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 City of Sonoma Planning Commission 

AGENDA 
Regular Meeting of May 12, 2016 -- 6:30 PM 

Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West 
Sonoma, CA  95476 

Meeting Length:  No new items will be heard by the Planning 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 – Chair, Robert Felder 
 
 
    

Commissioners: Michael Coleman  
                             James Cribb 
  Chip Roberson 
                             Mary Sek 

Ron Wellander 
Bill Willers 
Robert McDonald (Alternate) 

  

Be Courteous - TURN OFF your cell phones and pagers while the meeting is in session. 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: Presentations by audience members on items not appearing on the agenda. 
MINUTES: Minutes from the meetings of February 11, 2016 and March 24, 2016. 

CORRESPONDENCE 

ITEM #1 – PUBLIC HEARING 

REQUEST: 
Consideration of a Temporary Use 
Permit to hold the annual zucchini car 
race outdoors on the grounds of the 
Sebastiani Winery on Friday, July 29, 
2016. 
 
Applicant/Property Owner: 
Sonoma Valley Certified Farmers 
Market/Foley Family Wines, Inc. 
 
Staff:  Rob Gjestland 

Project Location: 
389 Fourth Street East 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Wine Production (WP)  
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Northeast Area 
 
Base: Wine Production (W) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 

Approve with conditions. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #2 – PUBLIC HEARING 

REQUEST: 
Consideration of an Exception in order 
to allow the installation of a second 
driveway on a residential property. 
  
Applicant/Property Owner: 
Bill and Helen Fernandez 
 
Staff:  David Goodison 

Project Location: 
228-232 Patten Street 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Low Density Residential (LR)  
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Central-East Area 
 
Base: Low Density Residential (R-L) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Approve with conditions.  
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
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ITEM #3 – PUBLIC HEARING 

REQUEST: 
Consideration of a Use Permit to 
relocate a sparkling wine bar (Sigh) to 
an existing commercial tenant space. 
  
Applicant/Property Owner: 
Jayme Powers/David and Linda Detert 
 
Staff:  Rob Gjestland 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Approve with conditions.  
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #4 – PUBLIC HEARING 

REQUEST: 
Consideration of a Use Permit and 
Tentative Map to construct a 6-unit 
condominium development. 
  
Applicant/Property Owner: 
Scott and Claudia Murray/Gola 
Properties LLC 
 
Staff:  Rob Gjestland 

Project Location: 
1181 Broadway 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Mixed Use (MU)  
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Broadway Corridor 
 
Base: Mixed Use (MX) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Approve with conditions.  
 
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 6, 2016. 
 
CRISTINA MORRIS, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
 
Rights of Appeal: Any decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals must be filed 
with the City Clerk within fifteen (15) calendar days following the Planning 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. A fee is charged for appeals.  
 
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 Planning 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 Planning 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 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Special MEETING 
February 11, 2016 

 
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West, Sonoma, CA 

 
Draft MINUTES 

 
Chair Felder called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 
Roll Call: 
 

Present: Chair Felder, Comms. Willers, Wellander, Heneveld, Roberson, 
Roberson, McDonald 

Absent: Comm. Coleman  
 
Others 
Present:  

 
 
Planning Director Goodison,  Administrative Assistant Morris  

 
Chair Felder stated that no new items would be heard after 10:30 p.m. unless the Planning 
Commission so decides. Any decisions made by the Planning Commission can be appealed 
within 15 days to the City Council. He reminded everyone to turn off cell phones and pagers.  
Comm. Roberson led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Comm. Heneveld made a motion to approve the minutes of 
January 14, 2016 with changes noted. Comm. Roberson seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved, 7-0.  
 
CHANGES TO AGENDA ORDER: None. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE: None. 
  
 
Item #1 – Consent Calendar – Request for a one-year extension to the Planning approvals 
allowing a mixed-use development (Mission Square) at 165 East Spain Street (Applicant: 
Marcus & Willers Architects). 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented staff’s report.   
 
Chair Felder opened the item to public comment. 
 
No public comment. 
 
Chair Felder closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Heneveld made a motion to approve the one-year extension to the Planning approvals 
allowing a mixed-use development (Mission Square) at 165 East Spain Street. Comm. 
Roberson seconded. The motion was adopted 5-2. (Comms. Cribb and Willers abstained.)  
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ITEM #2 – PUBLIC HEARING – Consideration of a Use Permit to allow a vacation rental 
use at 78 Chase Street.  
  
Applicant/Property Owner: Patrick and Barbara Collins 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented staff’s report, noting that the applicant was suggesting an 
interpretation of the Development Code that was not supported by staff.   
      
Chair Felder opened the item to public comment. 
 
Patrick Collins, co-owner, said the rental will be occupied only when they are home and that   
one extra parking space is required. He is confident the criteria are met to obtain a Use Permit.  
 
Chair Felder closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Roberson stated that he could consider Use Permit approval, as he felt that it could be 
viewed as beneficial in the present instance, but he was interested to hear the views of his 
fellow Commissioners with respect to the issue of interpreting the Development Code. 
 
Comm. Willers opposed allowing the use since he sees no ambiguity in the code between 
operating a vacation rental and renting a room in a home.  
 
Comm. Cribb opposed the proposal based on inconsistency with the Development Code. 
 
Comm. Wellander stated that he was conflicted in that he sees some benefits in allowing the 
use in this instance, but felt the Code does not clearly allow for the proposed option.  
 
Comm. Heneveld agreed with his fellow commissioners that the applicant’s proposed 
interpretation could not be supported..  
 
Comm. McDonald concurred with Comm. Heneveld’ s comments.  
 
Chair Felder agreed with his fellow commissioners that City Council direction is clear not to 
allow this type of use. 
 
Comm. Willers made a motion to deny the application. Comm.  Heneveld seconded. The motion 
was approved 6-1. (Comm. Wellander abstained).  
 
 
ITEM #3 – PUBLIC HEARING – Consideration of an Exception to the fence height 
standards for perimeter fencing on a residential property at 440 Lovall Valley Road.  
  
Applicant/Property Owner: Ted Wittig 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report.  
 
Comm. McDonald confirmed with staff that no building permit is required for the fence. 
 
Chair Felder opened the item to public comment. 
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Ted Wittig, property owner, thanked Associate Planner Atkins for her diligent work.  
 
Cathleen Murphy, adjoining property owner, agreed with the neighbors to accommodate their 
needs since the only access is on the deck. The design is essential for her continued privacy 
and she supported the project.  
 
Gary Massa, neighbor, approved the plan as long as his privacy is maintained.  
 
Chair Felder closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Roberson is reluctant to support a solid fence higher than six feet under any 
circumstances. 
 
Comm. Wellander visited the site and questioned whether the privacy issue was a compelling 
enough reason for approving  an exception to the fence height standards. 
 
Comm. Willers agreed with Comms. Roberson and Wellander’s comments and believed other 
options are available to screen for privacy besides a solid wall. In his view, the trellis allowance 
available under the normal standards would provide adequate screening. 
 
Chair Felder opposed a solid fence at the proposed height.  
 
Comm. Cribb made a motion to deny the exception to the fence height standards for perimeter 
fencing and requested the existing fence be modified to comply with the normal standards. 
Comm. Willers seconded. The motion was adopted 6-1(Comm. Heneveld dissenting).   
 
 
ITEM #4 – DISCUSSION – Consideration of Development Code amendments updating 
provisions related to affordable housing and clarifying provisions related to the Mixed 
Use zone and Planned Developments. 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented staff’s report.   
 
Chair Felder opened the item to public comment.  
 
Larry Barnett, resident, is concerned with affordable housing relative to mixed use/PUD 
developments. He agreed with Planning Director Goodison that there are “good and bad” 
examples of Planned Developments. He respected the City’s commitment for the allowance of 
affordable housing within specific zoning districts and opposed any changes that might reduce 
housing requirements.  
 
Victor Conforti, resident/local architect, felt developers are provided many options in mixed use 
zones and agreed there should be more clarification in the definitions.  
 
Chair Felder closed the item to public comment.  
 
With respect to the issue of retaining the option of 100% residential development in the Mixed 
use zone, Planning Director Goodison noted that tax credit financing incentives are only 
available for affordable housing projects and are not an option for funding mixed use 
developments.  
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Comm. Willers expressed the view that the Housing Element designates affordable housing 
sites through the sites inventory and that the intent of the General Plan through the Mixed Use 
designation is to provide a  combination of affordable housing and income-producing uses. He 
suggested making revisions to the policy direction instead of drafting new ordinances.    
 
Planning Director Goodison stated that the proposed amendments are intended to clarify the 
Development Code in a manner that preserves options for developing affordable housing. 
 
