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 City of Sonoma Planning Commission 

AGENDA 
Regular Meeting of October 10, 2013 -- 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, Chip Roberson  
 
 
    

Commissioners: Gary Edwards 
                             Robert Felder  
                             Mark Heneveld 
                             Matt Howarth 
                             Mathew Tippell 

Bill Willers  
James Cribb (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 July 18, 2013 and August 8, 2013 
CORRESPONDENCE 

ITEM #1 – PUBLIC HEARING 

REQUEST: 
Consideration of a Use Permit to install 
a wireless telecommunications facility 
on the Sebastiani Winery site, 
including an 80-foot tall redwood 
monopine tower and fenced equipment 
shelter. 
  
Applicant/Property Owner: 
AT&T/Foley Family Wines Inc. 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

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. 

ITEM #2 – PUBLIC HEARING 

REQUEST: 
Consideration of a Use Permit to allow 
use of a commercial building as a 
vacation rental. 
  
Applicant/Property Owner: 
Terence and Melissa Redmond 
 
Staff:  Rob Gjestland 

Project Location: 
567 First Street East 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Commercial (C)  
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Downtown District 
 
Base: Commercial (C) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Approve with conditions. 
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ITEM #3 – PUBLIC HEARING 

REQUEST: 
Consideration of an Exception to the 
fence height standards to allow over-
height fencing within the front and 
street-side yard setbacks of a residential 
property. 
  
Applicant/Property Owner: 
Step One Residential Design and 
Construction/Diann Sorenson 
 
Staff:  David Goodison 

Project Location: 
639 Third Street West 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Low Density Residential (LR)  
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Central-West Area 
 
Base: Low Density Residential (R-L) 
Overlay: N.A. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
TBD 

ITEM #4 – PUBLIC HEARING 

REQUEST: 
Consideration of a Use Permit and 
Parking Exception to establish a 
cooking school and café with a retail 
component and industry 
accommodation residential unit within 
an existing building. 
  
Applicant/Property Owner: 
Williams-Sonoma, Inc. 
 
Staff:  Rob Gjestland 

Project Location: 
599 Broadway 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Commercial (C)  
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Downtown District 
 
Base: Commercial (C) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Approve with conditions. 

ITEM 5 – STUDY SESSION 

REQUEST: 
Study session on a proposal to develop 
11 apartments on a 1-acre site. 
  
Applicant/Property Owner: 
Victor Conforti, Architect/Michael 
Rabbitt 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
840 West Napa Street 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Commercial (C)/
Medium Density Residential (MR) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
West Napa/Sonoma Corridor & 
Northeast Area 
 
Base: Commercial (C)/
Medium Density Residential (R-M) 
 
Overlay: None 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Provide direction to applicant. 
 

ITEM #6 – PUBLIC HEARING 

ISSUE: 
Consideration of amendments to Title 
19 of the Sonoma Municipal Code to: 
1) clarify provisions related to density 
bonuses and inclusionary housing; 2) 
modify provisions pertaining to use 
permit requirements for emergency 
shelters in the “P” zoning district; and, 
3) establish a definition for 
“Agricultural Employee Housing.” 
 
Staff:  David Goodison 

 RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Recommend adoption to City Council. 

 
ISSUES UPDATE 
COMMENTS FROM THE COMMISSION 
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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 October 4, 
2013.    
 
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.  

 



 
 
 
 

MEMO 
 
 
To:  Planning Commissioners 

 
From:  Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant  

 
Re:  Planning Commission Meeting October 10, 2013  

 
 
 
  Item # 3-639 Third Street West and Item # 6- Consideration of amendments to Title 19 (zoning) 
  will be distributed on Monday 10-7-13. 
   
  
  Draft minutes from the Special Meeting of July 18, 2013 will be distributed next week. 
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CITY OF SONOMA 
PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING OF 

Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West  
August 8, 2013 

DRAFT MINUTES 
 

I hereby declare under penalty of perjury that the agenda for this meeting was posted on Friday, 
August 2, 2013, on the bulletin board outside the front of Sonoma City Hall, No. 1 the Plaza, 
Sonoma, California. Chair Roberson called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. in the Community 
Meeting Room, 177 First Street West. 
 
Roll Call: 
 

Present: Chair Roberson, Comms. Edwards, Henevald, Felder, Willers  
Absent: Comms Tippell, Howarth 
Others 
Present: 

Planning Director Goodison, Associate Planner Atkins, Administrative 
Assistant Morris 

 
Chair Roberson stated that no new items would be heard after 10:30 p.m. unless the Planning 
Commission so decides. Any decisions made tonight can be appealed within 15 days to the City 
Council. He reminded everyone to turn off cell phones and pagers. Comm. Henevald led the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC:  No Public Comments 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  Comm. Edwards made a motion to approve the minutes of July 11, 
2013. Comm. seconded. The motion was unanimously approved 5-0. (Comm.Tippell, Howarth 
absent) 
 
CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail regarding Items #3 and #5. Staff Memo Item #5.     
 
 
Comm. Willers recused due to proximity and financial interest and left the room. 
 
Item #1 – Public Hearing – Request for a one-year extension to an approved Planned 
Development Permit for a four-unit project at 881-887 First Street West  

Applicant/Property Owner: Clyde Ikeda 
 
Associate Planner Atkins explained consent calendar protocol.  
 
Comm. Felder made a motion to approve a third one-year extension of the approved Planned 
Development Permit for a four-unit project at 881-887 First Street West (maximum number of 
discretional extensions for the project is six). Comm. Edwards seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved 4-0.  Comm. Willers recused. (Comms. Tippell and Howarth absent).  
 
Comm. Willers returned to the dais. 
 
Item #2– Public Hearing – Re-evaluation of a previously approved Music Venue License 
allowing live music to be performed in association with special events at 405 First Street West. 
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Applicant/Property Owner: Treg Finney/EDI Associates 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report.   
 
Staff notes that there have been no calls of service for noise or associated issues at the site. 
 
Treg Finney, applicant and General Manager, is pleased with the music license conditions of 
approval. There have been special events with music-seven DJ’s and seven acoustic 
performers.   
 
Chair Roberson opened the public hearing. 
 
No public comments 
 
Chair Roberson closed the public hearing. 
 
Comm. Henevald confirms that there are no changes to the amplified music provision. 
 
Comm. Howarth made a motion to approve the re-evaluation of a previously approved Music 
Venue License subject to the existing conditions of approval. Comm. Willers seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved 5-0. (Comms. Tippell and Howarth absent).  
 
Item #3 – Public Hearing – Re-evaluation of a previously approved Music License allowing 
regularly-scheduled live music to be performed at Hopmonk Tavern at 691 Broadway. 
 
Applicant/Property Owner: Dean Biersch/Hopmonk Tavern 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented staff’s report. 
 
Staff received one written complaint from a neighbor when a performance exceeded the noise 
limits. There have been no calls of service to the Police department.  There have been four 
separate reviews of the music venue license permit. 
 
Comm. Felder confirms with staff that moving forward the license is administratively reviewed 
unless issues/complaints arise then the Planning Commission would re-evaluate.  
 
Comm. Henevald confirms that the City has received no other calls about noise disturbances 
during musical performances.  
 
Dean Biersch, applicant, feels he has compromised and worked through many of the neighbors 
issues/concerns relating to music performances. He has successfully dealt with each issue as 
presented. The applicant responded to the recent letter from a neighbor.  
 
Chair Roberson suggests that the owner, restaurant staff and musicians become more familiar 
with the music limits including the type of instruments. In his view, this is a “wake up call”. An 
ambient noise level check list is recommended and the music should not compete with the 
crowd noise. 
 
Chair Roberson opened the public hearing. 
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Robert Ryan, commercial property owner, (Broadway) supports the music permit and likes the 
ambiance at Hopmonk. 
 
Chair Roberson closed the public hearing. 
 
Comm. Felder commends Mr. Biersch for acknowledging the isolated noise issue. He wants a 
more complete report from the restaurant management/staff going forward. He feels the 
administrative review is fine and is optimistic/confident that there will be continued diligence on 
the part of Mr. Biersch.  
 
Comm. Edwards agrees with Comm. Felder. 
 
Comm. Edwards made a motion to approve the re-evaluation of a previously approved Music 
License allowing regularly-scheduled live music to be performed at Hopmonk Tavern subject to 
the current conditions of approval. Comm. Henevald seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved 5-0. (Comms. Tippell and Howarth absent).  
 
 
 
Comm. Willers recused due to proximity and left the room. 
 
Item #4 – Public Hearing – Consideration of a Use Permit to convert a single-family residence 
into a two-bedroom vacation rental at 780 Broadway. 
 
Applicant/Property Owner: Donna Dambach and Christine Argenziano/Lisa Ellis 
  
Planning Director Goodison presented staff’s report. 
 
Vacation rentals are allowed in mixed use zones with a Use Permit that complies with the 
standards set forth in the Development Code and met through the conditions of approval. The 
City of Sonoma has approved 18 vacation rentals within the past 13 years.  Although there has 
been a steady increase in applications, in staff’s view vacation rentals do not negatively impact 
housing stock in Sonoma. The close proximity to the Plaza may reduce traffic since tourists 
might walk rather than drive a car.  
 
Comm. Henevald suggests a change to the curfew time from 10 p.m. to 9 p.m. 
 
Comm. Edwards would not support this change.  
 
Donna Dambach and Christine Argenziano/Lisa Ellis, applicants, are experienced vacation 
rental managers and are in contract to purchase the property. They have spoken to many of the 
neighbors.  
 
Chair Roberson opened the public hearing. 
 
No public comments. 
 
Chair Roberson closed the public hearing. 
 
Comm. Henevald suggests that the 10 p.m. curfew time change to 9 p.m. 
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Comms. Edwards and Felder would not support this change.  
 
Comm. Felder made a motion to approve a Use Permit to convert a single-family residence into 
a two-bedroom vacation rental. Comm. Edwards seconded. The motion was approved 3-1 
Comm. Henevald opposes. Comm. Willers recused. (Comms. Tippell and Howarth absent).  
 
Comm. Willers returned to the dais. 
 
Item #5 – Study Session – Study session on a proposal to construct 12 apartments on a 1-
acre site at 840 West Napa Street. 
  
Applicant/Property Owner: Victor Conforti, Architect/ Michael Rabbitt 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
 
Victor Conforti, applicant/architect, explains that this rental housing infill project has certain 
characteristics; difficult site with narrow dimensions. The existing building has no significant 
historical value. Mr. Conforti met and discussed some of the issues with the neighbors on Palm 
Court. The Fire Department access drives the site plan and leads to the driveway extension 
leaving a narrow remainder. There are a series of smaller scale buildings with duplex elements. 
The enclosed yards are oriented to the North and South ends of the duplex units. 
 
A demolition permit is required from the Building Department and the Design Review 
Commission will review the project at a later date. If approved, the applicant is amenable to 
reversing the driveway location. He appreciated Associate Planner Atkin’s table showing the 
adjacent properties. The guest parking has been expanded. A single gate would be agreeable 
on West Napa Street. The units facing West Spain Street will have private front yards (224 sq. 
ft. exceeds the private open space minimum requirement) with picket fences and landscaping 
on both sides of the gate. Trash bins may be located within the fenced yards with recycling bins 
limited to curbside pick up.  
 
