sign would have an area of 8.75 square feet and the freestanding signs would have an area of 28
square feet per side.

Number of Signs: Only one monument sign is allowed per property, and a maximum of two signs are normally permitted for
any one business (818.16.010). The proposal is not consistent with these requirements in that the angled freestanding sign is
considered two signs; the applicant is requesting a variance from this requirement.

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 proposed freestanding signs would be located closer to six feet from a vehicular right-of-
way, exceed the aggregate sign area allowed for the parcel, and exceed the number of freestanding signs. 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 and building improvements 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
1. Sign drawings

cc: Audrey Lee/Sonoma Centro Owners Association
3020 Bridgeway # 201
Sausalito, CA 94966

Robert Saunders, via email

Abstain

Absent






City of Sonoma o DRHPC Agenda o
Design Review and Historic Item:
Preservation Commission Meeting Date: 03/17/15

Agenda Item Summary

Applicant Project Location
Codi Binkley/B&V Whiskey Bar & Grille 400 First Street East

Historical Significance

X Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant)
[X] Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant)
[X] Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant)
X Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant)
(Year build 1910)

Request
Consideration of sign review for a restaurant (B&V Whiskey Bar & Grille).

Summary

Background: On January 15, 2013, the Design Review Commission considered and approved a wall sign and eleven
lettering signs on the awnings along First Street East and East Spain Street. On January 20, 2015, the DRHPC approved
two new wall signs for the restaurant with the condition that any changes to the font (size and type), size, lighting, or
orientation of the signs shall be brought back to the DRHPC.

Sign Review: At this time the applicant is proposing to replace an existing wall sign on the building.

Illuminated Wall Sign: The previously approved wall sign language (above the front entrance of the building) is proposed to
be modified slightly. The proposed sign size is £16 square feet in area (8 feet wide by 2 feet tall). The sign would be
composed of a 1/8” brushed aluminum panel with an acrylic logo icon and copy. Copy on the sign would consist of
burgundy, green, and grey text on a white background. The applicant is proposing to illuminate the sign from 5 p.m. to 10
p.m. Normal business hours are from 12 p.m. to 1 a.m. daily. The applicant has indicated that the sign is proposed to be
illuminated with the existing the external lights mounted on the building.

Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s frontage on First Street West (48 feet), and secondary frontage on East Spain
Street (80 feet) the maximum aggregate sign area allowed for the parcel is 41.2 square feet. The total aggregate sign area for
the property would be +43.2 square feet, including the two wall signs (25.3 square feet of aggregate sign area) and the
awning signs (17.9 square feet of aggregate sign area). The proposal is not consistent with this requirement. The applicant is
requesting a variance from this requirement.

Size Limitations: No sign shall exceed 48 square feet in total area (§18.16.022). The proposal is consistent with this
requirement in the wall sign would have an area of 16 square feet.

Number of Signs: A maximum of two signs are normally permitted for any one business (818.16.010). The proposal is not
consistent with this requirement in that three signs are proposed for the business. The applicant is requesting a variance from
this requirement.

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 proposed wall sign would exceed the allowable aggregate sign area and exceed the number
of sign normally allowed. 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 and building improvements 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
1. Project narrative
2. Sign drawings
3. Historic Resources Inventory
4. Previous approval letters



CC:

Codi Binkley

400 First Street East

Sonoma, CA 95476

400 First Street LLC

PO Box AA

Sonoma, CA 95476-1219

Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall
Patricia Cullinan, via email

Alice Duffee, via email

SLHP Historic Survey, via email






























City of Sonoma DRHPC Agenda 3
Design Review and Historic Item:
Preservation Commission Meeting Date: (3/17/15

Agenda Item Summary

Applicant Project Location

Enterra Associates 35 East 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: £1902

Request

Continued consideration of building elevation details, exterior color and materials, and outdoor lighting for a commercial
building (Pangloss Cellars) located at 35 East Napa Street.