Comm. Cribb agreed with Comm. Willers that increased density lends itself to smaller units 
resulting in  more affordability for residents. He suggested that auto trips are reduced if some 
commercial businesses are integrated into housing communities.  
 
Comm. Roberson expressed the view that in some areas the Development Code does not 
support the intent of the General Plan and should therefore be amended. In his view, the option 
for 100% residential development in the Mixed Use should be an available option, but it should 
be subject to similar findings as the current waiver provisions for a commercial component.  
 
The Commission discussed potential revision to the draft amendments and provided direction to 
staff to return with a revised set of changes. 
 
 
ITEM #5 – DISCUSSION – Parameters and conduct of study sessions. 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented staff’s report.   
 
Chair Felder opened the item to public comment. 
 
Larry Barnett, resident, agreed with having a study session in the early stages of a project so 
the public can comment on the merits. He felt it would be a good practice to re-open the public 
comment period after the commissioners have had their discussion, as this would provide for 
more interactive dialogue.  
 
Comm. Roberson felt the study session forum works can work well, but that guidelines would be 
beneficial with respect to getting the needed project information rather than extraneous 
materials and by focusing the discussion on issues of land use and compatibility.  
 
Comm. McDonald suggested that in a study session submittal, developers should be asked to 
describe the outcome of any neighbor outreach processes.  
 
Victor Conforti, resident/local architect, appreciated having study session reviews, especially for 
large scale proposals. He felt discussing the broader concepts in relation to regulations is critical 
for the success of a project.   
 
Comm. Willers agreed with the importance of study sessions and suggested applicants limit 
presentations to broader issues instead of outlining specific details. He felt that often times 
study sessions result in decision making that should not occur until after a formal application 
submittal has been submitted and reviewed. On the issue of fees, he suggested that the first 
study session should be free of charge, as is the case now, but that any subsequent study 
sessions on the same project should be charged. 
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Fred Allebach, Sonoma Valley resident, appreciated Chair Felder’s efforts to educate the public 
about the meeting protocol. He agreed with Victor Conforti and Comm. Willers that study 
sessions should be more focused on compliance with the General Plan/Development Code.  
 
Chair Felder closed the item to public comment. 
 
The Planning Commission provided direction to staff on draft guidelines for study sessions that 
will be brought back to the Planning Commission for further review and discussion. 
 
 
Issues Update:  Planning Director Goodison reviewed ongoing and upcoming issues. 
 
Comments from the Commission: Comm. Roberson will not be able to attend the special 
meeting on February 25, 2016.  
 
Comm. Heneveld appreciated working with his fellow commissioners over the years in particular 
on fence height issues.    
 
Chair Felder thanked Comm. Heneveld for his dedicated service as the county representative.  
 
Comments from the Audience: None. 
 
Adjournment: Comm. Heneveld made a motion to adjourn. Comm. Willers seconded. The 
motion was unanimously adopted. The meeting adjourned at 9:13 p.m. to the next regular 
meeting scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on Thursday, March 10, 2016  
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a regular 
meeting of the Sonoma Planning Commission on the day of, 2016. 
 
Approved: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant 



March 24, 2016, Page 1 of 7 

CITY OF SONOMA 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Special MEETING 
March 24, 2016 

 
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West, Sonoma, CA 

 
Draft MINUTES 

 
Chair Felder called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 
Roll Call: 
 

Present: Chair Felder, Comms. Wellander, Roberson, Coleman, McDonald 

Absent:     Comms. Heneveld, Willers 
 
Others 
Present:  

 
 
Planning Director Goodison,  Administrative Assistant Morris  

 
Chair Felder stated that no new items would be heard after 10:30 p.m. unless the Planning 
Commission so decides. Any decisions made by the Planning Commission can be appealed 
within 15 days to the City Council. He reminded everyone to turn off cell phones and pagers. 
Comm. Roberson led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: Anna Gomez, non-resident, requested no new development 
approvals until the sanitation system is repaired.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: None  
 
CHANGES TO AGENDA ORDER: None. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail was received on Item 1 from Tom and Peggy Henry, Dennis 
and Susan McQuaid, Thomas Jones, Claudia Clerici, and Bob Mosher.  
  
 
Item #1 – Public Hearing – Study session on an updated proposal for a mixed-use project 
at 216-254 First Street East and 273-299 Second Street East, including a hotel, restaurant, 
and residential units. 
 
Applicant/Property Owner: Caymus Capital LLC 
 
Chair Felder reviewed the guidelines pertaining to study sessions and emphasized that it is an 
informational meeting, so no decision will be made by the Planning Commission.  
 
Planning Director Goodison reviewed the staff report. 
 
Comm. Roberson inquired about the height of the existing buildings on and nearby the site. 
 
Comm. Wellander confirmed with staff that the inclusionary units can be either in one area or 
scattered throughout the project, at the discretion of the Planning Commission.  
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Chair Felder opened the item for public comment.  
 
JJ Abodeely, applicant/resident presented a video to illustrate the features of the First Street 
East project.  
 
Doug Hillberman, project architect, reviewed site planning and design issues.  
  
Larry Barnett, resident, gave background to gain perspective for what was intended for the site, 
expressing the view a commercial component was not contemplated and not appropriate. He 
stated that in 1996, the City Council clarified that the interim zoning ordinance in place at that 
time did not allow commercial uses in the area and this direction should be carried forward in 
the interpretation of the Northeast Planning Area provisions of the Development Code. He 
stated the Development Code regulates land use and that financial objectives should not be 
considered. He urged the Commission to look at a broader future snapshot of the area before 
considering changes that he considered problematic.  
 
Regina Baker, resident, cautioned the commissioners not to approve the development until 
water and sewer infrastructure deficiencies are solved. She requested more consideration for 
the needs of residents. She disagreed with what she considered a sales pitch whereby 
collecting TOT revenue would  benefit the community. She viewed it as using funds to pay for 
additional services needed to fulfill a void that was ultimately created to benefit the developer.   
 
Ned Forrest, resident/local architect, opposed the project. 
 
Sam Taylor, neighbor/representing North of the Mission group requested building height data 
from staff. His main concerns and those of the organization are with building heights, the hotel, 
increased traffic, and limited parking and the resulting change in the character of the 
neighborhood. He stated that the development of Mission Square should be accounted for in 
traffic projections. 
 
Andrew Wilson, neighbor, is concerned with future deliveries, including large trucks at the 
hotel/restaurant, as well as the prospect of tour vans in the neighborhood.  
 
Steven Rouse, Valley resident, felt that development of the site is inevitable and is pleased with 
the project amenities. In his view, the developer is willing to work with the community and the 
neighbors, which is a good thing.  
 
Tom Henry, Valley resident, supported the plan. He agreed with Steven Rouse that it is an 
improvement to what is currently there. With regard to the issue of deliveries, he noted that as 
residents, everyone brings in food, postal deliveries, and other forms of traffic. Hotel units are 
not occupied full-time and so will generate less traffic.  
 
David Eicher, Valley resident, showed graphs, including a powerpoint presentation, illustrating 
the ramifications of more traffic. In his view, the developer is underestimating the traffic 
generation potential of the project. He is concerned that more cars will negatively impact the 
tranquil environment of the neighborhood. He questioned whether the project would actually 
result in a net increase in TOT generation for the City. In his view, the City needs more housing, 
not more low-paying jobs. 
 
Richard Peters, neighbor/architect, referred to the letter he submitted. He opposes the project 
because there will be a parking area/ driveway and 3-story buildings behind his home, as well 
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as overall impacts on the neighborhood. In his view the changes made to the project since the 
previous review are not positive, in particular the three-story buildings proposed along the First 
Street frontage. He is satisfied with the neighborhood as it is and welcomed the commissioners 
to take a tour of the area.  
 
Mark Manns, resident, stated that he supports the project. In his view, Sonoma needs additional 
hotel rooms and he supports the proposed community pool. This would be a benefit for 
residents. 
 
Pat Coleman, resident of Meadow Gardens, opposes the hotel component. She asked if the 
residential units would be governed by an HOA. While she did not object to residential 
development on the site, in her view the hotel component would detract from the sense of 
community for the residential units. She was concerned that the proposed residences would be 
used as second homes and vacation rentals. She questioned whether the occupants of the 
affordable units could afford the dues. 
 
Ross Edwards, resident, felt mixed use developments benefit the community and that the 
project opponents were in the minority. Many of his friends and peers support the proposal, 
which will benefit the community as a whole. He feels that hotel rooms are needed and the pool 
will be a good resource. 
 
Leslie Whitelaw, resident, recommended one or two story buildings and an independent traffic 
study. In her view, the three-story units would be completely out of place in the neighborhood. 
She is concerned that traffic generated by the project will cause problems on both Second 
Street East and First Street East. 
 
