
 

      
 

City of Sonoma  
Design Review and Historic  

Preservation Commission 

AGENDA 
Regular Meeting of August 16, 2016 - 6:30 P.M. 

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

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

 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Micaelia Randolph Chair 
 

              
Commissioners:   Kelso Barnett 
                             Christopher Johnson 
                             Leslie Tippell 
                             Bill Essert  
                             Robert Cory (Alternate) 
                              
                              

  
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
Presentations by audience members on items not appearing on the agenda. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Minutes from the meeting of July 19, 2016. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE 

 
ITEM #1 –Continued Design 

Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Continued consideration of design 
and landscaping review for two 
commercial buildings. 
 
Applicant:   
Studio 101 Designs  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
19366 and 19370 Sonoma 
Highway 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Mixed Use (MU) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
West Napa/Sonoma Corridor 
Base: Mixed Use (MX) 
Overlay: None 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #2 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of site design and 
architectural review of an addition to 
a residence. 
 
Applicant:   
Sutton Suzuki Architects  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 



ITEM #3 – Demolition Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Demolition of a single-family 
residence and detached garage. 
 
Applicant:   
Jeanne Montague and Chad 
Overway  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
630 Austin Avenue 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Low Density Residential (LR) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
Central-East Area 
Base: 
Low Density Residential (R-L) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #4 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of design review for a 
new single family residence, 
detached garage, and detached 
guesthouse. 
 
Applicant:   
Jeanne Montague and Chad 
Overway  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
630 Austin Avenue 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Low Density Residential (LR) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
Central-East Area 
Base: 
Low Density Residential (R-L) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

 

ISSUES UPDATE 

COMMENTS FROM THE COMMISSION 

COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

ADJOURNMENT 

 
I do hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing agenda was posted on the City Hall bulletin board on August 12, 
2016.   
 
CRISTINA MORRIS, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
 
Rights of Appeal: Any decision of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission may be 
appealed to the City Council.  Appeals must be filed with the City Clerk within fifteen (15) calendar days 
following the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission’s decision, unless the fifteenth day falls on a 
weekend or a holiday, in which case the appeal period ends at the close of the next working day at City Hall. 
Appeals must be made in writing and must clearly state the reason for the appeal. Appeals will be set for hearing 
before the City Council on the earliest available agenda.  
 
Copies of all staff reports and documents subject to disclosure that relate to any item of business 
referred to on the agenda are available for public inspection the Monday before each regularly scheduled 
meeting at City Hall, located at No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA, (707) 938-3681.  Any documents subject to 
disclosure that are provided to all, or a majority of all, of the members of the Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission regarding any item on this agenda after the agenda has been distributed will 
be made available for inspection at the Administrative Assistant office, No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA 
during regular business hours. 
 
If you challenge the action of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission in court, you may 
be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described on the 
agenda, or in written correspondence delivered to the Administrative Assistant, at or prior to the public 
hearing. 
 



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



CITY OF SONOMA 
DESIGN REVIEW AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
July 19, 2016 

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

 
Chair Randolph called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 
Present: Chair Randolph, Comms. Essert, Barnett, Johnson, Cory (Alternate) 
 
Absent: Comm. Tippell  
 
Others Present: Associate Planner Atkins, Administrative Assistant Morris 
 
Chair Randolph stated that no new items would be heard after 10:30 p.m. unless the 
Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission so decides. Any decisions made 
tonight can be appealed within 15 days to the City Council. She reminded everyone to 
turn off cell phones and pagers.  
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: Fred Alleabch, Community Advisory committee 
member for SAHA affordable housing project, stated the committee is currently 
reviewing design review elements of the proposal.  
 
Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve the minutes of September 15, 2015, May 31, 
2015, and June 21, 2016 as submitted. Comm. Essert seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved 5-0.  
 
Item 1- Sign Review consideration of two new wall signs and a new moment sign 
for a storage facility (Extra Space Storage) at 19240 Sonoma Highway 
 
Applicant: Johnson Sign Company  
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 

Comm. Barnett asked if the business was a formula business. His only concern is 
that the chain storage facility signage (corporate driven), is compatible with the 
coloring of the building.   
 