Chair Roberson confirms that Sonoma Garbage will pick up the garbage along the driveway. 
 
Comm. Henevald suggested that the intent for this housing project may be for a future 
condominium conversion, 
 
The applicant says the project is designed for rental units not condominiums.  
 
Planning Director Goodison explained the process for condominium conversions. 
 
Chair Roberson opened the public hearing. 
 
Robin and Kathleen McCartney, Sonoma Garden residents, are situated between Nicora Place 
and the project. They have not discussed the following concerns with the applicant: noise, 
traffic, proportion of structures to lot size (small and narrow). They are not opposing 
development on the site however they expressed reservations for the demolition of the house 
since it represents a “piece of Old Sonoma”. Sonoma Gardens backs up between two new 
proposed housing projects creating the potential for negatively impacting existing residents. A 
major concern is the density that will increase traffic in the area at the detriment to pedestrians. 
 
Wendy Byrd, Palm Court resident, says her primary concern is density along with safety. She 
also discussed “affordable housing”.  
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Jeff Paggini, resident representing his son, is concerned about privacy, garbage, noise and 
asthetics. His opinion is that the driveway fire access does not matter.  
 
Jessica Schorr, resident, does not want any changes to the bucolic setting that has been her 
home for many years. She is concerned about the size of the units. In her opinion, there are 
differences between homeowners and renters assimilating in the community. She 
envisions/perceives the changes proposed for the neighborhood as “negatively changing her 
lifestyle forever”.  
 
Sarah Hartnet, Sonoma Garden resident is concerned about an increase in area traffic. Her 
family rides bikes and more cars may jeoporadize their safety.  
 
Mike and Lori Hemner, resident property managers at Sun Valley (a neighboring 14 unit housing 
development) received a letter from the applicant but have not had an opportunity to voice their 
concerns until tonight’s meeting. They feel that the new apartments would not be “visually 
pleasing” and that there is already enough density in the area.  They suggest a senior housing 
facility may be more suitable with one level units or a smaller scale housing project. Their main 
objections stem from the demographics, traffic and noise. 
 
Mary Jane, Sonoma Park resident, (24 condos), has similar concerns. She is concerned with 
noise and air pollution during the construction period. “Quality of life” may be compromised 
since there would be a demand for limited valuable resources.  
 
Anthony Hass, adjacent property owner is surprised that there is not a denser use. His only 
concern is to have the driveway flipped to the other size so it would not limit his future 
development plans. He does not oppose the project. 
 
Mike Rabbitt, property owner, does not intend to have condominiums in the future. 
 
Berryl Brooks, 20 year resident, met with City staff. She feels that only eight units will be directly 
affected. She hopes there is a revision for either fewer units or one level to make the project 
more “livable”. She has no issue with garbage trucks. Her opinion is that West Spain Street is 
“unsafe” at times.   
 
Chair Roberson closed the public hearing. 
  
Comm. Henevald is concerned with egress and thinks the hedge along West Spain Street (20 
foot sight line) should be addressed. He is concerned for the Palm Court residents living in a 
“fishbowl”. He proposes a right turn only lane on West Napa Street and the repositioning of the 
driveway. 
 
Comm. Willers suggests that changing the driveway may cause more concerns. He has 
practical experiences from a similar development and is familiar with community involvement.  
There may be a reduction in garbage with this type of project. The neighbors are concerned 
about setbacks. He is not concerned with the density. The current layout has carports 
dimension almost 2 narrow between buildings. He feels that garbage can be solved favorably 
with adjacent properties and yards. It is preferred that dumpster trash be picked up more 
frequently.  
 
Comm. Edwards confirms with staff that the new Valley Oaks affordable housing project is full 
and the demand for affordable housing has increased due to the economic climate/recession. 
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The Housing Element requires some affordable units in new developments. The urban growth 
boundary dictates the perimeters for infill projects. The traffic on Spain Street is of concern and 
two people have written to the Traffic Safety Committee. He is of the opinion that the majority of 
traffic is generated from travelers through Sonoma. He envisions neighbors sharing garbage 
services. Comm. Edwards feels that the project is not being overbuilt since more units are 
allowed under the zoning/regulations.  
 
Comm. Edwards encourages the public to continue dialogue with the City and as a Planning 
Commissioner is happy to be a facilitator. (Planning Commission is a “bridge” to the City.) 
 
Comm. Felder feels the project options are limited by the constrained lots confronted with 
density issues. He agrees with Comm. Willers that carports and driveway access is problematic. 
He is also concerned with traffic, water and the impacts on the neighborhood and community at 
large. He is optimistic that the project has merits and will be successful.  
 
Comm. Roberson wants more width in the driveways and feels the configuration of units to 
single story might mitigate some of the issues. He feels that constructive feedback is very 
important in the process. 
 
Comm. Willers discusses the City’s condo conversion policy that is not automatic. The owners 
would apply for a subdivision/tentative map that the Planning Commission reviews. The retro-
fitting would apply if it was determined to be better for rentals than for owner occupied units. 
 
Issues Update:   
 
1.  The Valley Oaks affordable housing project received 450 applications for the 44 rental units-fully 

occupied 
 
2.  The City Engineer/PW Director will present a report on water issues. 
 
3.  The City Council meeting on August 19th will discuss the Planning Commission vacancy and the 

Hotel Ballot measure. 
 
4. The Chateau Sonoma Hotel project was suspended in the planning department by the 

applicant a while ago. 
 
5.  The Sonoma County Water Agency is close to a critical water level for Lake Mendocino. The 

next meeting is September 1st. 
 
Comments from the Audience: Wendy Byrd inquired about affordable housing. Staff says 
there is no longer the substantial financial subsidy offered through the City since the close of the 
State’s Redevelopment Agencies. She suggested senior housing for the project at 840 West 
Napa Street. .   
 
Comm. Edwards made a motion to adjourn. Comm. Henevald seconded. The motion was 
approved 5-0.  (Comms. Tippell and Howarth absent)  
  
Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 8:38 p.m. to the next regular meeting scheduled for 
6:30 p.m. on Thursday, September 12, 2013.  
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a regular 
meeting of the Planning Commission on the      day of              ,             2013. 
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Approved: 
 
 
 
Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant 
 
 



City of Sonoma Planning Commission
STAFF REPORT 

Agenda Item #1  
Meeting Date: 10-10-13

 
Agenda Item Title: Application for a Use Permit to allow a wireless telecommunications facility on 

the Sebastiani Winery site, including an 80-foot tall redwood monopine tower 
and fence equipment shelter. 

 
Applicant/Owner: AT&T/Foley Family Wines, Inc. 
 
Site Address/Location: 379 Fourth Street East (Sebastiani Winery site – APN 127-161-007) 
 
Staff Contact: Wendy Atkins, Associate Planner  
    Staff Report Prepared: 10/03/13 
  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
Description: Application of AT&T for a Use Permit to allow a wireless telecommunications 

facility on the Sebastiani Winery site at 379 Fourth Street East. 
 
General Plan 
Designation: Agriculture (A) 
 
Zoning: Base: Agriculture (A) Overlay:  None 
 
Site 
Characteristics: The property is a 3.96-acre parcel that is one of several parcels that make up the 

Sebastiani Winery complex at 379 Fourth Street East. The parcel is largely unde-
veloped, but serves as a secondary access and loading area of the tasting room 
building adjacent to the west. 

 

Surrounding 
Land Use/Zoning: North: Single family homes/Low Density Residential  
 South: Winery/Wine Production 
 East: Single family homes, open fields/Agriculture 

 West: Winery/Wine Production 
 
Environmental 
Review: Categorical Exemption Approved/Certified 
 Negative Declaration No Action Required 
 Environmental Impact Report Action Required 
 Not Applicable 
 
Staff 
Recommendation: Approve subject to conditions.



BACKGROUND 
At its meeting of June 13, 2013, the Planning Commission reviewed the Use Permit application 
for a wireless facility on the Sebastiani Winery property. In the course of the public hearing, a 
number of residents spoke in opposition of the project, citing concerns about visual impacts and 
the lack on any relationship between the Winery site and the proposed facility. Some expressed 
the view that the tower was unnecessary as cell coverage in the area is adequate in their view. 
Upon the conclusion of the public hearing, the Commission provided the following feedback to 
the applicant: 
 
• Provide a map of all wireless facilities (regardless of carrier or type of facility) within five 

miles of the proposed site (including site on Broadway south of the city limits). 
• Explain the reasoning for a 97-foot tall tower and provide coverage maps for towers having 

heights of 80, 70, 60, and 50 feet. Provide additional information on other candidate sites, in-
cluding options for colocation, and explain why they might be inferior to the proposed pro-
ject. 

• Research an alternative site location at the City-owned Mountain Cemetery property located 
at 90 First Street West. 

• Describe the process used to reach out to the neighborhood prior to the next hearing on the 
application. 

 
Because the Planning Commission determined that insufficient information had been provided to 
take action on the application, they tabled the item and requested that the applicants provide the 
additional information described above. The Commission further recommended that the appli-
cants conduct outreach to concerned neighbors. The applicants stated that they would provide the 
requested information and would meet with neighboring residents. 
 
DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
AT&T is proposing to install and operate a wireless telecommunications facility on the Sebas-
tiani Winery property on Fourth Street East. The project would involve installation of an 80-foot 
tall redwood monopine tree tower, twelve six-inch panel antennas, fifteen remote radio units, 
three surge protectors, and an associated equipment building enclosed within a chain-link fence 
at its base. The height of the proposed tower has been reduced by 15 feet in comparison to the 
original proposal, but otherwise, the design and location of the tower are unchanged. An equip-
ment area and AT&T emergency generator is proposed near the tower and would be enclosed 
within the chain-link fence. The facility would be located within an unimproved portion of the 
property, 35 feet from the west property line and 135 feet from the north property line. The 
equipment building would have an area of 230 square feet, consisting of prefabricated equipment 
shelter, with an exterior concrete aggregate finish, and a non-reflective roof measuring 12 feet in 
height at the peak. In total, AT&T would lease a 1,296-square-foot area from the Sebastiani 
property. The purpose of the facility is to improve AT&T’s network coverage for wireless phone 
communication in the Sonoma area. Additional details on the proposal are contained in the at-
tached documents.  
 
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ( Not Applicable to this Project)  
The property is designated Agriculture by the General Plan. This designation is intended to pro-
tect remaining tracts of productive agriculture within city limits, including grazing land, truck 
farms, vineyards, and crop production areas.  
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General Plan policies that apply to the project call for the protection of important scenic vistas 
(Community Development Element, Policy 5.3). In staff’s view, the proposed facility does not 
raise any issues in terms of consistency with General Plan (see “Discussion of Project Issues” 
below). 
 
DEVELOPMENT CODE CONSISTENCY ( Not Applicable to this Project)    
Use: The property is zoned Agriculture (A), which is applied to existing agricultural areas within 
the City. Under the telecommunications ordinance, telecommunications facilities may be located 
in all zoning districts (§5.32.070) and are encouraged to locate on sites that are already devel-
oped with public or quasi-public uses, excluding parks (§5.32.110.C). Telecommunication facili-
ties that are readily visible from any public place or residential use immediately adjacent to the 
proposed location may be permitted subject to approval of a Use Permit from the Planning 
Commission (§5.32.070.A.2). 
 