Summary

Background: At the February 17, 2015 DRHPC meeting, the DRHPC approved the proposal for the east elevation as
submitted and continued the review of the north elevation to the meeting of March 18, 2015. The following is a summary of
the comments from the meeting:

The proposal was too modern and contemporary.

The addition of an awning was recommended by at least one Commissioner.

The design (including the windows) was not aesthetically compatible with the Plaza.
Incorporate four rows of glass in the windows instead of six.

Incorporate a sash below the bottom fenestration area.

In response to the comments of the Commission, the applicants have developed a revised proposal for the north elevation.

Exterior Materials & Details: While the footprint of the building would be maintained, a number of exterior alterations are
proposed, including removing a wooden awning, reconfiguring the ground floor windows, replacing the front doors,
removing fake rafter ends, and installing wall sconces and goose neck lighting fixtures. A revised elevation is attached for
consideration, along with specification sheets on the doors, windows, and door hardware.

Exterior Colors: three options for color schemes (all Benjamin Moore) have been put forward for the DRHPC’s
consideration (Option A, Option B, and Option C):
e Option A: AF-710 (secret) on the area above the windows, 2121-10 (grey) for the columns and beams, and 2118-10
(universal black) for the window trim.
e Option B: AF-675 (fusion) on the area above the windows, HC-166 (Kendall charcoal) for the columns and beams,
and PM-9 (black) for the window trim.
e Option C: 2143-40 (camouflage) on the area above the windows; CSP-135 (worn leather shoes) for the columns
and beams and all window trim.

The applicant has indicated that color samples will be presented at the meeting, brush-outs have been applied to the building,
and a color board will be presented by the applicants at the upcoming DRHPC meeting.

Exterior Lighting: As indicted on the attached drawings two goose neck lighting fixtures are proposed above the windows
(on each side of the arched architecture and railing) and four wall sconces are proposed on the wood columns. The exterior
lighting is proposed to be illuminated during normal business hours (11 a.m. to 10 p.m. daily).

Design Review: External building modification for which a building permit is required and new building colors in the



Commercial zone are subject to architectural review in order to assure that the new construction complies with the
following: (1) the required standards, design guidelines, and ordinances of the city; (2) minimize potential adverse effects on
surrounding properties and the environment; (3) implement General Plan policies regarding community design; and, (4)
promote the general health, safety, welfare, and economy of the residents of the City. (§19.54.080.A).

Historic Significance: In response to Commissioner comments at the February 17, 2015 meeting, an Addendum to Historic
Resource Evaluation for 35 E. Napa St., Sonoma, CA (attached) was prepared. The information developed for the
Addendum supports the finding that the building is not eligible for the California or National Register due to its loss of
integrity with regard to materials, workmanship, design, and feeling. Staff would also note that in the survey prepared for the
1992 expansion of the Plaza National Landmark District, the evaluator also concluded that the building at 35 East Napa
Street was not eligible for inclusion as a significant structure or a contributing structure, due to its loss of integrity.

Evaluation of Revised Proposal: 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;
An historic resource evaluation review was completed for the property in January 2015 and an Addendum to Historic
Resource Evaluation for 35 E. Napa St., Sonoma, CA was completed on February 25, 2015. Both evaluations found
that the building is not a historic resource and is not eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic, which
means that the residence is not 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 south and east are commercially developed properties, featuring individual storefronts
having a variety or architectural approaches. As discussed below, it is staff’s view that the revised design establishes a
scale and a use of materials that is compatible with commercial development in the vicinity of the site. No awning is
proposed, but staff would note that none of the historic commercial buildings to the east feature awnings on their north
elevations, with the single exception of the Bear Moon building.