Associate Planner Atkins will report back. 

Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  

Comm. Essert questioned why the lighting is requested after business hours.  

Todd Johnson, Johnson Sign Company, said the corporate office established the 
lighting hours but said the illuminated/fluorescent sign can be turned off at 10 p.m.  
  
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
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Comm. Johnson said the new sign format is clearer and he recommended that the sign 
only be on during business hours. 
 
Comm. Barnett is only concerned with the sign matching the building since it is corporate 
branding. He requested that the feather signs be removed.  
 
Comm. Essert is pleased with the color selection and agreed with Comm. Johnson about 
changing the lighting until 10 p.m. 
 
Chair Randolph agreed with her fellow commissioners comments.  
 
Comm. Essert made a motion to approve the proposal as submitted with the condition 
that the sign illumination shall be limited to dusk to 10 p.m. Staff will notify the DRHPC if 
the business is considered a formula business. Comm. Barnett seconded. The motion 
carried unanimously (5-0).  
 
Item 2-Considertation of a new monument sign for an office building (Marcy 
House) at 205 First Street West.  
 
Applicant: Sonoma Valley Historical Society 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 
 
Comm. Essert inquired about the font type.  
 
Fred Allebach, Sonoma Valley Historic Society member, representing Patricia 
Cullinan, Sonoma Valley Historic Society Board President, said the new signage is 
consistent and compatible with the Depot Park signage. He recommended the Sister 
Cities landmark metal plague #6 not be removed and he will report back on the 
historical significance.  
 
Comm. Johnson questioned the time frame for the sign installation.  
 
Associate Planner Atkins said that Planning Director Goodison is satisfied with the 
City landmark designation.   
 
Comm. Essert questioned if the Sister Cities sign will be removed and whether the 
informational verbiage on the sign is customary to help identify important historical 
landmarks. He appreciated the valuable context on this multipurpose sign.  
 
Chair Randolph is pleased that the archive research center is a public resource for 
citizens to obtain valuable historical records.  
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  

No public comment.  
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Essert questioned if this type of multi-purpose sign is described in the sign 
ordinance.  
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Associate Planner Atkins responded that Planning Director Goodison took no issue 
with the landmark signage proposed since the sign ordinance has no provisions to 
disallow a multipurpose sign.       
 
Comm. Barnett made the majority of his comments during the questions of staff portion 
of the meeting. He is disappointed with the overall quality of the submittal since his 
questions about the existing sign and flagpole were not addressed.  
 
Comm. Johnson agreed with Comms. Barnett and Essert’s comments.  
 
Comm. Cory stated he had no additional comments.  
 
Chair Randolph agreed with Mr. Allebach that city landmark #6 is a “sentimental 
keepsake” to be preserved.  
 
Associate Planner Atkins confirmed with Patricia Cullinan, that the sign will be setback 6 
feet from the sidewalk. 
 
Chair Randolph is satisfied the sign blended in well with the building.  
 
All the commissioners agreed that more clarification is needed in regards to the text, 
color, and placement of the sign in relation to the flagpole.  
 
Chair Randolph reopened the item for public comment.  
 
Fred Allebach said the project is a “work in progress” and the new sign is not intended to 
be obstructed by the flagpole. He said Patricia Cullinan, Sonoma Valley Historical 
Society Board President, will address any concerns at a future meeting.  
 
Comm. Cory suggested that the sign be placed further back from the sidewalk.  
 
All the commissioners and staff agreed to continue the item to the next meeting on 
August 16th with tonight’s review considered a study session.  
 
Item 3-Demolition Review of a single-family residence well and pump house and 
two sheds at 1181 Broadway.  
 
Applicant: Scott and Claudia Murray 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 
 
Comm. Essert confirmed that the ADP report determined that the building was not a 
contributing historic resource for the Broadway Corridor.  
 
Scott Murray, co-owner, agreed with staff that a demolition should not be approved 
until a new structure is approved.  
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  

No public comment.  
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Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Johnson appreciated having the report since Sonoma is a Certified Local 
Government. 
 