Height: The telecommunications ordinance does not specify a maximum height limit for this 
type of facility. As proposed, the monopine would have a maximum height of 80 feet. 
 
Setbacks: Under the telecommunications ordinance, towers must be setback at least 20% of the 
tower height from all property lines. This minimum setback requirement is met as the monopole 
is proposed 35 feet from the west property line and 135 feet from the north property line.  
 
CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER  
CITY ORDINANCES/POLICIES ( Not Applicable to this Project) 
Telecommunications Ordinance: The following sections of the Telecommunications Ordinance 
are applicable to the project: 
 
§5.32.110B. All telecommunications facilities shall be designed to blend into the surrounding 
environment to the greatest extent feasible. 
 
§5.32.110B.4. Telecommunications support facilities (i.e., vaults, equipment rooms, utilities, and 
equipment enclosures) shall be constructed out of non-reflective materials (visible exterior sur-
faces only). 
 
§5.32.110B.5. Telecommunications support facilities shall be no taller than one-story (15 feet in 
height), and shall be designed to blend with existing architecture in the area or shall be screened 
from sight by mature landscaping, and shall be located or designed to minimize their visibility. 
 
§5.32.110E. All telecommunications facilities shall be unlit except when authorized personnel 
are actually present at night. 
 
§5.32.110K. Visual Compatibility. Facility structures and equipment shall be located, designed 
and screened to blend with the existing natural or built surroundings, as well as any existing sup-
porting structures, so as to reduce visual impacts to the extent feasible. 
 
The proposed project complies with the quantified standards set forth in the Telecommunications 
Ordinance. The Ordinance also emphasizes the importance of minimizing visual impacts through 
appropriate design and placement of facilities, which is the primary issue raised by this applica-
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tion. As required, the applicants have provided visual simulations from a variety of perspectives 
in order to assist in the evaluation of this issue (see “Discussion of Project Issues”). In addition, 
the Ordinance promotes co-location where feasible. As requested by the Planning Commission, 
the applicants have provided further analysis of co-location options. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ( Not Applicable to this Project) 
Pursuant to Section of 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines, construction and location of new 
small facilities or structures, and installation of equipment and facilities in small structures is 
considered Categorically Exempt from the provisions of CEQA (Class 3 – New Construction). 
 
DISCUSSION OF PROJECT ISSUES 
Visual Impacts: The telecommunications regulations are clearly aimed at minimizing potential 
visual impacts associated with installation of telecommunications facilities. In addition, General 
Plan policy calls for the protection of scenic vistas. As illustrated by the visual simulations, the 
facility would not significantly degrade public or private views in the area. The facility is pro-
posed in the northwest corner of a 3.96-acre property and therefore public/private views of the 
monopole would be distant and obscured by winery buildings, nearby residences, and the ripari-
an corridor. The 15-foot reduction in height has helped to further reduce the prominence of the 
structure. The equipment building would only be visible from within the winery property and 
would not be evident from surrounding public or private views. As normally required, the 
monopine, antennas and accessory building would be painted a neutral, non-reflective colors. 
 
Co-Location: As indicated in the project narrative (attached), eight existing and new tower sites 
were reviewed as alternative locations to the proposed site. The applicant stated that location and 
achieved coverage (relating to antenna height) were the main factors in considering a new loca-
tion and each alternative fell short of the AT&T criteria.  
 
Electromagnetic Field Study: As required by the telecommunications ordinance, an EMF (Elec-
tromagnetic Field) study was prepared to confirm that the facility would comply with appropri-
ate guidelines limiting human exposure to radio frequency electromagnetic fields. Based on the 
study, the proposed facility would operate well below radio frequency exposure standards, and 
for this reason would not cause a significant impact on the environment or pose a threat to public 
health. 
 
Lighting: Normally, telecommunications facilities cannot be illuminated except when authorized 
personnel are actually present at night (§5.32.110.E). Two overnight lights are proposed. The 
applicant has indicated that the light uses a motion sensor and will only come on with the cell 
technician visits the site.   
 
Maintenance/Facility Removal Agreement: In accordance with §5.32.070 of the telecommunica-
tions regulations, an agreement will be required to ensure proper maintenance of the exterior ap-
pearance of the facility, and ultimate removal of all improvements upon cessation of use 
(condition of approval No. 4). 
 
Results of Neighbor Outreach: On August 29, 2013, AT&T conducted a community workshop; 
notices were mailed out on August 14, 2013. The meeting yielded eight total visitors. The appli-
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cant stated that issues were raised related to concerns and questions with tower placement, tower 
design, and need for improved coverage in the area. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends approval of the use permit subject to the attached conditions. 
 
 
Attachments 
1. Findings 
2. Draft Conditions of Approval 
3. Location map 
4. Project Narrative 
5. Correspondence 
6. Minutes from June 13, 2013, Planning Commission meeting 
7. Existing on-air UMTS 850 Coverage 
8. Site Plan & Elevations 
9. EMF Study 
10. PowerPoint presentation 
11. Photo Simulations 
 
 
cc: SAC Wireless 
 C/O Jason Osborne 
 3 Rovina Lane 
 Petaluma, CA  94952 
 
 Foley Family Wines, Inc. 
 10300 Chalk Hill Road 
 Healdsburg, CA  95448 

 
 Linda McGarr 
 486 Lovall Valley Road 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Ken and Patricia McTaggart 
 402 Fourth Street East 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Joell Arens 
 421 San Lorenzo Court 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Mike and Ronny Kalyk 
 232 Wilking Way 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Cameron Stuckey 
 553 Este Madera Drive 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
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City of Sonoma Planning Commission  
FINDINGS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 

AT&T Wireless Telecommunications Facility – 379 Fourth Street East (Sebastiani Winery) 
 

October 10, 2012 
 
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: 
 
1. The proposed use is consistent with the General Plan; 
 
2. 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; 
 
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. 
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DRAFT 
 

City of Sonoma Planning Commission  
CONDITIONS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 

AT&T Wireless Telecommunications Facility – 379 Fourth Street East (Sebastiani Winery) 
 

October 10, 2012 
 
 

1. The telecommunications facility shall be constructed in substantial conformance with the site plan and eleva-
tions, except as modified by these conditions. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning, Building and Public Works 
 Timing: Prior to occupancy or final of any building permit. 
 
2. All Building Division requirements shall be met. A building permit shall be required. 
 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Building Division 
              Timing: Prior to construction 
 
3. All Fire Department requirements shall be met, including but not limited to the provision of fire sprinklers and 

a rapid entry (KNOX) system if deemed necessary by the Fire Chief. 
 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Fire Department 
 Timing: Prior to issuance of any occupancy permit 
 
4. A maintenance/facility removal agreement, signed by the applicant and the property owner shall be submitted 

to the Community Development Director prior to issuance of any building permit(s) necessary for installation 
of the facility. Said agreement shall comply with all provisions of §5.32.130 of the City of Sonoma’s Municipal 
Code. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Director; City Attorney 
              Timing: Prior to issuance of any occupancy permit    
 
5. The monopole, antennas, and equipment building shall be painted a neutral, non-reflective color. 

 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division 
              Timing: Prior to issuance of any occupancy permit 
 
6. The telecommunication facility shall comply at all times with all FCC rules, regulations, and standards. 

 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division 
              Timing: Ongoing 
 
7. The use permit shall be reviewed every five years for renewal. If the use permit is not renewed by the applicant, 

it shall become null and void upon notice and hearing by the Planning Commission five years after the date of 
issuance, or upon cessation of use for more than a year and a day, whichever comes first. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division 
              Timing: Every five years from the date of approval; Ongoing 
 
8. All improvements installed as part of the telecommunication facility shall be removed from the site, and the 

property restored to its natural pre-construction state, within 180 days of non-renewal of the use permit or 
abandonment of the use, whichever comes first. 
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 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division 
              Timing: Ongoing 

 



Project Summary 

Project Name: 

Property Address: 

Applicant: 

Property Owner: 

AT&T Wireless Telecommuniction 
Facility 

379 Fourth Street East 

AT&T 

Foley Family Wines 

General Plan Land Use: Agriculture 

Zoning - Base: Agriculture 

Zoning - Overlay: N/A 

Summmy: 
Application for a Use Permit to install a wireless 
telecommunications facility on the Sebastiani Winery site. 
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Zoning Designations 

Hillside Residential (1 D.U./10acres, maximum) 
Rural Residential (2 D.U./acre, maximum) 
Low Density Residential (2-5 D.U.lacre) 
Sonoma Residential (3-8 D.U./acre) 
Medium Denisty Residential (6-10 D.U.lacre) 
High Density (9-12 D.U./acre) 
Housing Opportunity (15-20 D.U./acre) 
Mobile Home Park (7 D.U./acre, maximum) 
Mixed Use (12 D.U.lacre, maximum) 
Commercial (15 D.U./acre, maximum) 
Commercial-Gateway (15 D.U.lacre, maximum) 
Wine Production 
Public Facility 
Park 
Agriculture 
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Sepl. II , 2013 

Wendy Aikins 
A$socialc Plattner 
City of Sonoma 
No. I The Plaza 
Sonoma, CA 95476 

W I RELESS 

Rc: AT&T sile CCUS801 - proposal for facility adjacent to parcel at 379 4~1 St . East 

Dear Wendy . 

C:CD 1 " 2313 "' --' -'" 

CITY OF SO. .HA 

Regarding the Pinnning Commis!>ion 's request for additional infonnat ion about the AT &T proposal referenced 
above, we enclose the following materials : 

• Revised photosims 
• Re,·iscd EMF fEME study 
• Revised propagation maps 
• Revised Alternative Site Analysis 
• (5) 8.5 x II zoning drawings 
• (5) II x 17 zoning drawings 
• (3) 24 x 26 zoning drawings 

In addition. in response to planning commission questions: 

Comment : Provide a map of all wire1es.<; facilities (regardless of carrier or tyJX: of facility ) in the City and a fivc-
mile area around Ihe proposed site (including site on Broadway :-;outh of Ihe city limi ls). 

Response: I h:I\": prm Id..:J :I !!f1og/C' ('art" m erl:l\ l11:1p. II hn.:h .,hOII., 1l1llhc o.:\.l'>lmg facdlll"::-' as ro.:port..:d hI Ihe 
FCC aloll!! II Ilh nmlllpk source, III ..:r..:nto: IhlS dl)Cllllto:nl. II hll::h I., localed on slHJo:lp:l~c 40 of Iho: Alt ... 'TlWIIIO: SJlo:, 
·'\nah 'I'> Pka~ mIl":. Ju..: 10 tho: nUIllI~r of faclhllc', 1! I' .... ml..:11 hal dl!flcuh III <.::lptur..: a sealc I:lr!?e enuugh III I 10:\1 
~'ach :lnJ ":1 en 'lIe J h:1I": alSll preplllo.:d n k1111 fllo: (11,1 l?()(lf!c carth), If slllff no.:ed" II. 1 can so.:nd I III o:mall ThIS 
II III <1110\\ (1)11 III mnlupulah: the Ile\1 and fl>CUs ('11 multIple "IIO:s If m:cc .. :-.an 

Comment : Expluin reasoning for an 80' tOllcr, and provide cowfBge map. Prol'idc additionul infOimalion on all 
other candidalo: sitcs (induding optiuns for colocalion) and cxpl:lin thoroughly why they did not \lork oul. 