4. The location, design, site plan configuration, and effect of the proposed development.
The site is an existing commercial building located on the Plaza, at the corner of East Napa Street and First Street
East. The proposed redesign includes a 2-foot wood sash at the base and custom wood fenestration, including
repeating column elements that break down the scale of the storefront. The entrance would be recessed, in a manner
typical of many Plaza storefronts. The existing upper stucco facade would be preserved. In staff’s view, the revised
fenestration design establishes an appropriate sense of scale and incorporates materials and design elements that are
typical of many Plaza storefronts, while presenting them in a unique way.

CEQA Compliance: As a discretionary project, the proposal is subject to the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). As previously noted, an historic resource evaluation and addendum determined that the building does
not meet the CEQA definition of a historical resource. Because the structure is not considered an historical resource as
defined under CEQA, pursuant to Section 15301 of the CEQA Guidelines, the remodel/addition project is categorically
exempt (Class 1 — Existing Facilities).

Findings for Project Approval: For projects within the Historic Overlay zone or a Local Historic District and projects
involving historically significant resources, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission may approve an
application for architectural review, provided that the following findings can be made (§19.54.080.G):

1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code, other City
ordinances, and the General Plan.

2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in the Development Code.

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

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

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

6. The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in Chapter 19.42 (Historic preservation and
infill in the Historic Zone).

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



to a local historic district as designated through section 19.42.020.
8. The project substantially complies with the applicable Secretary of Interior Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment
of Historic Properties.

Issues Raised in Correspondence: A letter received from Patricia Cullinan (attached) suggests that the design submitted at
the February DRHPC meeting is not compatible with the Sonoma Plaza Historic District. Staff would note that the project
has been substantially revised to address comments received at the February DRHPC meeting. In addition, to address the
questions about the building’s historic significance raised in the letter, the property was not listed in the original Sonoma
Plaza Historic District, established 1961. When the building exterior was substantially modified in 1973, it does not appear
that a historic evaluation was required. Perhaps this is because it had not been identified as a historic resource at that time.
Obviously, review procedures are very different today, but in staff’s view there is little point in second-guessing decisions
that were made 42 years ago. The property is identified in the 1992 Boundary Increase as a non-contributing building, which
is consistent with the findings of the HRE prepared for the current proposal. Lastly, the property is not listed in the Historic
Resources Survey prepared by the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation in 1979.

Signs: All signs shall be subject to Planning Department staff or the DRHPC as applicable.

Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, all signs and building improvements 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. An Encroachment Permit shall be required for all work
performed in the public right-of-way. Please contact Lisa Sevilla at (707) 933-2205 for information regarding City
Encroachment Permits.

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

North building elevation

Addendum to Historic Resource Evaluation for 35 E. Napa St., Sonoma, CA
Review of Renovations Made to 35 East Napa Street in 1938 and 1973
Color samples

Door specification sheet

Window specification sheet

Door hardware specification sheet

Chandler picture and specification sheet

Scones picture

Post lamp picture

DRHPC Approval letter dated February 25, 2015

Correspondence
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CC:

Enterra Associates
1275 4™ Street #240
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Richard and Mary Ann Cuneo
P.O. Box 4

Vineburg, CA 95487-0004
Rick Swinth, via email
Patricia Cullinan, via email
Alice Duffee, via email

SLHP Historic Survey, via email

Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall






Preserving the clerestory and the awning level beam will visually tie the
fenestration to the fenestration of the adjacent tenant to the West (the North
Bay Gallery)

The applicant agrees with the Commission that incorporate a 2’ tall wood
sash along the base of the fenestration will improve the design and continue
a theme typical of buildings on the Plaza

To make the design blend in more with surrounding buildings and the overall
streetscape, the applicant is changing the color of the window system from
black to a lighter appearing grey

Based on feedback from members of the community, the applicant is
proposing two warm tones of grey color (revised from the originally
proposed cooler tones of grey). These new colors have been painted on the
building and large samples will be handed out at the meeting

The revised design includes a recessed entrance like the existing entrance
and as typical elsewhere on the Plaza. This significantly breaks up the
fenestration design to address the Commissions concern about a “wall of
glass” as a full 30% of the fenestration will be recessed