Comm. Cory supported the proposal.  
 
Comm. Barnett concurred with Comms. Johnson and Essert that the Historical report 
may have appeared as an impediment to the process but was necessary to confirm the 
site did not qualify as a significant historic resource.  
 
Comm. Barnett made a motion to demolish a single-family residence, well and pump 
house, and two sheds at 1181 Broadway. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved. (5-0).  
 
Item 4- Design Review of building elevations, exterior colors, materials, lighting, 
and landscaping for a 6-unit condominium project at 1181 Broadway.  
 
Applicant: Scott and Claudia Murray 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 

Robert Sanders, Robert Sanders and Company, asked staff if a hedge could be 
added as an additional buffer.    
 
Staff noted a correction, a CMU trash enclosure is proposed not wood as indicated in 
the staff report.   
 
Comm. Barnett requested more discussions with respect to design guidelines 
aligning more with the Development Code. 
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  

Scott Murray, co-owner, said he resurrected the project after 10 years. He presented 
large visuals of the exterior/interior color palettes. There is one affordable moderate 
income unit and the business owner will maintain a front office. He said adding a hedge, 
as requested by the adjoining neighbor, is problematic because of a large drainage 
ditch/swale.  
 
Robert Burkhart, neighbor/adjoining property owner, (1211 Broadway) confirmed the 
applicant was correct in regards to the existing drainage swale and felt the hedge 
request should not be granted. He supported the application.  
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Johnson is satisfied with the project.  
 
Comm. Cory concurred with Comm. Johnson’s comments. 
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Comm. Barnett did not support the neighbor’s hedge request since he said it is not within 
the commission’s purview to condition for additional privacy screening when one already 
exists.  
 
Chair Randolph appreciated the detailed landscape plan.  
  
Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve the project as submitted, building elevations, 
exterior colors, materials, lighting, and landscaping for a 6-unit condominium project at 
1181 Broadway.  Comm. Cory seconded. The motion was unanimously approved (5-0).  
 
Issues Update:  
 
The DRHPC decision to approve the project at 314-324 Second Street East was 
appealed and will be heard at the City Council meeting on August 15th.  
 
The Planning Commission will continue the review of the Downtown Sonoma 
Preservation Design Guidelines on  September 8th. 
 
The City Council will review the Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines in 
October.  
 
Comments from the Commission:  
 
Adjournment: Chair Randolph made a motion to adjourn at 8:00 p.m. to the next 
regular meeting scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, September 16, 2016. The motion 
carried unanimously.  
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a 
regular meeting of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission on the day 
of 2016.      
 
 
Approved: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant 
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
1 
 
08/16/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Studio 101 Designs 

Project Location 

19366 and 19370 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) 
       

Request 

Consideration of design review for two commercial buildings, a trash enclosure, and a landscape plan located at 19366 
and 19370 Sonoma Highway. 

Summary 
Background: On July 14, 2005, the Planning Commission approved a Use Permit and a Planned Development Permit for 
the property located at 19370 Sonoma Highway (see attached Final Conditions of Project Approval). On September 20, 
2005, the Design Review Commission (DRC) approved building elevations and exterior materials for a mixed-use project on 
the properties. On March 21, 2006, the DRC approved a landscape plan and on April 18, 2006 approved a revised landscape 
plan. On September 13, 2007, the Planning Commission approved a revision to the Planned Unit Development. On 
September 18, 2007 the DRC approved modifications to the landscape plan. The approved landscaping associated with the 
two commercial buildings was not completely installed.   
On May 31, 2016, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC) considered design review for two 
commercial buildings and continued the item to a future meeting. In addition, the DRHPC encouraged the developer to 
attend the next meeting, make a good faith effort to work with the neighborhood to come up with a revised development 
solution, return with a full landscape plan that addresses buffering with the existing development, highway frontage, and 
Lyon Street frontage, and strongly encourage repairs be made to the gate. 
 