RCilponse: A flo:r Ihe mIlia I Plalllllnp. CllllllllbSlOlI hcnnng \lur lIlh:m:11 learn II url..o:d I cr~ hard III nnn{! (,Inl,ml :l 
Slle \lh1eh 1Illllgmo:d I I,unl nnpa..:1. dunng Ilus pruces:-; \\0.: IO\lcred Ihe (llerall pnJ)llhcd hClghl hi 15' bnng111g the 
1'lI.'lc fmm lin lI\croll hO:lght of Ihe 95 hi 8l1' hnnglllg our Ilnlenl1lh III an 01 crall heIght of '70' V. e hnle rell,ed \mr 
,IrU\llIlgs, pho{usnn,.,. and propagall('l1 maps III rdleet Ihl" ]lrllr~)sl!d chango: A !though I hl~ do..:s rcduee \lUl' U\ er:11I 
C(I\ cmg..: fU(llpr1l11 Ihe 11C\1 J11'1lJlllS<IJ rlls IIlIll tho: lalld""';lll'k: or Ih.:: arO:l1 nnJ \\e !\.'d lie haye IINl..eJ nol onh ,\ llh 
,,1.ln hut the puhllc to <Jehlc\ c a mUlu,llh agre.::ahle JC~lgn ra[..mg mill IlCCOUlll Lho: tllpograph~ or Ihe ll1cn and 
cOIer:lge l)hJ'::CII I e~ dc"glllng :1 "It<: III kss Ihnn 70' nOI llllh neg:!!e .. \lUI' needed capllo.:ll.' no.:ed'>, and rcduc..:,., Ihc 
uJd" :mlllhef eamer II \lulJ 10\:310: on the plll..: lUUC In mdu,ln slanJan.ls I~n camef 1\1 enrn..:r ....,;paflllron) 

SAC WIreless c/o Osborne & ASSOCIates, 3 Rovina Lane, Petaluma. CA 94952 
1 



September 11, 2013 

Commen t: Provide additional infom1ntion on all ot her candidate io;ites (including options for colocation) and explain 
thoroughly why they did nol work OUI . 

Rt!gnn.hng. the request fl,r ~lprl\.mUlHlles tilr cI.1I\lcntl~ln. \\ e hal e e,mmned multiple el\1""1(.hJates. and l1Idude,llh" 
pnmal"\ one.., 111 I'll!" r<:\ Iscd lIh<:mllt1\ I.! sHI.! anah __ I~ (pal!-es 45-5:!1. 1111I11w\<:1\ 11il.:1HI{ III and nchll':l ed C\II c:rag..: 
. n::1:Hln~ tn Jnh .. l1nn h<:l~hll an.: the mam !";lelllr.., In clm __ ldcnn~ II nell h>e<l\llln and c;n.;:l) altern:!111 e Idl short of our 
cntena I t I" 1I11ponant til mentIOn ilur pl"llrnsed IllCall1.1\l 1 __ desIgned til 1lf!111ad Ih..: 1Ilcl"casll1g·eapaell~ .. I"SUI.!S 
,",IcIng l.lll' nel\lork Mnm oflhe 1I1tel11alil es \\11lIId nol Ih':\l..:-!'it our 1I<:I1I01"k. II hi].; mcl"t.:Rsmg \ ISlwl ImpacI nt thell' 
rc..,pl.'Ctl\·c 1,le,lllolh tPlt:n~ rcr"er to Ihe II.SA. fl)!" I"unher e'plnnallon) 

Commenl : Research new sile locll1ion at Ihe Mountain Cemetery located al 90 Firsl Street Weio;1. 

ResP.Qnsc: nn .tuh ]::!' :!\I].1. I pcr"'lIIHIll~ 1 ISltCJ the area 111 qucslilin 3nJ I\{h Jhk 1\) uUllll1e m\ findmgs \lIth RI· 
nrm1<:l\ the klCatllll1 III questlun. IIlluld onh rcalh "en ~ 11ur tIS a s!ngle ,,~cl\lr"· ~lle. ntllllcl~ due 10 th~ fuct Ihls 
10'::311011 :-;lh N\ll1h of 1,)\\ 11. and Ihc hllls!d.:: t\ll1!..: Nimh hlock" llI..:r hnlf Ih..: IIIlend..:d Io:ll\Cfagc. UIIIllJ:ltel~ creatmg 
a temporal"' 'ij,11\ll1un III nll1uaJ c:tpacltl "Im:h mtpach the "mlhel1l 1"11.11111111 \If 1\1\\ n (Illr propo...::d locatlOl1 \\ flulcl 
help COI':f III" 310;.(' 1111I"11'11a11110 m~nllllU thc 11llht \1.lhk ··I\IIl~r/\!qulp11lent· __ pacc Ii) IOCail! n ··monopmc··. uue 10 

th~ fm.:1 1111" 1.IIlU IS hClIlg used a.; a ccmder:- IS l(lCatmg (I r:1ClI11.1 m Ihc ll11rthc!1\ P111111 . .1\1 of lh~ propcn~. II 11Ich 
lI11pnch Ill.: d,,:slgn n" Ihe \!'I.lslmg lilhage cr.:ate~ IH Ikgra.llltlOn We IIould (11'0 necu nenrl~ 1400 -.q ft of groul1J 
"fIncc 10 a 110\\ fur .::qmpmenl and t{1I1 er --pac..: nll\ 1,1 mentlnn th.: JXllenllal fM l.ther cm1·ler:; addmg mor..: spalX. a" 
th.:: prnpllS<;!d 1"11.']": h dCSlgJ1Cd for clI\tlCalllln 

Comment : Desetibe proCl.'Ss AT&T will undcI1ake to reach out 10 the neighborhood p i-ior to Ihe meeting (this would 
lake the (onn of n summ(lty li·om the community meetmg. 
Response: AT&' I comlllcl.:d a COlllllllmnl IHlI"k"hllP Oil rhur..J.,,1 August ]:,)'1 thml 6pm-8pm fhe \\orkshop" as 
held 0\ Ihe ')l1l10mn COmIllUnll\ lcnter We...::1 up (3) pnmllT"\ "t,l\IOIh for each Ihpect of thc prolcet ··Pro1cct 
Jcsl!:!n·· 1\ Iw.:h mciudeJ phOIO"lll1~ ,,101"\ bounh al\lng. \\ Ith clclallOth rcll':C!II':: tlf our propo~ed ~tr nwnoplilc Th.:: 
"<.'Cl1nd "lall\l1\ mciuJ..:J I!uf RI· ~!udl (rdclT..:d 1\1 as \lUI" FMFIl·:ME) II herein II':: haJ an engl1lcl.'f (131111 [ammelt) m 
.1ltl!ndllnCI! III ililahic 10 nddrl!''':1I1I public C("lnel!ms. and the third "tatl~)1l fllCU"..:d un Ihe proposed RF COl cl":l!!e, 
\\ hlch Ill", 11\..:luded n sto]"\ h('anl n:lkctll": (lur th.:: hdil["c/lli'ler CII\ crtlge 11\311'0 ·I·he m":cllllg I Iddcd (8) 10t:ll 
\ ISllOr __ (nollcc~ II erc mnLlcd August 14'h to adjacent propc11.' l1\1 n..:r, fl"\111l l'ellliuma. C:I). Questions a nd concerns 
were typical. mostly involving health concerns and questions over placement. tree design, and need for 
improved coverage in the area. Each attendee was given the opportunity to sign itl, and provIde any written 
comments as well. 

I tmSllhal this addresses the concerns raised . Please lei me know iflhere IS anything. further you require. 

Jason Osborne 
AUlh01iz(.'<i agenl of at&l , rl.l)resenling SAC Wireless 
] Rovina Lane 
Petaluma, CII. 94952 
Mobile: 415.559.212[ 
Fax: 415.358.5766 
Email : jo:'>bol11c@osbol11cpm.co1Tl 
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Wendy Atkins 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Atkins, 

gardenstudio@comcast.net 
Tuesday, August 06/ 2013 4:19 PM 
Wendy Atkins 
AT&T Tower at Sebastiani 

Thank you for the notice re the AT&T application for the AT&T telephone tower in Sebastiani. 

Unfortunately, ,my wife and I cannot attend that evening. 

However, as neighbors just one block from the offending (potential) ugliness, we would like you and 
the city of Sonoma to know that we are strongly opposed to the idea. 

If the City of Sonoma is inclined to allow a telephone tower, why not have it on City property (on a 
suitably industrial site) and the City take the rent? 

Sincerely, 

John and Alice Micklewright 
242 Wilking Way 

1 



,Qlic Comments 

11air Roberson closed the public hearing. 

Comms. Howarth and Edwards would not support a sanction in this case. 

Planning Director Goodison says that no motion is necessary and staff has direction. 

Comm. Henevald arrives at 6:55 p.m. and joins commissioners at dais. 

Item #2 - Public Hearing - Consideration of a Temporary Use Permit to hold the annual 
zucchini car race outdoors on the grounds of the Sebastiani Winery on Friday, August 2, 
2013 at 389 Fourth Street East. 

Applicant/Property Owner: Sonoma Valley Certified Farmers Market/Foley Wines Inc. 

Associate Planner Atkins presented staff's report. 

Chair Roberson opened the public hearing. 

No Public Comments 

Chair Roberson closed the public hearing. 

Comm. Edwards made a motion to approve the use permit subject to the conditions of approval. 
Comm. Henevald seconded. The motion was unanimously approved 6-0. 

Item #3- Public Hearing- Consideration of a Use Permit to install a wireless 
telecommunications facility on the Sebastiani Winery site including a 97-foot tall 
redwood monopole tower and fenced equipment shelter at 389 Fourth Street East. 

Applicant/Property Owner: AT&T/Foley Family Wines Inc. 

Associate Planner Atkins presented staff's report. 

Rhuenette Alums, AT&T representative applicant, says that the telecommunications facility will 
comply with all FCC rules, regulations, and standards. A lease contract is negotiated between the 
property owner and AT&T. 

Chair Roberson opened the public hearing. 

Rebekah Anderson, SAC Wireless, explains that the cell phone tower is intended to improve 
AT&T's network coverage for wireless customers. The design consists of a new stealth redwood 
monopine tree tower. The analysis did not include consideration of the other towers in Sonoma. 

Jody Arens, resident, does not support the proposal for the neighborhood, expressing a view 
that it would be out-of-place and unnecessary. 

Cameron Stuckey, resident, stated that the tower does not belong in this location. 

Mike Kalyk, resident, opposes the "fake" tree and believes there is an alternative solution to 

June 13,2013, Page 2 of6 



.ng better coverage for AT&T customers . 

. dron Palmer, resident, considers the tower an intrusion. He thinks it will be visible for miles and 
that a more suitable location should be found. 

Linda McGarr, neighbor, agreed that the tower is not appropriate for the neighborhood. 

Ronnie Kalyk, resident, asked about the setback of the tower from the northeast corner of the 
site. 

Associate Planner Atkins confirmed that the tower would be located approximately 360 feet from 
the southern property line. 