Joe Diggins, resident, supported the plan and agreed with a previous speaker that a vocal 
minority opposed the project. In his view, the project is well designed and the hotel rooms are 
need. He agrees that tax revenues from the project will benefit local schools and he welcomes 
the proposed restaurant. He reviewed positive comments submitted by letter. 
 
Fred Allebach,  Valley resident, is of the opinion that the economic multiplier is not relevant and 
that the City should not rely on revenues generated from the project. He recommended that 
more importance be placed on sustainability/global warming issues as identified in the Climate 
Action 2020 plan. Any hotel component should be strictly limited to perhaps six rooms. 
 
Vince Bennett, resident, supported the project and stated that tax revenues will support schools. 
In his view, the project will benefit local businesses and will create good jobs for local residents. 
He envisioned fewer cars because of the proximity of the development to the Plaza. In his view, 
the focus should be on the good of the community as a whole, not the interests of a select few. 
 
Dana Hunter, resident/Napa winery worker, is impressed with the changes made and applauded 
the developer for engaging with the community and making positive revisions to the proposal in 
response to the concerns that were expressed.  In his view, as a resident of Second Street, 
there are already traffic issues, but the project seems thoughtfully designed. 
 
Anna Gomez, Valley resident, requested a sewer evaluation because of her concern with sewer 
capacity and water issues.  She felt the project is not appropriate in Sonoma.  
 
Bastian Schoell, Valley resident, endorsed the proposal because it would improve the City’s 
economic vitality and the quality of life of the community. In his view the proposed residential 
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component is a valuable asset, as is the proposed swimming pool. He stated that the scale of 
the project was consistent with that of neighboring development.  
 
Karin Skooglund, resident and member of the North of the Mission Neighborhood Association, 
supported the housing component but opposed the hotel and restaurant. In her view, neighbor 
concerns reflect the fact that local residents have a natural interest and concern in maintaining 
the qualities of their surroundings. 
 
Lou Braun, resident, applauded the previous speaker and agreed that neighbors input should be 
carefully considered in the development review process. He agreed with Larry Barnett that a 
commercial component was not anticipated for this site and should not be supported. 
 
Jim Bohar, resident, First Street West, is disappointed with the mixed use designation and 
guidelines as applied to the neighborhood and felt this type of proposal might start a negative 
trend. In his view, the commercialization of this area is not appropriate and should be rejected. 
 
Lynda Corrado, resident, felt the project did not fit in the neighborhood since increased traffic 
would be problematic and privacy would be compromised. She pointed out that many speakers 
in favor of the proposal lived outside the city limits. In her view, the height of three story 
buildings was excessive and inappropriate. She would like to see story poles. 
 
Tony Westphal, resident and business owner, supported the proposed uses for the site. He 
noted that potential visitors to Sonoma have to stay in a hotel in Petaluma, that adds to traffic. 
He feels that the housing component will be welcomed by those who work in Sonoma. He feels 
it is consistent with the General Plan. 
 
Laurie Winter, resident, recognized infill projects should support housing needs and urged the 
commissioners to preserve the quality of the neighborhoods. She would like to ensure that any 
housing units are occupied as full-time residences, not as second homes. In her view, the hotel 
would work better with the neighborhood if it had more of a bed and breakfast scale, but she did 
feel that the design was well done. She respected the comments of the neighbors and 
encouraged the Commission to protect the qualities of the neighborhood. 
 
Bob Blanusa, Valley resident, frequents the neighborhood and supports the proposed plan. In 
his view, the traffic issue is has been over-stated and the project will improve a site that is 
currently blighted. He feels that the residences, the pool, and the café will add to the area and 
that the aesthetics are compatible. 
 
Jack Cunningham, longtime resident/owns a 12-unit complex, questioned why so many people 
are attracted to Sonoma and he attributed it to a successful planning process. Sonoma is a 
beautiful place with a great quality of life and we are fortunate that so many are attracted to it. 
 
Joseph Aaron, resident/pollster, conducted his own sentiment survey regarding the project. He 
contends that 68% of respondents to the poll supported the project.  
 
Karin Skooglund, resident, recommended more realistic drawings and story poles. Her primary 
concerns with the project are with the three-story buildings, the increased traffic, limited parking, 
sewer, and water. She feels that the architecture needs to be improved. She asked how access 
to the pool and the provision for valet parking could be guaranteed. 
 
Ed Routhier, resident/applicant, is a member of the North of the Mission Neighborhood 
Association and said his viewpoint is not the same as those expressed by other members. He 
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felt the 36 feet height of the buildings on First Street East is in context with the overall 
neighborhood and helps increase the diversity of housing.  
 
Chair Felder closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Cribb reiterated his view that the area in question is already mixed use and has been 
historically. In his view, a mixed use development would not be historically out of character for 
the site. In the previous review, he was concerned about the intensity of the project and the 
deficiency of parking. The revised proposal goes a long way towards addressing those issues. 
He recognizes that the hotel is a lightning rod for some, but he noted that the site is already 
used for relatively intensive commercial purposes. One issue that will require more study is that 
of the scale and massing of the project, especially with regard to the three-story buildings. That 
said, he appreciates the articulation introduced in the project architecture and there is a 
balancing act to be done between height and the desire for additional residential units. 
 
Comm. Wellander is open minded with respect to a hotel component, but he does have 
concerns associated with it. He is not enthused by the swimming pool, as it takes up a lot of 
space on the site that could be used to address other site planning issues. He is concerned with 
the building massing along the frontage of First Street East and visual compatibility with 
neighboring uses. In his view, consideration should be given to placing any three-story elements 
in the interior of the site. He noted that the internal site circulation creates some compatibly 
issues. He supports the recent change to the Second Street East circulation, with the 
introduction of a loop and he cautioned that grass-crete, as proposed for the fire turnaround, is 
not usually successful. He asked that future elevations show the context of adjoining 
development. He appreciates the variety of housing proposed. He places a high priority on 
preserving Sonoma’s sense of community as he evaluates infill development.   
 
Comm. Roberson appreciates the changes made in the revised proposal as it points to a more 
positive direction that is more compatible with its surroundings. That said, his biggest concerns 
relate to height and mass along First Street West and the proposed three-story buildings do not 
appear compatible to him. The major points he wishes to address are the restaurant the pool 
and hotel. In his view, the concept of a small hotel does not raise such concerns that he would 
reject it. He appreciates environments that are heterogeneous and contribute to variety and he 
feels that the neighborhood exhibits this kind of variety. With regard to parking, he wishes to 
take a conservative approach as parking is a sensitive issue in this neighborhood. In the matter 
of the pool, he feels that a publically-accessible pool, subject to a covenant, is consistent with 
the concept of mixed use and would provide neighborhood and community benefits.  
 
Comm. Coleman thanked the public for their input. He supported the reduction in the mass of 
the hotel as shown in the revised proposal, but the three-story buildings proposed on First 
Street East are of concern to him. He suggested height reductions on the north and south. He 
appreciated the change to the circulation on Second Street East. He concurred with Comm. 
Roberson that a community pool could have benefits to the neighborhood, but it needs to 
remain accessible to the public. He supports preserving the significant oak trees as proposed. 
He does not object to the concept of valet parking, but he concerned about the design of the 
parking area with respect to neighbor compatibility. He supports the concept of infill but he 
recognizes that change is difficult at times and would strive to strike a balance for this project to 
ensure it is compatible with the neighborhood.   
 
Comm. McDonald is a proponent of infill and views it as good urban planning. He supports a 
variety of housing types to maintain an eclectic mix in Sonoma that is already exemplified in this 
neighborhood. That said, he recognizes concerns about the size of the hotel and could see it 
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being scaled back even further. He opposes the parking area adjoining First Street East and 
would preferred café outdoor seating instead, as an activated street front could be a 
cornerstone of the development and would contribute to the vitality of the neighborhood in a way 
that parking does not. With regard to the 3-story buildings on First Street, it is difficult for to 
visualize this as compatible with the neighborhood. He suggested internal circulation 
improvements, including a looped connection to First Street East, as the one-way design 
creates a bottle-neck, as well as compatibility issues on the north. He would like to see 
additional consideration given to the design of the single-family component, as it feels auto-
oriented and is lacking in pedestrian amenities. In addition, the parking layout feels very tight. 
He agreed with his fellow commissioners that a public pool could be a community asset.   
 
Chair Felder appreciated the comments from the public. He is mainly focused on not losing 
housing opportunity sites that could provide units for seniors and the work force in Sonoma. He 
is resistant to the hotel component because it reduces the site area available for housing and 
would prefer that it would be scaled back even further. He agreed with his fellow commissioners 
that the 3-story buildings along the First Street East frontage are out of scale with the 
neighborhood. He is concerned with the proposal to cluster all affordable units in one area of the 
site and only one unit type.  
 