In an attempt to address issues raised by the DRHPC at the May meeting, staff has provided the following feedback: 

1. The City Attorney’s Office verified that the Use Permit for the project had not expired based on the fact that 
building permits had been issued and that the residential elements of the project were substantially complete, as 
were the public improvements associated with the entirety of the project--including the commercial component--the 
use permit and Planned Development permit were deemed to have been exercised. In addition, because the 
approved site plan associated with the use permit and Planned Development permit encompassed the entirely of the 
project, the commercial component could be built out in accordance with those approvals (see attached legal 
opinion).  

2. For projects subject to discretionary review by the Planning Commission, the Planning Commission shall be 
responsible for reviewing and acting upon the project site plan, building massing and elevation concepts to the 
extent it deems necessary. Subsequent review by the DRHPC shall be limited to elevation details, colors and 
materials, landscaping (including fences and walls), lighting, site details (such as the placement of bike racks and 
trash enclosures), and any issues specifically referred to the DRHPC by the planning commission. That said, the 
DRHPC does not have the discretion to require changes in the form of additional parking spaces or an increased 
landscape buffer strip. 

3. Condition of Approval number 4.c. (attached) required a wall/fence at the discretion of the City Engineer. This 
COA did not require an electric gate; therefore, the DRHPC may not require the gate to be electric.  

 
Proposed Project: At this time the applicant is proposing a revised proposal for the two, two story commercial buildings on 
the properties.  According to the applicant, the proposal consists of Mission-style architecture. The applicant is proposing 
stucco siding, double-hung windows (see attached manufacture specification sheet), and a 2-piece clay tile roof material (see 
attached manufacturer specification sheet). Detailing includes wood timber balconies, wrought-iron guardrails with inset, 
and wood brackets. Proposed exterior colors consist of off-white light sand stucco siding, chocolate brown painted wood 
members and windows and doors, and dark bronze wrought-iron guardrails and light fixtures (see attached color board). 
 
Trash Enclosure: A wooden trellis structure is proposed be constructed around the refuse enclosure on the south side of the 



southern building. 
 
Outdoor lighting is proposed in the form of eight each Craftmade wall mounted (Z3724-92) light fixtures (see attached 
manufacture specification sheet) 4 each on the west facing elevation and 2 each on the north and south facing elevations. 
 
Findings for Project Approval: The DRHPC 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. 
 
Landscape Plan: Landscape plans have been provided (Sheets L-1.0, L-1.1, L-2.0, and L-3.0) including a comprehensive 
plant list identifying trees, grasses, ferns, vines/groundcovers, and succulents.  

 
Tree Plantings: The landscape plan indicates that eleven trees would be planted on the site (a combination of red alder and 
eastern redbud both 24-inch box size). Note: the applicant shall indicate the number of each tree proposed to be planted at 
the DRHPC meeting. 

The Planning Commission Condition of Approval #27 (see attached) states that the project shall be constructed in 
accordance with the following requirements related to tree preservation, mitigation and replacement: 

a. Trees removed from the project site shall be replaced on-site at a ratio of 2:1, with a minimum box size of 24 
inches. 

b. The fruiting olive trees shall be relocated from the site and replaced in quantity on-site with non-fruiting olives. 
c. The developer shall adhere to the tree protection measures and pruning guidelines presented in the arborist report. 
d. Four street trees, with a minimum box size of 48 inches, shall be planted along the Sonoma Highway frontage. 
e. The 15-in DBH coast live oak located in the center of the site (identified as tree No. 36 in the arborist report) shall 

be preserved if feasible. 
 
Street Trees: Three existing coast live oaks are located in the planter strip along Sonoma Highway. The Design Review 
Commission approved the reduction in number and the location of the street trees in March 2006 due to inadequate room in 
the planter area for the required number of trees and the necessary utilities. 
 
Water Budget Calculations: In compliance with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, Hydrozone and Maximum 
Applied Water Allowance (MAWA) forms have been provided.  Calculations on the MAWA form indicate that the project 
would use 31,586 gallons or 99% of the annual water allowance of 31,602 gallons. Note: the applicant shall provide a 
written statement at the DRHPC meeting, which describes the irrigation methods and design action that will be employed to 
meet the irrigation specifications in the State of California Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (section 472.7). 