Patricia McTaggart, resident, questioned the relationship between a cell tower and a winery. 
She stated that it was not a suitable proposal for the property and should be denied. 

Chair Roberson closed the public hearing. 

Comm. Henevald would like information on the EMF study that was prepared for the application. 

Chair Roberson stated that given his knowledge about issues of this magnitude and experience 
in the telecommunication sector, he is knowledgeable about appropriate procedures for 
evaluating a proposal of this magnitude and is disappointed with the presentation and quality of 
the information provided. He is interested in seeing further analysis of the capabilities of the 
existing cell towers in Sonoma and alternative siting options. 

Comm. Howarth agreed that more information was needed with respect to alternative sites and 
alternative heights. 

Comm. Edwards discussed other examples of towers in the Sonoma area. He asked whether a 
microwave transmission dish was proposed in conjunction with the tower. The applicants stated 
that this would not be needed at the proposed location. 

By consensus, the Planning Commission agreed to table the item, with direction to the 
applicants to develop a more complete proposal if they wanted to pursue the application further. 

Item #4 - Public Hearing - Consideration of an Exception from the front yard setback 
requirement for a carport at 726 Eda Court. 

Applicant/Property Owner: Shawn and Rachael Buckley 

Associate Planner Atkins presented staff's report. 

Rachel and Shawn Buckley, applicants, provided signatures of neighbors that support the 
continued day care use. They apologized for not contacting the City sooner as they were under 
the impression that no permits were required. They need a dedicated space to operate the day 
care business and no additional parking is necessary. 

Comm. Tippell confirms that a small day care center is defined as serving six children or fewer. 

Comm. Edwards asked about fire safety measures including walkway clearance. 

June 13,2013, Page 3 of 6 



Existing On-Air UMTS 850 Coverage 
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Proposed UMTS 850 Coverage - CCU5801 @ (RC = 70 feet) 
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USA NORTH 

OF CENTRAk~O~~~~~ CALIFORNIA 

DIAL TOLL FREE 
1-800-227-2600 ~ at&t 

SITE NUMBER: CCU5801/CC6078 
SITE NAME: NAPA AND 5TH AVE 

RF DATA SHEET 

DATE ISSUED: 03/14/13 REVISION: V1.1 

DRAWING INDEX 

25736-635-AA-CCU5801· TOl TI11.E SHEET 
25736-635-AA-CCU5801·LS-l TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
257_5-AA-CCU5801-AOl OVERALl. SITE PLAN 
257_5-AA-CCU5801-A02 ENLARGED SrTE PLAN .. EQUIPMENT/ANTENNA PLANS 
257_5-AA-CCU5801-A03 NORTH .. WEST ELEVA110NS 
257_5-AA-CCU5801·DOl DETAILS 

CODE COMPUANCE 

TITLE 24 CCR, PART 1 - 2010 BUILDING STANDARDS ADMINISTRATIVE CODE 
TITLE 24 CCR, PART 2 - 2010 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE, VOL. 1 & 2 

(CBC) (2009 IBC, AS A"ENOED BY CA) 
TITLE 24 CCR, PART 3 - 2010 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE (CEC) 

(200B NEC, AS AMENDED BY CA) 
TITLE 24 CCR, PART 4 - 2010 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE (CMC) 

(2009 IAPMO UMC, AS AMENDED BY CA) 
TITLE 24 CCR, PART 6 - 2010 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE 
TITLE 24 CCR, PART 9 - 2010 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE (CFC) 

(2009 IFC, AS AMENDED BY CA) 
TITLE 24 CCR, PART 11 - 2010 CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING STDS CODE 
TITLE 24 CCR, PART 12 - 2010 CALIFORNIA REFERENCED STANDARDS 

ffi~ 
WIRELESS 

ENGINEERING GROUP 
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NAPA .. 5TH AVENUE 
SrTE NO. CCU5801/CC6078 

ADJACENT TO 379 4TH ST. E 
SONOMA, CA 95476 
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ADJACENT TO 379 4TH STREET EAST 
SONOMA, CA 95476 

DIRECTIONS 
OIRECT1ONS FROM SAN RAMON, CA: 

1. DEPART CAt.lINO IWiION TOWARD BISHOP DR. 11. TURN RIGHT ONTO PETALUMA AVE 
2. TAKE IWiIP RIGHT FOR I-MIl NORTH TOWARD ~IWoIENTD 12. BEAR RIGHT ONTO RIVERSIDE DR. 

13. ROAD HoWE CI-WIGES TO W NAPA ST. 3. AT EXIT 5!IA, TAKE IWoIP LEFT FOR 1-780 WEST TOWARD 
VAI.l.EJO/BENICIA 14. KEEP STRAIGHT ONTO CA-12 / W NAPA ST. 

4. AT EXIT 18, TAKE IWoIP RIGHT FOR 1-80 EAST TOWARD 15. TURN LEFT ONTO 4TH ST. W 

''''''''''Nro III. ARRIVE AT 3711 4TH ST. W, SONOMA, CA 1154711 
5. AT EXIT 33, TAI<E RAMP RIGHT FOR CA-37 TOWARD NAPA 
II. R(Wl NAME CHANGES TO CA-J7/SEARS POINT RD. 
7. KEEP ST1WGHT ONTO CA.-37WISEARS POINT RD. 
II. TURN RIGHT ONTO CA-121, KtEP STRAIGHT ONTO CA.-121 
II. KEEP ST1WGHT ONTO CA-1111 
10. KEEP RIGHT ONTO ARNOLD DR. 

VICINITY MAP 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
AT&T MOBIUTY PROPOSES FOLLOWING INSTAllATIONS: 
- (1) ao'-o· HIGH FAUX REDWOOD MONOTREE 
- (1) 11'-5· X 20'-0· CALIFORNIA APPROVED PREFABRICATED EQUIPMENT SHELTER 
- (12) 6-FOOT AT&T MOBILITY ANTENNAS 
- (15) RRUS-ll 
- (3) SURGE PROTECTORS 
- (2) AT&T MOBILITY GPS ANTENNAS 

PROJECT INFORMATION 
SITE ADDRESS: 

PROPERlY OWNER: 

APPLICANT ADDRESS: 

JURISDICTION: 

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER: 

ZONING DISTRICT: 

LATITUDE: 

LONGITUDE: 

ELEVATION: 

CURRENT USE: 

PROPOSED USE: 

ADJACENT 379 4Tli STREET EAST 
SONOMA, CA 95476 
SEBASTIANI VINEYARDS INC. 
10300 CHALK HILL ROAD 
HEALDSBURG, CA 95448 

AT&T MOBILITY 
2600 CAMINO RAMON 
SAN RAMON, CA 94583 

CITY OF SONOMA 

127-161-007 

AW/H 
38' 17' 38.05- N (NAD 83) 

122" 26' 49.1r W (NAD 83) 

101.5' AMSL (NAVD 88) 

WINERY 

UNMANNED-TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY 

SITE QUAUFICATION PARTICIPANT 

~ .cQMl'AI>IY 

AlE AKLI BOUZIDA SAC WIRELESS, LLC 

SAC SHANE SERA SAC WIRELESS, LLC 

RF ALEX KERRIGAN AT&T MOBILITY 

SURVEYOR RAMON GONZALEZ CALVADA SURVEYING, INC. 

CONSTRUCTION C. E. RASK BECHTEL COMMUNICATIONS 

AT&T MOBILITY CM JEFF KALUZNY AT&T MOBIUTY 

TIn< '"'" 

CONTACT NUMBER 

(760) 795-5203 

(916) 765-3453 

(925) 468-8606 

(951) 280-9960 

(925) 983-2320 

(925) 468-3397 

TITLE SHEEr ~ at&t 
2600 CAMINO RAUON 

SAN RAMON, CA 9+583 
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Title Report 
~ft RIEl/TYMlJIM. DEt:rMIIY 
_lID:flfAlfII1 
AIm !B'~ i IIIIl 

Legal Description 
IE 1M ~ 1II1E1B11El.a.IS.l7lMB II IE tHYtF ~ aJIIITYtF ~ .ml£tF~ 
MiDIS~ASRJJ.ta 

.IIWIIt -.., 

..." AT 1IE !.ilJI1f£JSmraIIER fT un 1fil JIIQI IS MJi(J J£ ~0fIItER AT!IM SlEET 
II1II RMfIf SET rAfr~r/UfHCA SlIEETIi. art NIJ IUIIII/fJ lBKE 1IfRIf,.,,' rAfr 
II.fM 1£ IBIIilrllE ATRMfIf 8JEErCAS!: 47..J'1I£T lOA IfMTI lBKE!DI1H It II' fAS1; I{RtS 
fr»nH SlIEET £AS1,; !JO.lQ 1IEr iliA PI'£ 1IfIIIEIfT(II1IEruarllE fFRMfIf SET rut J£ 
AC/UoIL IVIE fF IBJIIiII(J (11£ iii4/. FRafRTY IBDIlI5IaEt' Jea IIfJnt ,. ,,' rut /UIII IE 
CASarllE fF RIIfII SlllEErEAR 1H.6D FEET ID 1IE IIIIfIt!B:a fF K ..,..rlltE tFllfllfTtF IIIr 
rT A _ a:r tF K _IIIIIIZDJ MI/J .. IIIWSIC ~r fXIIWI'I rT tEallllI .. _ tF ED$ 
fWIt st _ aJIIITY.tma HJI(£ /UIIIltE .dIHllr /Ill (I. IIfIIfT (I.r MiD lE .... r 
... tF A 51fIE IIIo1f1IIUt IE flEE ~ au!IE$ 1M JI52lIIIa' SIIJJt V" fASt WM lEn 
HIIfE SIIJJt 7r. CAS!: ... FEET; HJI(£ 5IIJIJJI jIj'. fASt lI./IIlEEr 10 A "., .t II&!B:IIJII tF 1£ 
stJIIJf1I.rlltE.t.lIIIC aTfF.r MIJ Jf£IIJ.5T!llJllBl.rllllfffF .IIrllEtF Jf£JMllIltEAIloI'OIIt 
HJI(£ (II lEFT ~ .. HIIIIIlfi A JISfAIII:E" tF IJAIIlfi MfIIE till tm 10 A tsn: HJI(£ SIIJJt II" 
~ Jl"rut lQllW SIll .dIHllr/lll (I J£!/If(JfJT .. lIfIIfTfF .IIrlt A fJIII£C!UI; J1I.JlIEEr III A 
fGfTli I£!DRIEII.r/llltF 1£ JlRXnIl£SJlI'rTlM~IIIJEBJAlIBI~'~ 1m.., 
IWW ElJJIB£ MiD.IIE w.IIE 10 K.lDIIIM IIIlEr MlIDIII aJNWI: .t!mIBI *- '" .IE'." 
144 tF ~ AIlE" a; .lDIIIM aJIIITY E'lE$ _ f1tJIIT IENtS !DIll It' !It JI' CAS!: _1fET1D 
MlfllBfGfTli K rASBlrllErT IE IIIJFrJflrIl£.",rT.r.." IENIS 5IIJIJJI TK.JI".!iWlC rv. 
lEEr F1f(JII BIIIIfn .m ... IIIIIH.* I.C II 1£ .... tBf1fIUE rT _.wMMIt HJI(£ gJI1If It'. 
JQ"EASr MJIC 1£ .dIHllrllErT IE .JIFrJflrIl£.",tF.~ •• 1EEr iliA IW IDUBfTIi K 
lItE tF A IEJfIE; HJI(£ 5IIJIJJI r q /B7; MIIIC SIll,. '111/ FlEf 10 A 1'1£ MIJIUEIf1i HJI(£ IIIfIIIIr 
11' .II" /B7; _lEEr III A ff£ IDUE1fT (II lIE /IIIf1IEI.sr fDIEIt tF IIEfl51EIBI /IIIIS AS ~ II lIE 
1ASf1lUD'- III at HJl(£IKJRI G" n' JI" a MJIC I'E fI1IIH1Il.rllErTwvnlll.:q £X1'tSI/:I 
rT.-, 1II./IIIEEr 10 A 1'1£ ...", tF 1£ IlllMESr fDIEIt IBI!J1EI& lN8'- It tBR:IIl£ 
III .. IJEDCIl rt1II IE EASD.r /Ill tF 1flI 8JEEr EASr MiD lIE IBIIilr lItE tF fJ/IJIT III .til: IX 
I'fBJ.OtF.-,.lDIIIM aJIIITY~ HllfEllfJntrJl'JI'£AS/; ""1EEr1OAI'I£...",1t IE 
IBID AT A QIlit' JDfEIGf1II." JI' a 'lI.flllEEr 10A ""1: HJ«E1afI .. /f'. 1m; 
MJIC 1£ aJnEIUE rT A CIlIff1DC 11& fJElI; BM lEEr III A "., It IE RIIIII rT IE QIlit' HJI(£ 