Chair Felder re-opened the item for public comment.  
 
Jack Wagner, resident, is disappointed there are not enough rentals units provided for 
Sonoma’s workforce. He opposes three story buildings that will block the skyline. He 
recommended slowing down development overall.     
 
Fred Allebach, non-resident, recommended more affordable housing opportunities.  
 
Laurie Winter, resident, inquired if the building heights could be gradual, placing the lower 
buildings in front of the higher buildings.   
 
Larry Barnett, resident, suggested the development was intended for transients not necessarily 
creating a new community for residents.  
 
Lynda Corrado, resident, is concerned with potential impacts to birds that roost in the trees on 
the site.  
 
Fred Allebach, resident, believed more study is needed for the General Plan, housing elements 
primarily since the plan takes away from the limited housing stock and opportunity for affordable 
units. He felt non-profit developers might be more sensitive to “social equity” principles.  
 
Patty Daffurn, resident/former Planning Commissioner, suggested story poles so the community 
can better visualize the scope of the project.  
 
Jim Bohar, resident/Historic District, viewed the project elements as inconsistent with the 
neighborhood.  
 
Ed Routhier, Founder/Caymus Capital, said the heritage Oak trees will be preserved, as that 
was a prime consideration in the site plan.  
 
Chair Felder closed the item for public comment.  
 
Chair Felder thanked those in attendance for their input.  
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Ed Routhier, resident/Founder/CaymusCapital, thanked the Commission for their comments.  
 
Comments from Commissioners: 
 
None. 
 
Comments from the Audience: 
 
None. 
 
Adjournment 
 
Comm. Roberson made a motion to adjourn. Comm. Cribb seconded. The motion was 
unanimously adopted.  
 
Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 10:17 p.m. to the next regular meeting scheduled for 
6:30 p.m. on Thursday, April 14, 2016  
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a regular 
meeting of the Sonoma Planning Commission on the day of, 2016. 
 
Approved: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

City of Sonoma Planning Commission 
STAFF REPORT 

Agenda Item #1  
Meeting Date: 05/12/16 

 
Agenda Item Title: Application for a Temporary Use Permit to hold the annual zucchini car race 

outdoors on the grounds of the Sebastiani Winery on Friday, July 29, 2016. 
 
Applicant/Owner: Sonoma Valley Certified Farmers Market/Foley Family Wines, Inc. 
 
Site Address/Location: 389 Fourth Street East 
 
Staff Contact: Rob Gjestland, Senior Planner  
    Staff Report Prepared: 05/06/16 
  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
Description: Application of the Sonoma Valley Certified Farmers Market for a Temporary 

Use Permit to hold the annual zucchini car race outdoors on the grounds of the 
Sebastiani Winery at 389 Fourth Street East on Friday, July 29, 2016. 

General Plan 
Designation: Wine Production (WP) 
 
Zoning: Base: Wine Production (W) Overlay: Historic (/H) 
Site 
Characteristics: The Sebastiani Winery is located on Fourth Street East between East Spain Street 

and Lovall Valley Road. The facility consists of a several properties and 
buildings used for wine production, wine tasting, and related activities. The 
proposed zucchini race event would occur in the grassy area near Lovall Valley 
Road, referred to as the “Arbor Park.” 

 
Surrounding 
Land Use/Zoning: North: Single Family Residences/Low Density Residential  
 South: Single Family Residences/Low Density Residential  
 East: Winery Building/Wine Production 
 West: Winery Office/Low Density Residential 
 
Environmental 
Review: Categorical Exemption Approved/Certified 
 Negative Declaration No Action Required 
 Environmental Impact Report Action Required 
 Not Applicable 
 
Staff 
Recommendation: Approve subject to conditions. 



 

 

PROJECT ANALYSIS 
 
DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The Sonoma Valley Certified Farmers Market is requesting approval of a Temporary Use Permit to hold 
the annual zucchini car race outdoors on the grounds of the Sebastiani Winery. The event would take 
place in the grass park area located toward Lovall Valley Road on Friday, July 31, 2015, between 4:30 
p.m. and 8 p.m. (including set-up and breakdown time). The races themselves would occur from 6:15 
p.m. to 6:45 p.m. No microphones or music are proposed as part of the event and the race track would be 
positioned so spectators face the winery to minimize noise impacts on the nearby residential 
neighborhood. It is anticipated that up to 100 people could attend the event, which would occur 
concurrently with the Food Truck Friday/Friday Night Music Series at Sebastiani winery. 
 
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ( Not Applicable to this Project)  
The property is designated Wine Production by the General Plan. This designation is intended to 
recognize the Sebastiani Winery. Within this land use designation, agricultural or food processing, 
wineries, and winery accessory uses are allowed subject to use permit review. The scope of this proposal 
does not raise issues with regard to General Plan goals and policies. 
 
DEVELOPMENT CODE CONSISTENCY ( Not Applicable to this Project)    
Use: The property is zoned Wine Production (WP). “Winery Accessory Uses” are allowed in the Wine 
Production zone with a use permit. Winery accessory uses are defined as follows: Uses and activities 
conducted in conjunction with a winery, including wine tasting, food service and restaurants, gift sales 
and special events. 
 
On-Site Parking: Parking for activities at the winery property on the date of the event, including the 
zucchini car races, would be accommodated within the winery’s main parking lot, which has over 190 
parking spaces. Although six mobile venders associated with the Food Truck Friday would occupy the 
southernmost portion of the lot (near the tasting room), a significant amount of on-site parking would 
still be available. 
 
Development Standards: Because the proposal does not involve construction of any new permanent 
structures, coverage, setbacks, building height, and other development standards are not applicable. 
 
Temporary Use Permit Approval: Pursuant to Development Code Section 19.54.030.J, the Planning 
Commission may approve a Temporary Use Permit provided that the following findings can be made: 
 

1. That the establishment, maintenance or operation of the temporary use will not, under the 
circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of 
persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the proposed use; and 
 

2. The temporary use, as described and conditionally approved, will not be detrimental or injurious 
to property and improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the City; and 
 

3. The temporary use does not involve the construction of new permanent structures for which a 
building permit is required. 

 
Because the winery has not elected to apply for an annual calendar of special events, individual outdoor 
events (excluding weddings), such as the zucchini races, are now forwarded to the Planning Commission 
for review on a case-by-case basis in order to allow public notice and comment from neighboring 
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residents. In this instance, it appears the findings for a temporary use permit can be made in that the 
zucchini car races are an annual community event with the majority of activity – the races themselves – 
occurring within a half-hour between 6:15 and 6:45pm. 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER  
CITY ORDINANCES/POLICIES ( Not Applicable to this Project) 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ( Not Applicable to this Project) 
Pursuant to Section of 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the leasing or minor alteration of existing 
private structures and facilities is Categorically Exempt from the provisions of CEQA (Class 1 – 
Existing Facilities). 
 
DISCUSSION OF PROJECT ISSUES 
The primary issue to be considered in review of the event is compatibility with neighboring residential 
uses in terms of noise. Given the limited hours of the event (4:30 p.m. to 8 p.m. with races occurring 
from 6:15 p.m. to 6:45 p.m.) and that music, microphones and/or amplification are not proposed it is 
staff’s view that the zucchini race event would not significantly impact residential neighbors. Similar to 
last year, this 2016 zucchini race is proposed on the same date as a Food Truck Friday so there will be a 
greater parking demand overall. However, this did not present issues at last year’s event, 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends approval of the Temporary Use Permit, subject to the attached conditions. 
 
 
 
Attachments 
1. Findings of Project Approval 
2. Draft Conditions of Approval 
3. Location map 
4. Project narrative 
5. Site plans 

 
 
cc: Gary Peter, President (via email) 
 Sonoma Valley Certified Farmers Market 
  
 Thale MacRostie, Advisory Committee (via email) 
 Sonoma Valley Certified Farmers Market 
 
 Sebastiani Winery 
 389 Fourth Street East 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Bret Sackett, Police Chief (via email) 
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City of Sonoma Planning Commission  

FINDINGS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 
Temporary Use Permit for 2016 Zucchini Car Races 

389 Fourth Street East 
 

May 12, 2016 
 
 
Based on substantial evidence in the record and upon consideration of all testimony received in the course 
of the public review, including the public review, the City of Sonoma Planning Commission finds and 
declares as follows: 
 
 
Temporary Use Permit Findings 
 

1. That the establishment, maintenance or operation of the temporary use will not, under the 
circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of 
persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the proposed use; and 
 

2. The temporary use, as described and conditionally approved, will not be detrimental or injurious 
to property and improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the City; and 
 

3. The temporary use does not involve the construction of new permanent structures for which a 
building permit is required. 
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DRAFT 
 

City of Sonoma Planning Commission  
CONDITIONS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 

Temporary Use Permit for 2016 Zucchini Car Races 
389 Fourth Street East 

 
May 12, 2016 

 
 

1. The zucchini car race event shall be operated and managed in accordance with the project narrative and 
approved site plan, except as modified by these conditions of approval. 