Discussion of Project Issues: The members of the HOA of Sonoma Villas de Luna have expressed concern about the 
opaque barrier. Specifically, they would like to see trees mixed in with the trellis on the east portion of the property. To 
address this issue the developer has stated that she would be willing to install trees in the trellis area to minimize visual 
impacts from the townhouses on the proposed buildings. The DRHPC may discuss this issue and provide feedback to the 
applicant. The members of the HOA of Sonoma Villas de Luna have also requested that the developer re-seal the asphalt on 
Palou Street. This issue may not be considered by the DRHPC as it is a civil matter between the property owners. 
 
Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, the project shall be in conformance with applicable 
requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California Building Code, shall obtain a 
building permit prior to installation.  

 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 

   

Roll Call Vote:   _______ Aye   _______ Nay   _______ Abstain   _______ Absent 

 

DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Attachments 
1. Project narrative 
2. Correspondence 
3. Minutes from the September 20, 2005 Design Review Commission Meeting  
4. Conditions of Project Approval and Mitigation Monitoring Program for Sonoma Village West Mixed-

Use project 19370 Sonoma Highway 
5. Window manufacture specification sheet 
6. Roof manufacturer specification sheet 
7. Lighting manufacturer specification sheet  
8. Rendering 
9. Trash enclosure drawing 
10. Water Efficient Landscape Worksheet 
11. Legal opinion 
12. Site plan 
13. Floor plans 
14. Building elevations 
15. Building cross section  
16. Color board 

 
 
cc: Studio 101 Designs 
 101 H Street Ste., C 
 Petaluma, CA  94952 
 
 Kirby Road LLC 
 541 Wes Main Street 
 Merced, CA  95340 
 
 Kirby Road LLC 
 2269 Chestnut Street # 242 
 San Francisco, CA  94123-2600 
 
 Joan Jennings, via email 
 
 Jack Ding, via email 
 
 Nick Dolata, via email 
 
 Maria Pecavar, via email 
 
 Brian Rowlands, via email 
 
 Steve Jennings, via email 
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
2 
 
08/16/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Sutton Suzuki Architects 

Project Location 

277 Fourth Street East 

Historical Significance 

   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
                                   Year Built: Circa 1895 (main house); circa 1900 (caretaker house) 
 

Request 

Consideration of site design and architectural review of an addition to a residence located at 277 Fourth Street East. 

Summary 

Background: On May 17, 2016, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC) reviewed and 
approved site design and architectural review of a new accessory structure (barn) located at 277 Fourth Street East. 
 
Site Characteristics: The project site is located on the west side of Fourth Street East directly across from the intersection 
of Fourth Street East and Lovall Valley Road. The parcel has an area of ±216,353.26 square feet (4.97 acre) and consists of 
two residences (main residence and caretaker house), a shed, and a barn/garage. Numerous trees are located on the site, 
including several olive trees, large oaks trees, and a tall palm tree.  
 
Discretionary Projects: For projects not subject to discretionary review by the Planning Commission, the Design Review 
and Historic Preservation Commission shall be responsible for reviewing and acting upon the project site plan, building 
massing and elevation concepts, elevation details, materials, landscaping (including fences and walls), and lighting. 
 
At this time the applicant is proposing to remodel the existing residence and add an additional 1,547 square feet of floor 
area.  
 
Zoning Requirements: The standards of the Agriculture zone applicable to the proposal are as follows: 
 

 Setbacks: The remodeled residence will meet or exceed the normal setback requirements.  
 

 Coverage: At 3.37%, site coverage is less than the 10% maximum allowed in the Agriculture zone. 
 

 Floor Area Ratio: The project would result in a F.A.R. of 0.03, which is less than the 0.05 maximum allowed.  
 

 Parking: Two covered parking spaces are provided in the existing detached garage. This meets the requirement. 
 

 Height: The one-story residence would have a maximum ridge height of 21 feet, which is less than the 35-foot 
height limit allowed in the zone. 