1Df1II,. .. 1tI" CAS!: .tW" lEEr 10 A tsn: HIIfE IIfJnt It' II' /B7; lJlI.lIlfETlD IE fINE tF.-: 
DID_ 1IBBa AlL RlT INlT 'MQIIES EAST rT IE ET /Ill tF 1flI 8JEEr lAS!; AS .. (II IE 
aRK IW (I J£ art tF.-. _ ... 
..." AT I£.t'JIrEAS&lr ctIIIII tF /JIf J!i1 """ r; M!iII IE IIIIfII ET fDIEIt tF 5I'IiII U/EET MiD 
RIII1II SET £AS/; ~r MoII:I\I:JI SIIEU It stII tm; MIJ ... H1/a IIfJnt ,. "'EAST /UIII K 
II!Dllr lIE rT ffIIf1II SET £AS/; fl..JI1EEr 10 A ~ HJI(£ gJI1If It' 2/' EASr AaDS ffJII/f1II DItEr 
EAR .till FlEf 10 A 1'1£"""(11 1£ EASD.r lIE rT ffIIf1II DItEr EASt' JflItE IIfIfIf 7' t1" tim 
MJIC 1£ EAS&r lItE tF RIIlJt SWEET CASZ: 1JUI FfEI; K ACiUII. PrMr tF ~ rT IE D 
IfI(JffIfT'f IBBI ~ HJI(£ SllJlmtIt' ". £m; MJIC 11£ IIIfH1I.r lItE tF lIIIC.", rT .~ ... 
lEEr 10A 1'1£""" ATJ£f1tJIITAT IID1EC1IIItF JIIII5IIIIC1ItE rt1II K s::wIIIBRrllErT IE 
.. 1ItE.",rT IIII:' lBKE ....sD.r/UIII A a.IiI£ 10 I£fIIIIIT,.tIIIM rTHlllIEEr iliA PrMrtll 
IE tlmlltEtFRJIIf1II51IIEETrAn' JDfE SIJRIIlfI'lf II:w; M1IIt: SIII.",tF .rllE, .. HETID 
IEPlNEtF_ --A IIIU TNt/( rASEJIT AS __ II 1£ 'PSBDT rRMn IEED" 1iEQ'.lID ~ Jt 2Mt 
I61IUEJff III tfJtJHH64l, tmt:IM. Et'.IIIS ----.., 
A RlCTfF UIID SI ffflTli -.mI_ "HET(IIfIrQIR fI' lIE LOOIISI rBnEIIJIIE fF 1£ 5Nt 
FfIJIIQ!DJ_IUfrHPlltB;'8AUlr~I'IIOECTED/MlofIW.I1IIII fl'f£lDI&lIfTSMI 
rBnEIUIIE ~ A$ f(IJIJIft 
I£1MiM(J AT A STNIC IIIID fJHII BI! II 1IE IBID rT 1IE R4CT fT 1IE SICII4 IIIUll'RMJiQII) 
~ JEJltEIlfA alft£tF4'(Ii UJJFEETRIiIIIS TO I£/IIHT, fJlDFEETTO JEtE1IUfFMJCIII('J. 
SJIlEt II JE WJ/II fI' .5nWlIM. 

6 

"""''''' IEllGItWlOT5llJ MiDtmS.mMJMC II J£artfl'~ caJi1YtF~ SIJIl£fI'l!4£IlRIII,. DE!DIIBJ 
ASrruJJE 
A SJr fF __ ,." tF 1IJ IfET fBI' 15 ffflT (1// 1101 !IE fT 1fE rsnsrJE: fI' 1IE!lIWIM IlIU.EY WMMJIID AS 
ATIfE!iDITt«lt1Q I£.w1fBtDIElEI/G __ ASfWJJIIIt 
a.MX til 11£ 11m" lIE fT lJJT t!II rT stII art tF SQIGI\ AT A "., J FEET IKR1H fT J£ If1BI5lCJtII rT 1IE 
.SlID IESTlJE /IJI JE IIfJiJIlJE tF .9M ~ HNCf ~ CASar (1// A /lIII£ 10 lIE lDT fF A RIiIIIS fF 
I5S HET A fllSWlfEtF UIIFfEI; MiD' IfI1E!t JEJa tIIA TNIIBfTlaJIlr ~ A fllSWlfErT IJlIEEr MiD' IIJQ 
JDfE (II A /lIII£ 10 1£.", rT A .... rT 1Il1lfi A fIISWIfE rT In IlEr 10 A ",., 1JJ HETIaJI rT rE IIfIf1II 
lItE tF !1'11111 SRn H1/a asa:r 1JJ HET F1f(JII MiDIWIMlEJ. 10 1£ IIfJnt lItE tF 5IWI SE"{ A fIISWIfE tF .­
IfET III A ",., It Jf£ IIfIfIfI MIJ !DllllIE .9f'JIeI_ lIE lNII fI' lIE SIll w.rE IWIII£ lN8 rT Jf£.,. If5ZII --""" -..., 
:HITf'fItIQI fF lIE 1M tF.I:.IEMmW 1M B.IIII.!I!aIS.u( AT 1£ .m ... tF~ lirE _ tF ~ LIlW 
IErm ltE .... r fIItIIT fF .r lIE fF K JllllMao-u llJJM lIE fF.tAl.tM1I r IIfIfIH IDIM' ,lMQIiJ: .tIUIMP 
t:rMIIY MiD A lItE 14 IfET IIIrIJRr ID MiDIMIUl III 1£ ~ ~ aJf&U/E: 
_ AT A PrMr til J£ IBfBUE tF stII MUDIII III FfEI; EmIEI M1IIt: SIll (BfBU£ rT ..... rASBlr 
ID IE £ASa.r lItE tF MoII:I\I:JI (II RIIf1II SET EA.I7; ... H1/a IBIIilr (II A ,.. aIiI£ 10 1£ aT ID 
TNIIBfT iD stIIlBfBUE tF MUDIII .tII FEET; JEJa 11IIIBIT lI'J S4D an; 114 FEET; JEJa (II A r /lIII£ III IE 
fIIIIIT, B.11lET; HIIfE(IIA rllllBlTlI'JS4DrlDllf;"lEE{ 1IfI£(II~ lI'J I£rASBlrllErTMoII:I\I:JI (IIRMJI 

SET"" 

"""'" A sr. fF lN811J ffflT -.: LllWlII4U.r '" HET (II tAalsar tF 1M' 1'fJJo.tI __ aJnIIUte 
_ AT 1£ f1tJIIT fF IIU5E.CD rT 1£ EASRr lItE fF IJIID .-MU F1f(JIIIIJJW B.IIIIIIf;; £TN. 10'-
1IIUll'~ _AlIa" ~ 11111« H4 rT_lWf.q ,-rT_tmm: rt1II IE-.t/,/DIIID 

=:::'W:::~IIE~~~="J:====-rlUM 
J£sarUESrTS4D.JIFrJflrIl£SlPrTlM a.1£1I_rASBlrlltErTlM~II_IJEBJID.uMI 
w.IIE 1M It SIll fBf1E1UE rT !EIBfII SWEET £AS{ 

tIiif AT 1£ SIIIJDSBlr fDIEIt tF /JIf lSI """5 M!iIJ 1£ IlllMEST fDIEIt tF !1M SET 1M RIIf1II S1IECT 
EMf ~r MoII:I\I:JI SWEET It S4D tHY MIJ ... HII:E IIIfIII ,. If an; MJIC 1£ IB&I.r lItE tF RIll. SWEET 
an: 4I..JI FlEf 10 A ""1: HJI(£ SWIIIITIt' an: AaDS RIIfII SET QSI; .tIlIllEr 10 A 1'1£"""(11 1£ 
EASD.r lItE rT RUf1/I SET QSI; IE ACIML f1Ut:E tF.- rT 1£ /EM. ....urr IEIBI ~ HII:E 1IfIf1II ,. 
,I' an; ~ K rASBlr lIE rT RIIf1II S1IECT an; 'lUI FlEf 10 lIE If1EIf!ifl:ItII tF J£ !lWHll.r lIE rT .wr tF 
.rtF A sar M'TtF 1£ _IMIIBI:I MlIlfJnttw:R:.w..r~ tFfIEIXIIIIMIIIItIII 711 rT_ 1W£ 5l. 
.- ctHIT'I~ lf1CE MIJII 1£ DHII.rllE r _lIIIfffF.IIr MID IlElDnIBILr sarrT A 51fJII£ 
~ 1£ IE" ~ au!IE$ MIJ ImWn SWIll It' 11' an; WlIllET; JEJa 9IlI1IIlr. tim ... 
FEn HII:E!DIII N.an; ... IfETIDA fGfTrTlfBl!ECIIJIftF 1£ .dIHllrlltE tF sw5llllC.",rT.r 1M 
1£ III1ST 5IIJIJJE1I.r IIfIIT tF .. r lItE tF IE 1lMlIItE.tIUOIt JEJa (II lEFT aw; JiIIU ,.1EEr A IIISTIIa fIJ lUI 