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department 

Timing: Ongoing 
 

2. Hours of operation in for the event, including set-up, breakdown, and attendance by the public shall not 
exceed 4:30 p.m. to 8 p.m. 

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department 

Timing: Ongoing 
 

3. Compliance with the decibel limits of the Noise Ordinance shall be required. 
      

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department 
Timing: Ongoing 

 
4. No other outdoor activities specific to this event, including food service, the performance of live music or 

the playing of pre-recorded music are authorized under this permit. 
 
Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department 
                              Timing: Ongoing 

 
5. There shall be no amplification or microphones associated with the event. 

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department 

Timing: Ongoing 
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Zoning Designations
R-HS    Hillside Residential (1 D.U./10acres, maximum)
R-R      Rural Residential (2 D.U./acre, maximum)
R-L       Low Density Residential (2-5 D.U./acre)
R-S       Sonoma Residential (3-8 D.U./acre)
R-M      Medium Denisty Residential (6-10 D.U./acre)
R-H      High Density (9-12 D.U./acre)
R-O      Housing Opportunity (15-20 D.U./acre)
R-P       Mobile Home Park (7 D.U./acre, maximum)
MX       Mixed Use (12 D.U./acre, maximum)
C          Commercial (15 D.U./acre, maximum)
C-G      Commercial-Gateway (15 D.U./acre, maximum)
W         Wine Production
P          Public Facility
Pk        Park
A          Agriculture
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Project Summary

Vicinity Map
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Subject Property

Property Address: 389 Fourth Street East

Applicant: Sonoma Valley Certified 
Farmers Market 

Property Owner: Foley Family Wines Inc.

General Plan Land Use: Wine Production

Zoning - Base: Wine Production

Zoning - Overlay: Historic

Summary:
Application for a Temporary Use Permit to hold the 
annual zucchini car race outdoors on the grounds of 
the Sebastiani Winery on Friday, July 29, 2016.









May 6, 2016 
Agenda Item 2 

 
 

M E M O  
 

 
To: Planning Commission 
 
From: David Goodison, Planning Director 
 
Subject: Application of Bill and Helen Fernandez for a second driveway serving the property 

located at 228-232 Patten Street 
 
Background 
 
The subject property is a rectangular parcel having an area of 15,000 square feet, located on the 
north side of Patten Street, east of Second Street East. The property, along with its neighbors, has 
a zoning of Low Density Residential and is located within the Historic Overlay zone. It is 
developed with two residences, both of which were developed many years ago, including one 
that dates back to 1938. Off-street parking on the property is limited to a driveway along the 
western edge of the site. Neither unit has covered parking, so it is necessary for vehicles 
associated with the two residences to attempt to share the driveway, which is problematic, or to 
park on the street, an option that has its own difficulties as Patten Street is rather narrow. The 
property owner proposes to rectify this situation by constructing a two-car carport, proposed to 
be located within the southwest quadrant of the property and set back 24 feet from the front 
property line (see attached site plan and carport detail). The carport would be associated with the 
unit at 232 Patten Street, making the existing driveway parking available for the sole use of the 
228 Patten Street unit. In the Central-East Planning Area, garages are normally required to be 
placed twenty feet behind the face of a residence. However, this restriction does not apply to 
carports. The proposed driveway would require the removal of a street tree, which was approved 
by the Tree Committee at its meeting of April 21, 2016. 
 
Pursuant to Section 19.48.100 of the Development Code, a parcel having an area of less than two 
acres is normally limited to a single driveway cut. Because the subject property does not meet 
that size threshold and has already been developed with a driveway, an Exception to this 
standard would need to be granted in order to allow the proposed carport. The findings required 
for approval of an Exception are set forth below: 
 
1. The adjustment authorized by the Exception is consistent with the General Plan, any 

applicable Specific Plan, and the overall objectives of this Development Code. 
 

The proposal does not raise any issues of General Plan consistency. The Development 
Code normally requires on covered parking space for each single-family residence, a 
direction that the proposed carport complies with. 

 
2. An exception to the normal standards of the Development Code is justified by 

environmental features or site conditions; historic development patterns of the property 
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or neighborhood; or the interest in promoting creativity and personal expression in site 
planning and development. 

 
The property was developed prior to the adoption of the Development Code and prior to 
the adoption of any standard requirement for covered parking. Given the configuration of 
the residences on the property, the proposed carport appears to be the most feasible 
solution to the problems created by the lack of separate parking for the two units as it 
would comply with setback standards and would eliminate the need to manage the use of 
the existing driveway or park on the street. 

    
3. Granting the Exception will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, or 

injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity and in the same zoning district. 
 

Although the creation of a second driveway would eliminate one on-street parking space, 
the development of a second driveway and covered parking on the site would lead to a 
reduction in the number of vehicles parking on Patten Street. Due to the narrow 
configuration of Patten Street, staff views this as a safety improvement and a benefit to 
neighbors as well as the subject property. Furthermore, it is staff’s view that the design 
and location of the carport would not create compatibility issues with any neighboring 
property. 

 
In summary, it is staff’s view that the findings necessary to approve an Exception to the 
driveway standards may be made in this instance.  
 
Recommendation 
 
Approve the requested Exception, subject to the attached conditions of approval.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments 
1. Findings 
2. Draft Conditions of Approval 
3. Vicinity Map  
4. Project Narrative  
5. Site Plan/Carport Detail 
 
 
 
cc: Bill and Helen Fernandez  
 228 Patten Street 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
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City of Sonoma Planning Commission  

FINDINGS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 
Fernandez Driveway Exception – 228-232 Patten Street 

 
May 12, 2016 

 
 
Based on substantial evidence in the record and upon consideration of all testimony received in the 
course of the public review, including the public review, the City of Sonoma Planning Commission 
finds and declares as follows: 

 
Exception Approval: 
 
1. The adjustment authorized by the Exception is consistent with the General Plan, any 

applicable Specific Plan, and the overall objectives of this Development Code; 
 
2. An exception to the normal standards of the Development Code is justified by 

environmental features or site conditions; historic development patterns of the property or 
neighborhood; or the interest in promoting creativity and personal expression in site 
planning and development; 

 
3. Granting the Exception will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, or 

injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity and in the same zoning district. 
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DRAFT 

 
City of Sonoma Planning Commission  

CONDITIONS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 
Fernandez Driveway Exception – 228-232 Patten Street 

 
May 12, 2016 

 
 
1. The carport, driveway, and driveway cut shall be constructed in conformance with the project narrative, 

approved site plan and building elevations. The driveway and driveway apron shall conform to City of Sonoma 
Standard Plan 111 for residential driveways. 

  
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Building Department, Public Works Department 
 Timing: Prior to construction; Prior to final occupancy 
 
2. All Building Department requirements shall be met.  
  
 Enforcement Responsibility: Building Department 
             Timing: Prior to construction 
 
3. An encroachment permit shall be obtained for work within the City right-of-way.  
  
 Enforcement Responsibility: Public Works Department 
             Timing: Prior to construction 
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Project Summary

Vicinity Map
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Subject Property

Property Address: 228-232 Patten Street

Applicant: Bill and Helen 
Fernandez

Property Owner: Same

General Plan Land Use: Low Density Residential

Zoning - Base: Low Density Residential

Zoning - Overlay: Historic

Summary:
Consideration of an Exception in order to allow 
the installation of a second driveway on a 
residential property.





SITE NOTES: 
1- SITE GRADING TO BE LIMITED TO CARPORT AREAS. 

2- EXCESS EARTH TO BE REMOVED TO AN APPROVED SITE. 
3- SLOPE GRADE 1/4" PER FT. FOR MIN. 4' FROM BUILDING. 
4- DOWN SPOUTS TO BE CONNECTED TO 

A CLOSE CONDUIT TO DRAIN WATER 
AWAY FROM FOUNDATION lYP. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY 
PROPER LOCATION 

5- PROVIDE DRAINAGE GRADIENT OF 2 PERCENT AROUND 

STRUCTURES TO STREET OR APPROVED DRAINAGE SYSTEM 

NOTE THAT DRAINAGE SHALL NOT AFFECT ADJACENT PROPERTIES. 