 
In short, the project complies with the applicable requirements of the Development Code, and is not subject to Planning 
Commission approval.  
 
Design Review: Alterations to existing structures that increase the floor area by 10% or 200 square-feet, whichever is greater 
located within the Historic Overlay 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). 
 



 

 

Factors to be considered: In the course of Site Design and Architectural Review, the consideration of the review authority 
shall include the following factors: 
 
1.     The historical significance, if any, of the site or buildings or other features on the site; 
        The structure was built circa 1890; however, the property is not listed on the local Historic Resources Survey, the State 

Register, or the National Register. A historical evaluation of the property was completed for the property in September, 
2015. The historic evaluation found that the property and structures do not meet the criteria for listing on the California 
Register of Historical Resources and therefore are not historical resources as defined under CEQA (see attached 
Historical Evaluation of the buildings at 249-277 Fourth Street East in Sonoma, Sonoma County, California). 

 
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 north and east are developed with single family residences. The properties to the west 

and south are used for agriculture uses. 
 
4.     The location, design, site plan configuration, and effect of the proposed development. 
        The location, design, site plan configuration, and effect of the new residence are compatible with surrounding uses.  
 
In general, it is staff’s conclusion that the applicant has successfully applied the applicable design guidelines in developing 
the plan for the replacement residence and detached garage. 
 
Building Elevations & Exterior Materials:  
Main Residence: The applicant is proposing to remodel the existing residence with an additional 1,547 square feet of floor 
area. Proposed exterior materials consist of an integral-color exterior plaster with wood timbers and a Certain Teed 
Landmark Premium composite shingle roof, country grey in color (see attached manufacturer specification sheet). In 
addition, JADA steel doors and windows are proposed throughout (see attached manufacturer specification sheet).  
 
Historical Significance: According to the State Office of Historic Preservation, structures over 50 years old may be 
historically significant, even if not listed on a local or State/National register. Pursuant to §15064.5 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a resource is considered “historically significant” if the resource meets any one of the 
following criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (as set forth under Public Resource Code 
§5024.1): 
 

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

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

 
 Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work 

of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 
 

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

Given the age of the buildings, in September 2015, the property owner commissioned Brunzell Historical to prepare a 
historical evaluation of the property to determine if the structures were historically significant. The historic resource 
evaluation found that the property and structures do not meet the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical 
Resources  and therefore are not historical resources as defined under CEQA (see attached Historical Evaluation of the 
buildings at 249-277 Fourth Street East in Sonoma, Sonoma County, California). Because the structures are not historical 
resources, remodeling them would not have a significant effect on the environment and the project qualifies for a Class 1 
Categorical Exemption under CEQA (§15301. Existing Facilities). 
 
Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.080.G of the Development Code, in order to approve an application for site 
design and architectural review in the Historic Overlay Zone, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission 
must make the following findings: 
 

1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code (except for 



 

 

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

2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in the Development 
Code.  
In staff’s view, the proposal is compatible in scale and treatment with the existing, older development and 
maintains the overall historic character and integrity of the community. 
 

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

4. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings; 
It is staff’s view that 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; 
A historical evaluation of the property was completed for the property in September, 2015. The historic evaluation 
found that the property and structures do not meet the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical 
Resources  and therefore are not historical resources as defined under CEQA (see attached Historical Evaluation of 
the buildings at 249-277 Fourth Street East in Sonoma, Sonoma County, California). 
 

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

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

 

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

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 

   

Roll Call Vote:   _______ Aye   _______ Nay   _______ Abstain   _______ Absent 

 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Project narrative 
2. Zoning Information 
3. Pictures of existing structures 
4. Proposed materials 
5. Historical Evaluation of the buildings at 249-277 Fourth Street East in Sonoma, Sonoma County, 

California. 
6. Roofing manufacture specification sheet 
7. Door and window manufacture specification sheet 
8. Stucco finish manufacturer specification sheet 
9. Site Plan 
10. Existing Site Survey 
11. Building Elevations and Floor Plan 

 
 
 
cc: Sutton Suzuki Architects 
 39 Forrest Street, Suite 101 
 Mill Valley, CA  94941 
 
 Sealey Mission Vineyard 
 135 San Carlos Avenue 
 Sausalito, CA  94965-2038 
 
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Alice Duffee, via email 
 
 SLPH Historic Survey, via email 
 
 Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 
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08/16/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Jeanne Montague and Chad Overway 

Project Location 

630 Austin Avenue 

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: 1955 
 

Request 

Demolition of a single-family residence and detached garage located on the property at 630 Austin Avenue. 