The revised design incorporate wood columns and a horizontal wood beam
to further break up the fenestration and mimic fenestration designs found
elsewhere on the Plaza (photos to be handed out)

A custom door mimicking the design of the window system is proposed as
illustrated on the enclosed elevation (cut sheets enclosed)

No changes are proposed to the door hardware originally suggested

The applicant will go through significant expense to have carpenters build
this wood fenestration system on site as a truly custom design to achieve the
desired look and compatibility with the overall streetscape on the Plaza

[n the meeting on 2/17/15 one of the Commissioners raised the question of
whether the fenestration design should include an awning. The applicant has given
serious consideration to this question, and has studied the use of awnings elsewhere
on the Plaza. The applicant’s rationale for not incorporating an awning can be
summarized as followed:

The applicant believes a defining and very beautiful characteristic of the
original building is the double-height fenestration. Double height
fenestration is seen elsewhere on the Plaza in a few other buildings (see
hand-out) and is an architectural characteristic worth celebrating. The
applicant is of the opinion that covering the fenestration with a big, clunky
awning, as was done in the 1970-80s remodel of the original building, is a
shame and takes away from the beauty of the original building

The applicant wishes to maximize the amount of natural light entering the
building. This is especially important because the building consists of one
large room behind the fenestration, almost 60’ deep. As the fenestration faces
North it doesn’t receive much direct sunlight



Less than half of the other buildings on the North block of the Plaza have
awnings. Probably for the same architectural reason the applicant is pointing
out - that they're less needed on the North side

Elsewhere on the Plaza awnings are more typical than on the North side but
not all buildings have awnings. Most do - but quite a few do not - and the
applicant would suggest that requiring awnings for all buildings on the Plaza
wouldn’t be appropriate

It is also worth pointing out that the existing awning is not permitted, was
deemed a safety hazard in a previous building inspection report and is
outside of the building envelope

From an architectural standpoint, the existing awning blocks from view all
the architectural features highlighted as worth preserving in Alice Duffee’s
report. The features simple aren’t visible from the sidewalk because of the
big awning

The color scheme can be summarized as follows:

Please refer to the samples submitted and to the sample board displayed at
the meeting as well as samples being handed out

No intrusive, bright or loud colors

Two simple shades of grey (one for the fenestration and one for the
“forehead” of the building) selected to blend in with the surrounding
buildings and match the light grey color of the natural stone the building’s
East facade is made of

The applicant is presenting three color options - a light, a slightly darker and
a warmer set of grey colors - and welcomes feedback on which option is most
desirable to the Commission

With respect to lighting, the applicant’s proposal can be summarized as follows:

Exterior light fixtures were selected to match the existing City street lamps in
front of the building and to be true to the architecture of the building

The individual light fixtures are pictured on the applicant’s sample board and
cut sheets were enclosed with the original application

Based on feedback from members of the community, the applicant has
revised the proposal to not include a centered chandelier as originally
proposed

No up lights are proposed and all light fixtures have top plate covers

Opening hours will be within City of Sonoma ordinance # 03 - 2014 and no
exterior lights will be on outside of hours of operation, nor will any exterior
lights be on during hours of the day when it is not dark outside



At the meeting on 2/17/15 the Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared by
historic preservation planner Alice Duffee was discussed. In response to questions
raised by the Commission, the applicant engaged Alice Duffee to do additional
investigations as follows:

1. Is the building eligible for the National or California Register?

2. Can the building still be eligible for the California Register even if it is
determined ineligible for the National Register?