CBC SEC, 1803.3. EXCEPTION: "A" DRAINAGE SYSTEM DESIGNED 

BY A REGISTERED DESIGN PROFESSIONAL BASED ON RECOMMENPATlONS 

PROVIDED BY A SOIL/GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER MAY BE APPROVED 

BY THE BUILDING OFFICIAL AS MEETING THE INTENT OF THIS SECTION 

"SRCC SEC 18-16. 1803.3 CBC 1803.3 AND APPENDIX J SEC. J 106.4 

THIS PROJECT SHALL COMPLY WITH THE FOLLOWING 
APPLICABLE CODES AND REGULATIONS 

EDITION CALIFORNlA BUILDING CODE, 2013 EDITION VOLUMES 1 &2 
UNIFORM BUILDING CODE, 2013 EDITION VOLUME 3 
UNIFORM HOUSING CODE, 2013 EDJTION 
CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE 2013 EDITION (CPC) 
CALIFORNlA ELECTRICAL CODE 2013 ED1T10N (CEC) 
CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE 2013 EDITION (CMC) 
THE UNIFORM BUILDING SECURITY CODE, 2013 EDITION 
201 3 BUILDING ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL 
AND NONRESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS THE UNIFORM ADMINISTRATIVE CODE, 
2013 EDITION CALIFORNIA FlRE CODE 2013 EDlTION 
UNIFORM F!RE CODE STANDARDS 
AND ALL CODES WITH ADOPTED LOCAL AMENDMENTS 
PER CITY OF SONOMA ORDINANCES 
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City of Sonoma Planning Commission 
STAFF REPORT 

Agenda Item #3  
Meeting Date: 5-12-16 

 
Agenda Item Title: Application for a Use Permit to relocate a sparkling wine bar (Sigh) to an 

existing commercial tenant space. 
 
Applicant/Owner: Jayme Powers/David and Linda Detert 
 
Site Address/Location: 120 West Napa Street 
 
Staff Contact: Rob Gjestland, Senior Planner  
    Staff Report Prepared: 5/06/16 
  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
Description: Application of Jayme Powers for a Use Permit to relocate her sparkling wine bar 

(Sigh) to an existing commercial tenant space located at 120 West Napa Street. 
 
General Plan 
Designation: Commercial (C) 
 
Zoning: Base: Commercial (C) Overlay:  Historic (/H) 
 
Site 
Characteristics: The subject property is a 14,375-square foot parcel located on the north side of 

the West Napa less than half a block from the Plaza. The property is currently 
developed with a 5,800-square foot, multi-tenant commercial building occupied 
by retail and restaurant uses. 

 
Surrounding 
Land Use/Zoning: North: Parking areas and back of retail building (Eraldi’s)/Commercial 
 South: Retail, offices and apartments (across West Napa St.)/Commercial 
 East: Retail, offices, and restaurant/Commercial 
 West: Offices/Commercial 
 
Environmental 
Review: Categorical Exemption Approved/Certified 
 Negative Declaration No Action Required 
 Environmental Impact Report Action Required 
 Not Applicable 
 
Staff 
Recommendation: Approve with conditions.



 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
 
DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Use Permit to relocate Sigh sparkling wine bar from its current 
location in Sonoma Court Shops to a larger tenant space on West Napa Street. The operating 
characteristics of the business would not change, maintaining a focus on the service/sampling, education 
and retail sales of various sparkling wines. Minimal food items (cheese and charcuterie) would also 
continue to be served. The existing Type 42 ABC license for Sigh, which allows for the retail sale of 
wine and beer for on or off-site consumption, would be assigned to the new location through a premise-
to-premise transfer administered by the ABC. A total of 24 seats/stools are proposed, with three to five 
employees operating the business. Proposed hours of operation are 11a.m. to 8p.m. Sunday through 
Thursday and 11a.m. to 10p.m. Friday and Saturday. Tenant improvements necessary to support the use 
include the provision of a central bar/counter, two ADA compliant bathrooms, a wash room, and storage 
areas. Additional details are provided in the attached project narrative and drawings. 
 
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ( Not Applicable to this Project)  
The property is designated Commercial by the General Plan. The Commercial land use designation is 
intended to provide areas for retail, hotel, service, medical, and office development, in association with 
apartments and mixed-use developments and necessary public improvements. Wine bars are allowed in 
the corresponding Commercial zone subject to review and approval of Use Permit by the Planning 
Commission. The following General Plan policies apply to the project: 
 
Local Economy Element, Policy 1.1: Focus on the retention and attraction of businesses that reinforce 
Sonoma’s distinctive qualities – such as agriculture, food and wine, history and art – and that offer high-
paying jobs. 
 
Local Economy Element, Policy 1.8: Preserve and enhance the historic Plaza as a unique, retail-oriented 
commercial and cultural center that attracts both residents and visitors. 
 
Local Economy Element, Policy 1.10: Promote ground-floor retail uses in commercial areas as a means 
of generating pedestrian activity 
 
The sparkling wine bar is a type of retail use consistent with the intent of the Commercial land use 
designation and applicable General Plan policies.  
 
DEVELOPMENT CODE CONSISTENCY ( Not Applicable to this Project)    
Use: The property is located within a Commercial (C) zoning district, which is applied to areas 
appropriate for a range of commercial land uses including retail, tourist, office, and mixed-uses. Wine 
bars operating under a Type 42 ABC license are allowed in the Commercial land use designation subject 
to review and approval of Use Permit by the Planning Commission. 
 
Development Standards: The proposed use would operate within an existing tenant space. As a result, 
the project does not raise any issues in terms of compliance with building setback, FAR, lot coverage, 
open space, and building height standards. 
 
Parking Requirements: While there is no formal striped parking on the property, the paved area behind 
the building accommodates employee parking as well as deliveries. Under the City’s parking standards, 
if a change in use requires the same number of parking spaces as the immediately previous use, then 
additional parking is not required, regardless of the amount of parking actually provided on site. As 
illustrated in the table below, the wine bar would have a parking requirement equivalent to the previous 



 
 

retail use and therefore the proposal does not trigger additional parking or an Exception from the parking 
standards. That said, the Building Department has indicated that the change in use/occupancy may 
require an accessible parking space behind the building in conjunction with an accessible path travel to 
the tenant space. 
 

Use Parking Requirement Calculation Required Spaces 
Retail (Previous) 1 space/300 sf of gross sales area  1,687 sf* ÷ 300 6 
Wine bar (Proposed) 1 space/4 seats 24 seats ÷ 4 6 

    * The gross sales area excludes stairwell and small loft storage/office space 
 
Additional Use Permit Findings: The Planning Commission may approve a Use Permit for a wine bar 
provided the three findings below can be made in addition to those normally required for a Use Permit: 
 

1. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the area residents, or result in an undue 
concentration of establishments dispensing alcoholic beverages in the area. 
 

2. The proposed use is located at an appropriate distance from: 
  

a. Potentially sensitive or incompatible uses such as religious facilities, schools, public parks 
and playgrounds, and other similar uses; and 

 
b. The size and proposed activity level of the use will be compatible with the uses in, and/or 

character of, the surrounding area.  
 

3. The proposed use will provide a service not currently available in the area that it will serve; or, 
unique or unusual circumstances justify a new Wine Bar/Tap Room in a location where there are 
similar uses nearby. 

 
As some commissioners may recall, these additional findings are findings that the Police Chief must 
make (and document through a Letter of Public Convenience or Necessity) in order for the ABC to issue 
a new Type 42 ABC license in Sonoma. In developing the regulations for wine tasting rooms and wine 
bars/taprooms (Ordinance 03-2014 adopted in 2014), the Police Chief requested that the Planning 
Commission consider these findings in review of Use Permit applications for wine bars/taprooms so that 
the individual circumstances of each application/site could be evaluated and the responsibility did not 
solely rely on the Police Chief’s administrative authority. With respect to this particular application, the 
Police Chief has no concerns about the proposed relocation of Sigh and associated premise-to-premise 
transfer of their Type 42 ABC license. The Police Chief notes that the applicant has responsibly 
operated the business without any issues and generally supports the request. 
 
Design Review: Any exterior modifications to the building, including repainting the façade, changing 
the front entry or awning, would be subject to design review by the DRHPC (SMC 19.54.080.B.2). 
Signs are also subject to DRHPC or staff review. Conditions of approval have been included in this 
regard.  
 
CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER  
CITY ORDINANCES/POLICIES ( Not Applicable to this Project) 
 
 
 



 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ( Not Applicable to this Project) 
Pursuant to Section of 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the leasing, permitting, or operation of 
existing private structures involving negligible or no expansion of use is considered Categorically 
Exempt from the provisions of CEQA (Class 1 – Existing Facilities). 
 