Summary 

The subject property is a 12,450-square foot parcel located on the east side of Austin Avenue, midblock between Patten 
Street and France Street. The site is currently developed with a single-family residence and a detached garage. 
 
The property is located within the City’s Historic Overlay Zone; however, it is not listed on the local Historic Resources 
Survey, the State Register, or the National Register. However, under the Development Code, demolition of any structure 
over 50 years old is subject to review and approval by the DRHPC. A copy of the existing site plan is attached.  
 
Historical Significance: According to the State Office of Historic Preservation, structures over 50 years old may be 
historically significant, even if not listed on a local or State/National register. Pursuant to §15064.5 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a resource is considered “historically significant” if the resource meets any one of the 
following criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (as set forth under Public Resource Code 
§5024.1): 
 

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

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

 
3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the 

work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 
 

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

Given the age of the building, in July 2016, the applicant commissioned ADP Preservation LLC to prepare a historical 
resource evaluation of the property to determine if the residence is historically significant. The historical resource evaluation 
found that the property does not meet the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources and therefore 
is not a historical resource as defined under CEQA (see attached Historic Resource Evaluation 630 Austin Avenue, Sonoma, 
Sonoma County, California). Because the structure is not an historical resource, demolishing it would not have a significant 
effect on the environment and the project qualifies for a Class 1 Categorical Exemption under CEQA (§15301. Existing 
Facilities). 
  
City Regulations for Demolition Permits: The City’s regulations for demolition permits rely heavily on the criteria for 
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources in determining whether a property is historically significant and 
can be demolished. This is reflected in both §19.54.090.F.2 (Determination of Significance) and §19.54.090.G.1 (Findings, 
Decision) of the Development Code. If the DRHPC determines that the residence does not qualify as a historic resource 



 

 

under CEQA and can make the findings listed below, then the demolition may be approved. If the DRHPC chooses to 
approve the demolition of the residence, the DRHPC may require that  the single-family residence not be demolished until 
building permits for the replacement structure have been issued and that the inside and outside of the residence be photo 
documented and submitted to the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation and the City of Sonoma. 
 
Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.090 of the Development Code, the DRHPC must make the following findings to 
approve a Demolition Permit: 
 

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

2. The structure does not represent a unique and irreplaceable historic or architectural resource; 
3. The community benefit of preserving the structure is outweighed by the cost of preservation and rehabilitation; 
4. The adaptive re-use of the structure is infeasible or inappropriate, due to economic considerations, structural 

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

 
All demolition projects require a demolition permit from the City of Sonoma Building Department prior to performing any 
demolition work. Additional clearances from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (hazardous materials ‘J’ 
number), Sonoma County PRMD (sewer disconnect permit), Sonoma County Health Department (well abandonment 
permit), Sonoma Planning Department (tree protection and storm water management best practices), and other agencies or 
departments may be required prior to issuance of a demolition permit. For further information, please contact the Building 
Department at (707) 938-3681. 
 
If commissioners wish to arrange a site visit to inspect the home independently, please contact the applicant, Chad Overway 
at (415) 987-8059. 
 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 

   

Roll Call Vote:   _______ Aye   _______ Nay   _______ Abstain   _______ Absent 

 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 



 

 

Attachments: 
1. Project narrative. 
2. Historic Resource Evaluation 630 Austin Avenue, Sonoma, Sonoma County, California 
3. Site plan. 