3. An analysis of the potential visual impact of the proposed design on the
surrounding Sonoma Plaza National Historic Landmark (NHL) and National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP)

Alice Duffee’s Addendum to Historic Resource Evaluation for 35 E. Napa Street is
included as an exhibit to this application. The findings of her additional investigation
can be summarized as follows:

Re. 1: The building is not eligible for the California or the National Register
due to its loss of integrity of materials, workmanship, design and
feeling

Re. 2: The answer is no, because the entire street level storefront was
replaced in the 1970-80s and as a consequence the building has not
retained enough of its historic appearance to convey the Hotz tenure.
(that said, the applicant is preserving and enhancing all the remaining
original features of the Hotz period - barrel tiles, balcony niche,
railing, iron wall anchors and the Hotz sign)

Re. 3: The proposed design is compatible and consistent with its general
setting and nearby buildings in terms of massing, scale, materials and
design. The design will not impair the historic character of its
surroundings

Alice Duffee will be present at the meeting on 3/17/15 to answer any additional
questions the Commission may have.

The applicant will also bring letters of support from other business and building
owners on the Plaza to the meeting on 3/17/15, as well as a letter from the
applicant’s current landlord, Mr. Shone, expressing support for the proposed project
based on the renovation work the applicant did to Mr. Shone’s historic building in
Glen Ellen (The Poppe Building) incorporating input from the Glen Ellen Historic
Society.

The applicant is continuing the existing use of the building, and as such, no new use
is proposed. In fact, the applicant is specifically designing the interior of the space to
accommodate fewer people and provide a more relaxed environment than the
previous tenants of the building.






























































































































March 17, 2015
Agenda ltem #4

MEMO
To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission
From: Associate Planner Atkins

Subject:  Portable Freestanding Sign Regulations Update

Background

At the January 20, 2015 DRHPC meeting, the DRHPC discussed and heard public comments
related to portable freestanding signs. The results from the meeting involved a revision to the
sign regulations that would allow “alley” business that front the Plaza the ability to apply to
display portable freestanding signs in front of the business in the interior of an alley. The revised
regulations would also remove the allowance for the Place de Pyrenees businesses to display
portable freestanding signs on the Plaza sidewalk. In addition, the DRHPC directed staff to work
on a handout that would summarize the allowances for administrative review of portable
freestanding signs and provide a number of examples of signs that could be approved
administratively

Staff is working on revising the sign regulations and the handout and anticipates getting drafts of
both of these items to the DRHPC and interested members of the public at the April 21, 2015
DRHPC meeting.

Meanwhile, Laurie Decker has put together some photographs of existing portable freestanding
signs (see attached) and when looked at collectively it may provide some ideas for the DRCHP
to consider on types of temporary signs that may be approved administratively or types the
committee may want to prohibit.

Finally, a list of Legal Portable Freestanding Sign has been included as requested by the
DRHPC.

Attachments:
1. Portable freestanding sign examples
2. Legal Portable Freestanding Sign List

cc: Portable Freestanding Sign Interest List



Examples of existing temporary signage
Plaza Retail Overlay Zone

Chalkboard or dry-erase board

Wood or dark metal frame

Typically narrow and tall, although shapes vary
Temporary messaging (highlighting sales, products, etc.)




Examples of existing temporary signage
Plaza Retail Overlay Zone

“Open” pedestal signs
o Easel sign with daily menu board




Legal Portable Freestanding Signs
(Updated 03/11/15)

Grandfathered A-Board Signs

[Business Name [Location [Date Approved
Entrance to Place des

Murphy's Irish Pub Pyrenees alleyway pre-1998
Century 21 Wine Country 561 Broadway 1998*
Chanticleer Books 526 Broadway 1998*
Coldwell Banker 800 Broadway pre-1998
Dave's Muffler Service 925 West Napa Street 1998*
Frank Howard Allen Realtors 520 Broadway 1998*
Jump Start Java Cart 925 West Napa Street 1998*
Klein's Music 521 Broadway 1998*
Merle Norman Cosmetics 645 Second Street West 1998*
The Framery 762 Broadway pre-1998
The Wine Rack Shop 536 Broadway 1998*

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission (ARC or DRC) Approved A-Boards