DISCUSSION OF PROJECT ISSUES 
In staff’s view, the proposal does not raise any significant issues. The new location is within the 
Downtown District in a commercial setting and the use has the same parking requirement as the 
previous retail tenant. The manner in which the business operates would not change and the Police Chief 
has no concerns about the request. In general, the proposal is a modest expansion of successful local 
business that contributes to the vitality of the downtown. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends approval of the Use Permit, subject to the attached conditions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
1. Draft Findings of Project Approval 
2. Draft Conditions of Approval 
3. Vicinity Map 
4. Project Narrative 
5. Photo of Façade 
6. Site Plan and Floor Plan 
 
 
 
cc: Jayme Powers (via email) 

Lori Bremner (via email) 



 
 

DRAFT 
City of Sonoma Planning Commission  

FINDINGS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 
Sigh Sparkling Wine Bar Use Permit  

120 West Napa Street 
 

May 12, 2016 
 
 
Based on substantial evidence in the record and upon consideration of all testimony received in the course 
of the public review, including the public review, the City of Sonoma Planning Commission finds and 
declares as follows: 
 
 
Use Permit Approval 
 
1. That the proposed use is consistent with the General Plan and any Specific Plan; 

 
2. That the proposed use is allowed with a conditional Use Permit within the applicable zoning district 

and complies with all applicable standards and regulations of the Development Code (except for 
approved Variances and Exceptions): and 

 
3. The location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposed use are compatible with the 

existing and future land uses in the vicinity; and 
 
4. The proposed use will not impair the architectural integrity and character of the zoning district in 

which it is to be located. 
 

5. The proposed use will not adversely affect the welfare of the area residents, or result in an undue 
concentration of establishments dispensing alcoholic beverages in the area. 

 
6. The proposed use is located at an appropriate distance from: 
  

a. Potentially sensitive or incompatible uses such as religious facilities, schools, public parks 
and playgrounds, and other similar uses; and 
 

b. The size and proposed activity level of the use will be compatible with the uses in, and/or 
character of, the surrounding area.  

 
7. The proposed use will provide a service not currently available in the area that it will serve; or, 

unique or unusual circumstances justify a new Wine Bar/Tap Room in a location where there are 
similar uses nearby. 

 
 
 
 



 
 

DRAFT 
City of Sonoma Planning Commission  

CONDITIONS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 
Sigh Sparkling Wine Bar Use Permit  

120 West Napa Street 
 

May 12, 2016 
 
 
 
1. The tenant space/property shall be improved and used in substantial conformance with the project narrative and approved 

floor plan, except as modified by these conditions and the following: 
 

a. The maximum amount of seating for the wine bar shall be limited to 24 seats. 
b. The wine bar shall operate in compliance with Ordinance No. 03-2014 

  
Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Building Department; Fire Department 

                          Timing: Prior to issuance a building permit 
 
2. All Building Department requirements shall be met, including applicable Building Code requirements related to the 

provision of bathroom facilities/fixtures and ADA requirements (e.g., disabled access including at the entrance, 
bathrooms, accessible/handicap parking, accessible paths of travel, etc.). A building permit shall be required. 

  
Enforcement Responsibility: Building Department 

                          Timing: Prior to construction 
 
3. All Fire Department requirements shall be met, including installation of an automatic fire sprinkler system throughout 

the structure if the total cumulative valuation of all building permits issued for the structure exceeds $150,000 within any 
36-month period. 

  
Enforcement Responsibility: Fire Department; City Engineer; Building Department 

                          Timing: Prior to issuance of any building permit; Prior to operation 
 
4. If the building permit valuation for the project or other improvements to the property exceeds $40,000 within any two-

year period, the applicant/property owner shall be responsible for completing public frontage improvements such as the 
provision or repair of curb, gutter, and sidewalk as determined necessary by the City Engineer.  

  
Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works Department; Building Department 

                          Timing: Prior to final inspection approval/occupancy 
 
5. An encroachment permit from the City shall be required for any work within the public right of way on West Napa 

Street. 
  

Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works Department; Building Department 
                          Timing: Prior to any work/construction within the public right of way 
 
6. The applicant shall obtain any necessary permits, licenses, and/or clearances from the State Department of Alcoholic 

Beverage Control (ABC) and Sonoma County Environmental Health Division for the retail sale and service of wine 
and/beer and ancillary food items. Business operations shall conform to the limitations of those permits.  

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Department of ABC; Sonoma County Health Division; Planning Department 

                          Timing: Prior to operation; Ongoing 
 
7. The applicant shall comply with the following requirements of the Sanitation Division of Sonoma County Permit & 

Resource Management Department (PRMD) and the Sonoma County Water Agency (SCWA): 
 

a.  The applicant shall submit a Wastewater Discharge Survey to PRMD. The Applicant shall obtain a Survey for 
Commercial/Industrial Wastewater Discharge Requirements (“Green form”) from PRMD, and shall submit the 
completed Survey, along with two (2) copies of the project site plan, floor plan and plumbing plan to the Sanitation 



 
 

Section of PRMD.  The Survey evaluation must be completed by the Sonoma County Water Agency and submitted 
to the PRMD Engineering Division before a building permit for the project can be approved. 

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

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

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

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Sanitation Division of Sonoma County Planning & Management Resource 

Department; Sonoma County Water Agency: City of Sonoma Building 
Department 

                         Timing: Prior to issuance of a building permit 
 
8. The Applicant shall pay any required increased water fees applicable to the changes in use in accordance with the latest 

adopted rate schedule. 
  

Enforcement Responsibility: Public Works Department; Water Operations Supervisor; City Engineer 
                          Timing: Prior to final occupancy 
 
9. In addition to those already identified, the following agencies must be contacted by the applicant to determine permit or 

other regulatory requirements of the agency prior to issuance of a building permit, including the payment of applicable 
fees: 

 
a. Sonoma Valley Unified School District [For school impact fees] 

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Building Department 

                          Timing: Prior to issuance of a building permit 
 
10. Any exterior building modifications shall be subject to design review by the Design Review & Historic Preservation 

Commission (DRHPC). 
 

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; DRHPC 
                          Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit 
 
11. Any new signage for the business/property shall be subject to review and approval by Planning Department staff of the 

Design Review & Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC) as applicable. 
 

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department or Design Review Commission 
                          Timing: Prior to installation of signage 
 
12. All applicable stormwater requirements shall be met and implemented on site prior to final occupancy. 
  

Enforcement Responsibility: Stormwater Coordinator; City Engineer 
                          Timing: Prior to final occupancy 
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Zoning Designations
R-HS    Hillside Residential (1 D.U./10acres, maximum)
R-R      Rural Residential (2 D.U./acre, maximum)
R-L       Low Density Residential (2-5 D.U./acre)
R-S       Sonoma Residential (3-8 D.U./acre)
R-M      Medium Denisty Residential (6-10 D.U./acre)
R-H      High Density (9-12 D.U./acre)
R-O      Housing Opportunity (15-20 D.U./acre)
R-P       Mobile Home Park (7 D.U./acre, maximum)
MX       Mixed Use (12 D.U./acre, maximum)
C          Commercial (15 D.U./acre, maximum)
C-G      Commercial-Gateway (15 D.U./acre, maximum)
W         Wine Production
P          Public Facility
Pk        Park
A          Agriculture

´

Project Summary

Vicinity Map

0 200 400100 Feet

1 inch = 200 feet

Subject Property

Property Address: 120 West Napa Street

Applicant: Jayme Powers

Property Owner: David and Linda Detert

General Plan Land Use: Commercial

Zoning - Base: Commercial

Zoning - Overlay: Historic

Summary:
Application for a Use Permit to relocate a sparkling 
wine bar (Sigh) to an existing commercial tenant 
space.















         A R C H I T E C T U R E   P L A N N I N G   M A N A G E M E N T A  P S T R A T A         

DATE: 04.16.16
FLOOR PLAN 120 WEST NAPA STREET
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	05-12-16 PC Agenda
	MINUTES: Minutes from the meetings of February 11, 2016 and March 24, 2016.
	CORRESPONDENCE
	COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE
	ADJOURNMENT

	02_11_16 Draft Minutes
	February 11, 2016
	Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West, Sonoma, CA
	Draft MINUTES
	COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC:
	Chair Felder opened the item to public comment.
	No public comment.
	Chair Felder closed the item to public comment.
	Chair Felder opened the item to public comment.
	Patrick Collins, co-owner, said the rental will be occupied only when they are home and that   one extra parking space is required. He is confident the criteria are met to obtain a Use Permit.
	Chair Felder closed the item to public comment.
	Comm. McDonald confirmed with staff that no building permit is required for the fence.
	Chair Felder opened the item to public comment.
	Chair Felder closed the item to public comment.
	ITEM #4 – DISCUSSION – Consideration of Development Code amendments updating provisions related to affordable housing and clarifying provisions related to the Mixed Use zone and Planned Developments.