r--------+-L 
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Ilfi MfIIEflJtm; IIIAPIJIIr JDfE.ntIII'/f' rDl5t LEAIM'SIII5IIJIJJE1I.rllErTJI£IIIJIfl(JTII£.wrtF 
IIIrli A t&J:rUl; .... 1fET 10A f1tJIITli J£ 5IIJIJJE1I.rllErT I£:fIRXn 11£ SIP rTlM~ II tEBAlEI 
~ ,~ 1m RItJI .uMI S/IIIIIE MIJ JME EJJIDIC iD rE _ IIIUll' IIM/IJMJ tDI'Mt .GJIB NIfII. lit .IE' 
It .. 144 tF~ PIllE" a; »11M aJIIITY~ SIll fVfTlE/IIIS SllJJtIt'56 Jl'an; .-1fET1D MIfIIB 
fVfT It IE rASBlr lItE tF 1£ IIIJ RXIT .. aT rT IIIr rHI1IlEN1S 5IIJIJJI T tH' .II' ~ rv.1fET ID ~ 
SIll ... IfDHH.l"C II 1£ __ aJnEIUE rT SIII.w.w.IIII' HJI(£ 5IIJIJJI IT 6ft .II" tim MIJII 1£ !lWHll.r lIE 
(lIE J!JRXIT_lIIIITfF.~ ... HETIttA Ff/C...",1t ltElIErrA fIJft(; HJl(£gJI1Ifrqa MIJII 
_ R.JU.: 11Ul1fET II' A 1'1£ ~ JIB/fE .. &J' II' JfJ" /B7; 5illilllfET III A 1'1£ IDUIXr til 1£ IIUf:AS1' 
fXIIE1I tF..aa:IlJIID AS .-lIlASTlDR:iIl£Ml lit HMIE IIIIfIIIF' It' .JI"1EST1tfIIR lIE !llJRlElll.rlltE 
(I «11m Ml SIt 1L .uao r ~ IJI.J IfET 10 A IW IDUIXr til J£".JET CfIIB _ f!iUID lN8 
~ II CfDllllE" MI q IBfICI/L .. 1£ rASBlr lIE rT RFJt 51IIEET tim MIllE IB&I.r lItE rT fJI/IJIT III 
II! a.uao (I.tIIIGIt. _ aJIIITY oBIIIIt HJI(£ IIfJnt r JI' JI" M "" ffflT III A 1'1£ IDUIXr It IE 
fBIP rT A (JIfJI(; JIEIIfE IIIfJt .... JI" Et 'l1f11lfET 10 A ~ fBIfE 1IfJnt.14' :fI" a MIJII 1£ 
aJnEIUE tF A ~ 110 ~ a.!J HETIII A "., It rE RJJfII rT IE (JIfJI(; HMIE l1li11 r .. ". M !fUS 
IfET 10 A f'fIIfT; HIIfE IIfJnt It' It' lEST »1.11 FlEf 10 lIE fINE fF'-
EJtaPJII# H1ERlJI M1 BIT HIfr fIC/ lES ET rT l£ ET lItE fF IF1II SIlET an: AS _ (II lIE IRDII. lIN' fF 
KartfF5I'IItIM. 

Assessor's Parcel Nos. 
...... "... ...... ....",..."" 1III-1It-4I1. 1I1-1IHJI11. 1Z1-1fHJfII.1I1-IJI-fIIt 

Easements 
@rADBfTRIlffHIltEEDI9'" ~ HItIlJ(J( Of. RII£,. a.t ~1B IBtBIt) 

@rADBfTRIloW.llQ.tfHllBE:lMDtnm,. 1tSJ 11111« = 1W£. tlR.!lOCH'" r:IIIIIITE ~ -...., 
@rADBfTRIlMl£IRI/EE'l:MDtEaJID .. 1JIl! AS 16K, MI .. ~ tlR. (PI.DTD ~ ~I£ 

t«lt .. TIBI RIflII a.T) 

@rADBfTRIloW.llQM"IlBE'l:MDME4 ". AS 16K, Ml ~ tlR. (PI.DTD /OBt) 

@rADBfTRIlItZESS.t .a IIIII1S JII:IWD JIIIJIIff ,. .. AS lIST. MI ___ a.t {fXES /flIT IE .". 1£ Ym_ 
@rADBfTRIluanrFAaJEE'l:MD1WIfJI17, .. AS 16K, III ~ a.t {fXES /flIT IE .". 1£ !MECr -@DtXJlEJfTEJtRllj 'tA.D!IT M/IEB6JI1" E'l:MD tEaJID.J1, lID ASIIST. Ml.llllJ-~ ill (l'lJJlD1EImtJ 

Access Route/Lease Area/ Utility Route ......... 
A SIP rT 1M /l.1III1EEr .. LIM' /DIM A ". .. rT K UWIS tDIIElfII10 IIIIfr NIl 2IIIOW "IBR alIBI MIIIn' 
'" II5J MIJ E'l:MD ,..",. 1tSJ II .. ,. 1W£ • .lDIIIM aJIIITY ~ LIM' UlIfET til rJQI .. tF lIE -_ ...... 
tDEIIM AT lIE IDfIE5T fXIIEIt tF IJfJIJIE1f1 Ml .. 1H5JI tF .IZMIM aJIIITY IIElXIII5 AS .. (II A _ tF .!r.fi'Ift 
.e:sfJl1t .. ~ ,IM« fl (F ~ IIElXIII5 tF _ DIIIIm HJD: MIJIII£ II1I(I/ lIE rT LM£ IIII.LEY me 
..".. l/lllEErll'J J£f1tJIITtF ...... N1IIE~ }li/lSlEErll'J J£'-rTA TIIIlBITlMl£t::aOl£ 
.--:sar MiDIM.IlW A.tIIIM rr /111J11rU rat:r.st:WlE&lr MlJllSID an; HItMII A t:InMI. MlllEfF 
5IVW"MiDIIIJllCfJ51NIEfF/t5.lIlrU JIB/fE"""'''.l1FEn lf1CE~ m.IIlrU JIEIIfE_wn 
lUll FEET; HMIE .un .. .1!JIII FEET; HMIE MlI"IIW'!; JM HET lit A ,.., IBEIIIFB IIE1l1IIED 10 AS f1tJIIT ':4" MIJ 
K18fFstIIs.. ......... 
_ATf1tJIIT':4'AS.-_te HJI(£~a4l1EErIllAPrMr~_1OASf1tJIIT'" 
rat:r _ ~ oW FEn JEJI(£.wnnn: 0.1III1En H1Kt: srnnn.: CAlIrU rat:r 5It1UW"I 0.. 
IlEC HJD:~ "'.1fET 1111£"""_ 

aJfTAMC l,1li .!aM"1fET rT LMII. 

4 3 

, 09/06/13 , 12/11/12 

2 10/26/12 

1 10/23/12 

08/10/12 

NO. ""1£ 
SCALE: I<S NIJIED 

I· .... 
I 
I 
I 

i1 Ifj •. 4tIS 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I , , 

II 
• I 
~ I 

..... , 

I 

UPDATED unUlY ROUTE 

UPDATED SITE NUWBER 

ANAL 

TlTl.E REPORT 

SUBMITTAL 

REVISIONS 

DESIGINED BY: 

. , 
'II !J~ 

, !fU " ... ~ r 
" , , 

AI. 

AI. 

AI. 

RAS 

AI. 

BY 

""""'" 

RG '"'0 
RG '"'0 
RG '"'0 
RG '"'0 
RG '"'0 
CH' p. 

2 

_. ___ 11.,..1 ... 

Lease Area Detail 
SCILE: 1"-20' 

" -----

Legend 
~ .... mICE 

""'" .... ""'" • GUItRD POST o WATER VAL.\O£ 
TOP TOP OF S1RUC1URf: 
to:! F1R£ H'lfJRANTjRRE 
C SE1IE1i' Q..£AN OUT 
aD SE1IE1i' MAN Ha..E 
o sroRJI DRAIN /IAN Ha..E 
FS 
NG -""'" o 
'" 

FHSH SURFItCE 
NA llRI'ltL GROUND 
PO.."""" 
CONalflE' Pit \o£IEWT 
EDGE OF Pit IDIENT 
71ffE 
DRAIN HEr 
PRCPf1ITYLH: 

GRAPHIC SCALE 
20 o 10 

FEET 

/~te~~(~~l:~!~ Coordinates at at Monotree 
=-~;;;;""',";.i"'io";-ur ... 1l'" 

"' ...... 
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20 

1£ LAJIIII!" MlI.tIIfIU£ _ MrII£ lIE oICAAIlE" 10 ... +f- " IlEr IBIlIIfTNLr MiD 
:HIT J£SlMI .... MIM' 11£ AtXWAl£ 10 ... +/- JHETIIEDZM1r. KIoI'JII2IW7JIt 
AllIII'((BJIIItNW.: ~~511;mr;tF lIE 1IfJnt..:lll Al1III rT _ (/IID~MIJ 

IS E7IE!i!B It IBI&! t1 -.JlE"S n MiD.BUm n lit 1£ IEIIEST IIIDDfi fF A .EIIII. 
1£ IfRX AllIII'!2UW. ISII;mr;tF 1£l1li. MBICNIIfIDI. at .. rT". fliMlII 
,. MiD 5 ~ 10 JI£ IIEIIDT DIll tF A FrJfIr. 

Basis of Bearings 
IE $7111£ fIlM QIQIWII£ SmEM r ,., (/lID I.1l Cl/ltM41!t11E t 

Bench Mark 
lIE ~ .Rill/. IBEIBIE CBIBI ca.u l'IIr, 
SlMI .... .,.lEErfliMlII .. 

--

JOB NI..IoIBER 
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KEYNOTES 

(0 PROPOSED 27'-0-)( 48'-0· (1296 SQ. FT.) AT&T MOBIUTY LEASE AREA 

CD PROPERTY UNE. 

CD EXISTING VINEYARD. 

CD EXISTING TREES, TYP. 

o EXISTING BUILDING. 

CD EXISTING PARKING lOT (BELONGS TO ADJACENT PROPERTY). 

o EXISTING POWER POLE. 

fr:\ EXISTING OUTDOOR PN) ~UNTED SWrrcHB~D AND METER SECTION. 
\.!; PROPOSED AT&T NOBIUTY ElICTRICAl SERVICE NETER LOCATION 

CD EXISTING GATES. 

(§) EXISTING SITE ICCESS. 

® EXISTING ACCESS ROAD - PROPOSED A.T&T MOBIUlY 12FT ACCESS EASEMENT. 

@) EXISTING mea/FlBER SUB BOX (HH). 

® PROPOSED NEW FlBER OOX (HH). 

r;;-.., PROPOSED UNDERGROUND TELCO/RBER ROUTE FROW PROPOSED FIBER OOX 
~ TO PREFABRICATED EQUIPMENT SHELTER, (APPROXIIN.TaY 33DFT LONG) 

f.i5'\ PROPOSED UNDERGROUND ELECTRICAl. SERVICE ROUTE CD 
V (APPROXIWA.ffiY 250FT lONG). ~ 

f.j6\ PROPOSED OVERHEAD m.co/FIBER ROUTE FROW EXISTING FIBER BOX THROUGH 7' 
V EXISTING BUILDING TO PROPOSED FIBER BOX (NlPROXIIN.TE 275FT lONG). 'Z 

® EXISTING lOT UNE. 

® EXISTING RESIDENTW.. HOUSES 

® EXISTING EASE~OO, SEE TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY (LS-1) 

® EXISTING TELCO/FIBER SUB BOx/poF 

® PUBUC RIGHT OF WA.Y - FIBER ROUTE, ENGINEERING PERMIT REQUIRED. 

lIWI:i' 

1, ELECTRICAL SERVICE/lELCO/FlBER ROunNG AND DESIGN ARE PRELIMINARY 
AND MUST BE VERIFIED WITH lOCo&L UTIUlY CO~PA.NIES. 