*Per Planning Director Goodison

Business Name Location Date Approved

Adobe Net Café (no longer in business) 135 West Napa Street 4/20/2004
Architectural Elements 255 West Napa, Ste C pre-1998
Beautiful Nails 539 Broadway, Suite A 9/16/2003
By the Square (no longer in business) 521 Broadway, Suite B 9/16/2003
Caffe Andiamo 20490 Broadway 12/16/2003
La Casa Restaurant 121 East Spain Street 11/18/2003
Lily's Lingerie (no longer in business) 120 West Napa Street 4/20/2004
Saret Gallery 111 East Napa, Unit A 12/16/2003
The Girl & The Fig 110 West Spain Street 8/19/2003
Wilson's Lock and Key 820 West Napa Street pre-1998

Dept:Plan\ARC\Approved A-Boards\Legal



Sonoma Truck and Auto Center (no
longer in business)

S. Cutright Salon

California Instituet of Massage & Spa
and Sonoma Massage

Wireless Mann (no longer in business)
AAA Insurance

Chateau Sonoma

Villa Terrazza Patio & Home

Robin's Nest (no longer in business)
The Red Grape

Top That Yogurt

The Valley Wine Shack

Café Scooteria

Epicurean Connection

Tri-Tips Trolley (no longer in business)
PK Sonoma

Reader's Books

Frame Factory

Dept:Plan\ARC\Approved A-Boards\Legal

870 Broadway
686 West Napa Street

772 West Napa Street

897 West Napa Street
650 Second Street West
153 West Napa Street
869 Broadway

116 East Napa Street
529 First Street West
531 Broadway

535 West Napa Street
455 West Napa Street
122 West Napa Street

455 West Napa Street
120 West Napa Street
130 East Napa Street
148 East Napa Street

2/15/2005 1 sign only
6/19/2007

10/16/2007

10/16/2007
10/16/2007 90-day expires 1/16/08
10/16/2007
7/21/2009
7/21/2009
8/17/2010 * valid for 60 days only
5/19/2009 * repealed 11/17/09
6/15/2010
5/15/2012 *Scooter sign on vintage Vespa
6/21/2012

4/15/2014 *Two signs to indicate temporary parking
8/21/2012
7/19/2014 Approved administratively

10/29/2014 Approved administratively



March 17, 2015
Agenda ltem #5

MEMO

To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission
From: Associate Planner Atkins
Subject:  Review of Interior Remodelings/Demolitions

At the January 15, 2015 meeting, the DRHPC requested that staff address interior
demolitions as potentially related to the Certified Local Government (CLG) program. In
addition, the DRHPC requested clarification on the restrictions of what can be
demolished under the CLG.

There is nothing in the Development Code that gives the Design Review and Historic
Preservation Commission any review authority with regard to remodeling projects in
which interior elements are demolished or substantially altered, but exterior walls and
roof elements are retained. Currently, the Building Department reviews internal
demolitions building permits and confirms the construction is consistent with the
California Building Code. In addition, the CLG certification does not include any
requirements for design review of internal demolitions.

When the City applied to become a CLG, the State Office of Historic Preservation
reviewed Municipal Code section 19.54.090 Demolition permit and found that the
existing code (attached) was consistent with the CLG goals. The OHP did not
recommend, much less require, that the City adopt regulations governing internal
demolitions and remodels.

That said, staff is researching Development Code amendment options that, if adopted,
would establish a review process for significant internal changes and/or demolitions
within certain types of historic structures, such as movie theaters and churches, as
consideration of this option is called for in the City’s adopted Preservation Plan.

Attachments:
1. 19.54-090—Demolition Permit

cc: Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall
George McKale, via email
Patricia Cullinan, via email

Alice Duffee, via email



19.54.090 Demolition permit.

A. Purpose. Sonoma has a significant heritage of historic buildings, as exemplified by the designation of
the Sonoma Plaza as a National Historic Landmark. These buildings provide a tangible link to the city’s
past, foster civic pride and a sense of community, and constitute an important aesthetic, cultural, and
economic resource. In order to preserve this heritage while respecting the rights of the property
owners, this chapter establishes provisions for the review of demolitions, including a requirement for
demolition permits.