	Chair Felder opened the item to public comment.
	Larry Barnett, resident, agreed with having a study session in the early stages of a project so the public can comment on the merits. He felt it would be a good practice to re-open the public comment period after the commissioners have had their discu...
	Comm. Roberson felt the study session forum works can work well, but that guidelines would be beneficial with respect to getting the needed project information rather than extraneous materials and by focusing the discussion on issues of land use and c...
	Comm. McDonald suggested that in a study session submittal, developers should be asked to describe the outcome of any neighbor outreach processes.
	Victor Conforti, resident/local architect, appreciated having study session reviews, especially for large scale proposals. He felt discussing the broader concepts in relation to regulations is critical for the success of a project.
	Comm. Willers agreed with the importance of study sessions and suggested applicants limit presentations to broader issues instead of outlining specific details. He felt that often times study sessions result in decision making that should not occur un...
	Fred Allebach, Sonoma Valley resident, appreciated Chair Felder’s efforts to educate the public about the meeting protocol. He agreed with Victor Conforti and Comm. Willers that study sessions should be more focused on compliance with the General Plan...
	Chair Felder closed the item to public comment.
	The Planning Commission provided direction to staff on draft guidelines for study sessions that will be brought back to the Planning Commission for further review and discussion.
	Issues Update:  Planning Director Goodison reviewed ongoing and upcoming issues.

	03_24_16 Draft Minutes
	March 24, 2016
	Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West, Sonoma, CA
	Draft MINUTES
	COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: Anna Gomez, non-resident, requested no new development approvals until the sanitation system is repaired.
	Comm. Roberson inquired about the height of the existing buildings on and nearby the site.
	Comm. Wellander confirmed with staff that the inclusionary units can be either in one area or scattered throughout the project, at the discretion of the Planning Commission.
	Chair Felder opened the item for public comment.
	JJ Abodeely, applicant/resident presented a video to illustrate the features of the First Street East project.
	Doug Hillberman, project architect, reviewed site planning and design issues.
	Sam Taylor, neighbor/representing North of the Mission group requested building height data from staff. His main concerns and those of the organization are with building heights, the hotel, increased traffic, and limited parking and the resulting chan...
	Andrew Wilson, neighbor, is concerned with future deliveries, including large trucks at the hotel/restaurant, as well as the prospect of tour vans in the neighborhood.
	Steven Rouse, Valley resident, felt that development of the site is inevitable and is pleased with the project amenities. In his view, the developer is willing to work with the community and the neighbors, which is a good thing.
	Tom Henry, Valley resident, supported the plan. He agreed with Steven Rouse that it is an improvement to what is currently there. With regard to the issue of deliveries, he noted that as residents, everyone brings in food, postal deliveries, and other...
	David Eicher, Valley resident, showed graphs, including a powerpoint presentation, illustrating the ramifications of more traffic. In his view, the developer is underestimating the traffic generation potential of the project. He is concerned that more...
	Mark Manns, resident, stated that he supports the project. In his view, Sonoma needs additional hotel rooms and he supports the proposed community pool. This would be a benefit for residents.
	Pat Coleman, resident of Meadow Gardens, opposes the hotel component. She asked if the residential units would be governed by an HOA. While she did not object to residential development on the site, in her view the hotel component would detract from t...
	Ross Edwards, resident, felt mixed use developments benefit the community and that the project opponents were in the minority. Many of his friends and peers support the proposal, which will benefit the community as a whole. He feels that hotel rooms a...
	Leslie Whitelaw, resident, recommended one or two story buildings and an independent traffic study. In her view, the three-story units would be completely out of place in the neighborhood. She is concerned that traffic generated by the project will ca...
	Joe Diggins, resident, supported the plan and agreed with a previous speaker that a vocal minority opposed the project. In his view, the project is well designed and the hotel rooms are need. He agrees that tax revenues from the project will benefit l...
	Fred Allebach,  Valley resident, is of the opinion that the economic multiplier is not relevant and that the City should not rely on revenues generated from the project. He recommended that more importance be placed on sustainability/global warming is...
	Vince Bennett, resident, supported the project and stated that tax revenues will support schools. In his view, the project will benefit local businesses and will create good jobs for local residents. He envisioned fewer cars because of the proximity o...
	Dana Hunter, resident/Napa winery worker, is impressed with the changes made and applauded the developer for engaging with the community and making positive revisions to the proposal in response to the concerns that were expressed.  In his view, as a ...
	Anna Gomez, Valley resident, requested a sewer evaluation because of her concern with sewer capacity and water issues.  She felt the project is not appropriate in Sonoma.
	Karin Skooglund, resident and member of the North of the Mission Neighborhood Association, supported the housing component but opposed the hotel and restaurant. In her view, neighbor concerns reflect the fact that local residents have a natural intere...
	Lou Braun, resident, applauded the previous speaker and agreed that neighbors input should be carefully considered in the development review process. He agreed with Larry Barnett that a commercial component was not anticipated for this site and should...
	Jim Bohar, resident, First Street West, is disappointed with the mixed use designation and guidelines as applied to the neighborhood and felt this type of proposal might start a negative trend. In his view, the commercialization of this area is not ap...
	Lynda Corrado, resident, felt the project did not fit in the neighborhood since increased traffic would be problematic and privacy would be compromised. She pointed out that many speakers in favor of the proposal lived outside the city limits. In her ...
	Tony Westphal, resident and business owner, supported the proposed uses for the site. He noted that potential visitors to Sonoma have to stay in a hotel in Petaluma, that adds to traffic. He feels that the housing component will be welcomed by those w...
	Laurie Winter, resident, recognized infill projects should support housing needs and urged the commissioners to preserve the quality of the neighborhoods. She would like to ensure that any housing units are occupied as full-time residences, not as sec...
	Bob Blanusa, Valley resident, frequents the neighborhood and supports the proposed plan. In his view, the traffic issue is has been over-stated and the project will improve a site that is currently blighted. He feels that the residences, the pool, and...
	Jack Cunningham, longtime resident/owns a 12-unit complex, questioned why so many people are attracted to Sonoma and he attributed it to a successful planning process. Sonoma is a beautiful place with a great quality of life and we are fortunate that ...
	Joseph Aaron, resident/pollster, conducted his own sentiment survey regarding the project. He contends that 68% of respondents to the poll supported the project.
	Ed Routhier, resident/applicant, is a member of the North of the Mission Neighborhood Association and said his viewpoint is not the same as those expressed by other members. He felt the 36 feet height of the buildings on First Street East is in contex...
	Comm. Cribb reiterated his view that the area in question is already mixed use and has been historically. In his view, a mixed use development would not be historically out of character for the site. In the previous review, he was concerned about the ...
	Comm. Wellander is open minded with respect to a hotel component, but he does have concerns associated with it. He is not enthused by the swimming pool, as it takes up a lot of space on the site that could be used to address other site planning issues...
	Comm. Roberson appreciates the changes made in the revised proposal as it points to a more positive direction that is more compatible with its surroundings. That said, his biggest concerns relate to height and mass along First Street West and the prop...
	Comm. Coleman thanked the public for their input. He supported the reduction in the mass of the hotel as shown in the revised proposal, but the three-story buildings proposed on First Street East are of concern to him. He suggested height reductions o...
	Comm. McDonald is a proponent of infill and views it as good urban planning. He supports a variety of housing types to maintain an eclectic mix in Sonoma that is already exemplified in this neighborhood. That said, he recognizes concerns about the siz...
	Chair Felder appreciated the comments from the public. He is mainly focused on not losing housing opportunity sites that could provide units for seniors and the work force in Sonoma. He is resistant to the hotel component because it reduces the site a...
	Chair Felder re-opened the item for public comment.
	Jack Wagner, resident, is disappointed there are not enough rentals units provided for Sonoma’s workforce. He opposes three story buildings that will block the skyline. He recommended slowing down development overall.
	Fred Allebach, non-resident, recommended more affordable housing opportunities.
	Laurie Winter, resident, inquired if the building heights could be gradual, placing the lower buildings in front of the higher buildings.
	Larry Barnett, resident, suggested the development was intended for transients not necessarily creating a new community for residents.
	Lynda Corrado, resident, is concerned with potential impacts to birds that roost in the trees on the site.
	Ed Routhier, Founder/Caymus Capital, said the heritage Oak trees will be preserved, as that was a prime consideration in the site plan.
	Chair Felder closed the item for public comment.
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