 
 
 
cc: Jeanne Montague and Chad Overway 
 116 Chase Street 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Francis Foster 

291 Patten Street 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Mary Martinez, via will call at City hall 
 
Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
Alice Duffee, via email 
 
SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
  



























































 

 

 

CALIFORNIA REPUBLIC

SE
A

L
O

F
THE CITY OF

SO
N

O
M

A

CALIFO RNIA
FOU N D E D 1823

 

City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
4 
 
 
08/16/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Jeanne Montague and Chad Overway 

Project Location 

630 Austin Avenue 

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:  
  
 

Request 

Design review for a new single family residence, detached garage, and detached guesthouse located at 630 Austin 
Avenue. 

Summary 

The architect is proposing to construct a 3,488 square foot residence, 660 square foot detached garage, and 387 square foot 
detached guesthouse on the property.  
 
Discretionary Projects: For projects not subject to discretionary review by the Planning Commission, the Design Review 
and Historic Preservation Commission shall be responsible for reviewing and acting upon the project site plan, building 
massing and elevation concepts, elevation details, materials, landscaping (including fences and walls), and lighting. 
 
Zoning Requirements: The standards of the Low Density Residential zone applicable to the proposal are as follows: 
 
 Setbacks: The new residence will meet or exceed the normal setback requirements.  

 
 Coverage: At 33%, site coverage is less than the 40% maximum allowed in the Low Density Residential zone. 
 
 Floor Area Ratio: The project would result in a F.A.R. of 0.33, which is less than the 0.35 maximum allowed.  
 
 Parking: One covered parking space is provided in the detached garage. This meets the requirement. 
 
 Height: The one-story residence would have a maximum ridge height of 16.5 feet, which is less than the 30-foot height 

limit allowed in the zone. 
 
In short, the project complies with the applicable requirements of the Development Code, and is not subject to Planning 
Commission approval. 
 
Design Review: New single family homes located within the Historic Overlay 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). 
 
Factors to be considered: In the coarse 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; 



 

 

         There are no historically significant features on the site. 
 
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 north, south, and east are developed with single family residences.   
 

4.     The location, design, site plan configuration, and effect of the proposed development. 
The location, design, site plan configuration, and effect of the new residence are compatible with surrounding 
uses.  

 
In general, it is staff’s conclusion that the applicant has successfully applied the applicable design guidelines in developing 
the plan for the replacement residence and detached garage. 
 
Building Elevations & Exterior Materials: The design of the new residence is intended to be compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood.  Proposed exterior materials consist of glass window walls, horizontal wood siding, stacked 
stone, and a GAF Liberty SBS roofing system (see attached manufacturer specification sheets). The applicant is proposing 
Thermal Frame windows and doors (see attached specification sheets).  
 
Landscaping: As required by the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, the applicant will be submitting a landscape plan 
(including fences, walls, and pavers) for the DRHPC’s consideration at a later date. 
 
Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.080.H of the Development Code, in order to approve an application for design 
review in the Historic Overlay Zone, the Design Review Commission must make the following findings: 
 

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

2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in this Development 
Code;  
In staff’s view, the proposal is compatible in scale and treatment with the existing, older development and 
maintains the overall historic character and integrity of the community. 
 

3. The project responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as well as existing site conditions and 
environmental features; 
The project proposes a new residential structure, detached garage, and guesthouse, which are compatible with 
adjacent development and consistent with height and setback requirements.  
 

4. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings; 
It is staff’s view that 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; 
There are no historic structures or features on the site. 
 

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

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

 
Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, the project shall be in conformance with applicable 



 

 

requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California Building Code, shall obtain a 
building permit prior to construction. 

Commission Discussion 

 

 
 

Design Review Commission Action 
  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 

   

Roll Call Vote:   _______ Aye   _______ Nay   _______ Abstain   _______ Absent 

DRC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Attachments: 
1. Project narrative packet 
2. Site plan 
3.      Floor plan 
4. Exterior elevations 
5. Architectural exterior materials 
6.      Correspondence 
 
 
 
 
cc:  Jeanne Montague and Chad Overway 
  116 Chase Street 
  Sonoma, CA  95476 

 
Mary Martinez, via will call at City hall 

 
Patricia Cullinan, via email 

 
Alice Duffee, via email 

 
SLHP Historic Survey 
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