B. Applicability. For any proposed demolition, a demolition permit shall be obtained prior to the
issuance of a building permit, unless the demolition is exempted by subsection (C) of this section.
Applications for a demolition permit shall be subject to the review and approval by the design review
and historic preservation commission (DRHPC).

C. Exemptions. The following categories of demolition shall be exempt from DRHPC review:

1. Structures that are less than 50 years of age and that are not identified in the inventory of historic
structures prepared by the League for Historic Preservation;

2. Detached accessory structures that are not identified in the inventory of historic structures prepared
by the League for Historic Preservation;

3. Structures that the building official has determined present a clear and immediate threat to public
safety.

D. Timing. When an application for demolition is associated with a development proposal that requires a
discretionary permit from the planning commission, the review of the demolition application shall be
completed prior to commencing review of any other application for a discretionary permit.

E. Application Requirements and Procedures. Any person seeking approval of a nonexempt demolition
in compliance with this chapter shall make application for a demolition permit prior to an application for
a building permit, in compliance with SMC 19.52.040, Application preparation and filing. It is the
responsibility of the applicant to provide evidence in support of the findings required by subsection (G)
of this section, Findings, Decision.

1. Commencement of Review. The review of an application for a demolition permit shall not be initiated
until the planning division receives a complete application, including all required documentation as
specified in the application form and any additional information required by the city planner in order to
conduct a thorough review of the proposed demolition.

2. Notice and Hearing. The design review and historic preservation commission shall conduct a public
hearing on an application for a demolition permit. Notice of the public hearing shall be provided, and
the hearing shall be conducted in compliance with Chapter 19.88 SMC, Public Hearings, and may
approve, approve with conditions, or disapprove the demolition permit in compliance with this section.

3. Factors to Be Considered. In the course of demolition permit review, the consideration of the design
review and historic preservation commission shall include the following factors:

a. The relative historical significance, if any, of the structure proposed for demolition;




b. The contribution, if any, the structure makes to a historic context;

c. The cost of preserving or rehabilitating the structure;

d. The potential for adaptive re-use; and

e. The potential for relocating the structure.

4, Cooling-Off Period. Prior to taking final action on an application for a demolition permit, the design

review and historic preservation commission may impose a cooling-off period of up to six months in
order to allow an opportunity to investigate alternatives to demoalition.

F. Determination of Significance. For purposes of requiring an application for a demolition permit, it shall

be presumed that a structure possesses historic significance if said structure is identified in the
inventory of historic structures prepared by the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation. However, in
its review of an application for a demolition permit, the design review and historic preservation
commission may determine that a listed structure is not historically significant if, based on evidence in
the record, it finds that:

1. The listing in the inventory is based on erroneous information; or

2. The structure does not meet the criteria for historic significance as defined by the State Office of
Historic Preservation.

G. Findings, Decision. Following the public hearing, the design review and historic preservation
commission may approve or approve with conditions or disapprove a demolition permit application. In
order to approve an application for a demolition permit, the design review and historic preservation
commission must find that:

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

H. Review of Replacement Structures. Notwithstanding the limitations on the architectural review set
forth in SMC 19.54.080(B), the DRHPC may require, as a condition of approval for a demolition permit
issued within the Historic Overlay zone, that any replacement structures, including single-family



residences, be subject to architectural review in order to assure that the new construction is compatible
with the historic context of the site.

I. Expiration. If a building permit has not been applied for and issued within one year of demolition
permit approval, the approval shall become void, unless an extension is approved in compliance with
Chapter 19.56 SMC, Permit Implementation, Time Limits, Extensions. (Ord. 06-2013 § 3, 2013; Ord. 07-
2007 § 1 (Exh. A), 2007; Ord. 2003-02 § 3, 2003).
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