OVERALL SITE PLAN 

ffi~ 
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ENGINEERING GROUP 
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NAPA & 5TH AVENUE 
SrTE NO. CCU5801/CC6078 

ADJACENT TO 379 4TH ST. E 
SONOMA, CA 95476 
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o 

~ at&t 
2600 CAMINO RAUON 

SAN RAMON, CA 9+583 
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01 -A.P.N. 018-182..012 

i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~;o~_ ~02t·~~~~P,~'N~'01B-l~13 00.. A_P_N_ n1R-1A?..ll14 

04 -A.P.N. 018-182-015 
05 -A.P.N. 018-182-016 

n1R-1R7.tl17 
07 - 07 = A.P.N. 127-1614)4 

IA.P.N.127-161-0071 
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2 

08. A.P.N. 127-161..005 
09 -A.P.N. 127-161-006 
10· A.P.N. 127-161-007 
11-A.P.N.127-161-o08 
12 =A.P.N.127-231-o01 
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PROPOSED ANTENNA PLAN @ 70' RAD CENTER 
KEYNOTES 

'1' PROPOSED AT&T MOBILITY GPS ANTENNA AT 10'-0" MIN. 
\.!.! SEPARATION BETWEEN ANTENNAS 
® PROPOSED 23" EQUIPMENT RACK FOR UMTS 6601 BLOCKS 
@ PROPOSEO 23" EQUIPt.4ENT RACK FOR LTE 6601 BLOCKS 

(TYP. OF 2) 
<±> PROPOSED 23" TRANSPORT/MISC EQUIPMENT RACK 
@6L1NEAGEINFlNITY't.4'DCPOWERPLANTIN23"RACK 
® UNEAGE 23" BATTERY RACK 
(1) LINEAGE 23" BATTERY RACK (FUTURE) 
® PROPOSED MUX & FlJTURE UAM/CIENA MOUNT ON 23" 

TELCO RACK 
CD PROPOSED FUTURE 23" RACK 

~ PROPOSED 4'-0" X 4'-0" CONCRETE STOOP WITH STEP 

@ PROPOSED TELCO BACKBOARD 

o 

I 
@ 
@ 

PROPOSED AT&T t.40BILITY CAUFORNIA APPROVED 
11'-5" X 20'-0" PREFABRICATED EQUIPMENT SHELTER 
OVERNIGHT SERVICE LIGHT 
TELCO/FlBER BOX 
200AMP FUSED DISCONNECT (NEMA 3R ENCLOUSURE) 
GENERATOR RECEPTACLE 
HVAC UN'T (TYP. OF 2) 
COAX ENTRY PORT 

WAVEGUIDE BRIDGE 

@ PROPOSED 200 AMP ELECTRICAL PANEL (PROVIDED W/SHELTER) 

!I-:;:;:;:;:-~--~~;;::;;-.' :;:;0~~:;;:;0:;:;· :;:;-::;;:-~- 0-------, 

~l, Ft 8"--'1<-""------" :" , I 36" 
16 . i , 

® 

20'-0" 

PROPOSED EQUIPMENT PLAN 
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SrTE NO. CCU5801/CC6078 

ADJACENT TO 379 4TH ST. E 
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48'-0" 
PROPOSED AT&T MOBILITY LEASE AREA 
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KEYNOTES 

0--<11 f I , l' ! I .! 

o PROPOSED AT&T tr.lOBIUTY 6-FOOT ANTENN.\S (+ PER SECTOR, 3 SECTORS, 12 TOT,tL). @ 
o PROPOSED AT&T tr.lOBIUTY RRUS-11 (5 PER SECTOR, 3 SECTORS, 15 TOT,tL).@ 

CD PROPOSED TELCO/ABER OOX 

f'D\ PROPOSED AT&T MOBIUTY GPS ANTENNA, (10'-0· MIN. SEPAAATION BElWEEN ANTENNIS'LD 
~m~Q ~ 

o PROPOSED UNDERGROUND ElECTRICAL SERVlCE ROUTE INSIDE PROPOSED 
\J unUTY TRENCH (APPROXItr.lAmy 250FT LONG). 

CD PROPOSED 80'-0· HIGH FAUX REDWOOD t.lONOlREE. 

CD PROPOSED AT&T tr.lOBIUTY PORTABLE l'Et.IPORAR'r' GENERATOR LOCAllON. ffi 
® PROPOSED 8'-0· HIGH CHAIN UNK FENCE WI11-I (3) STRANDS OF eAABED WIRE 

& DARK BROWN VINYL SLATS. 

PROPOSED ENLARGED SITE PLAN 

o PROPOSED (2) 6'-0· WIDE CHAIN UNK GATES. 

f'K\ PROPOSED UNDERGROUNO FlBERjTELCO ROUTE INSIDE PROPOSED UTIJTY TRENCH 
\.:J (APPROXI ..... my 330FT LDNG). 

CD PROPOSED CONCRffi STEPS. 

® PROPOSED 2 ... • WAVEGUIDE BRIDGE CUT CHANNEl LENGTH TO SUIT, lYP. 

o PROPOSED SURGE PROTECTOR, (TYP. OF 3).@ 
fP\ PROPOSED CALIFORNIA. APPROVED PREFABRICATED EQUIPMENT SHElTER ON lB" RAISED ~ 
'-.) IBNE FINISHED GRADE FOUNDATION V 
® PROPOSED LTE RRU YOUNT BRACKET @ 
® PROPOSED TELCO/FIBER SUB OOX 

ENLARGED SITE PLAN, EQUIPt.lENT PLAN 
& ANTENNA PLAN ~ at&t 

5 011/06/13 ZD Issum FOR ZONING APPROVAL PL AB AB .lIB NUIlBER DA*IING NlIIIlER 2600 CAMINO RAUON 
SAN RAMON, CA 9"'583 NO o.t.TE REVISIONS BY CHK 
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BRANCHES SHOWN fOR 
ILLUSJAAlIVE PURPOSEI> ONLY. 
~ m """ 

$ "'-0· 
TOP OF BRANCHES \~------ r-"----tj'.!::~/r---------P.OPO'SEO AT&T 1.40BIUTY SURGE PROTECTION@ 

$ 75'-0· 
AT&T 1.40BlUTY 6-FOOT ANTENNAS Q 

PER SECTOR, 3 SECTORS, 12 TOTAL) ~ 

RJTURE ANTENNAS LOCATION -----~~­
(BY OTHERS) 

'---------"'O~)SEO AT&T t.!OBIUlY RRUS-ll ~ 
(5 PER SECTOR. 3 SECTORS. 15 TOTAL) ~ 

SILHOUETTE TABLE 

NEW PHYSICAL SURFACE 
FOR PROPOSED TOWER n5 SQUARE FEET 
AND APPURTENANCES 

NOTE: THE SILHOUEITE CN.CULATION WN3 MEASURED FROt.! 
THE VIEW ANGLE WITH THE LARGESf PHYSICAL EXPOSURE. 

$ 80'-0· 
TOP OF BRANCHES \~---------------------

$ 75'-0· 
TOP OF POLE 

73'-0· ~/ -------$ PROPOSED TOP OF AT&T MOBIUTY ANTENNA 

A.;O'-O· 
~PROPOSEO AT&T MOBILITY ANTENNA RAIl-CENTER 

BRANCHES SHOWN fOR 
ILLUSJAAlIVE PURPOSED ONLY. 
NaT TO SCALE 

AT&T MOBILITY 6-FOOT ANTENNASQ 
PER SECTOR, 3 SECTORS, 12 TOTAL) ~ 

PROPOSED AT&T 1.40BIUTY RRUS-ll ~ 
(5 PER SECTOR, 3 SECTORS, 15 TOTAL)~ 

FUTURE ANTENNAS LOCATION (BY OTHERS) 

RJTURE ANTENNAS LOCATION -----~~r~~~~!~~~ 
(BY OTHERS) 

j~t~~~~~~~~~~~-- FUTURE ANTENNAS LOCATION (BY OTHERS) 

$ 20'-0· 
TOP OF BARK 

$ 15'-0· 

$ 0'-0· 

NORTH ELEVATION 

~""'"'\ ,-U ...I 
WIRELESS 

ENGINEERING GROUP 

6 

IIIU AVENIDA ENCiNAl 
CAllUM!), CA 120011 

_.aacw,COIll 
711O.785..5ZOD 

5 

.... _~ __ --PROPOSED BO'-O· HIGH FAUX REDWOOD 1.40NOTREE 

,------I"OIPOSED AT&T MOBIUTY GPS ANTENNA (lYP, OF 2)@ 

~PROPOSI" CALIFORNIA APPROVED PREFABRICATED 
EQUIPMENT SHELTER ON 18· RAISED ABOVE 
FINISHED GRADE FOUNDATION 

dP'OIPOSI" 8FT HIGH CHAIN UNK FENCE WITH (3) STRANDS 
OF BARBED WIRE & DARK BROWN VINYl... SLATS. 

PROPOSED AT&T t.lOBILITY PORTABLE 
TEI.4PORARY GENERATOR LOCATION 

= 1/8 inch - I ft 16' 2 - - ---8' 8' WEST ELEVATION 

NAPA. 5TH AVENUE 
SITE NO. CCU5801/CC607B 

ADJACENT TO 379 4TH ST. E 
SONOMA, CA 95476 

4 

~ at&t 
2600 CAMINO RAMON 

SAN RAMON, CA 94583 

3 

5 09/06/13 ZD ISSUED FOR ZONING APPROVAL PL 1>8 1>8 

NO DATE REVISIONS BY CHI< P' 

DESIGNED BY: DRNNN BY: PL 

2 

PROPOSED BO' -0· HIGH FAUX REDWOOD MONOTREE 

L--P'~f'(ISED 8FT HIGH CHAIN UNK FENCE WITH (3) 
Sf RANDS OF BARBED WIRE & DARK 8ROWN VINYL SLATS 

= 1/8 inch - I ft ,& 1 - - ---8' 8' 

NORTH &: WEST ELEVATIONS 
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egITOt,4 VIEW 

•. ,.. 
.m" 

egnpt,4 viEW 
!lC6_:1:B_60_0_8F DC6 :1:8 60 18 8E 

RAYCAp pcs 48 SO 18 8E AND 
RAYCAP DC6-:1:8-§Q-0-8F 

DC POWER <M"R VOl rAGE PROIFCIQR eOYP) 

DETAIL ® 
~ -

RAYCAP DC6 SURGE PROTECTOR DETAIL 

• ODNIUIT SIZE. TYPE. QUMTTTY .WI 
SEl'lWlTIOM DI1EMSION 10 .: YElllFIED 
WITH I.OCAL unUTY IXU'M'I' IElIJI&ENTS 

plRECT elJRIFD CpNDll1T 

DETAIL .. 
ELECTRICAL & TELCO UTILITY TRENCH 

~~ ,-U ..I 
WIRELESS 

ENGINEERING GROUP 

6 

AU AYI!.DA 1!1IC11IAI 
CAItLIIaAD, CA I2ODI! --....... 7110,,785.5200 

5 

~ 

1. !ifACl(J1G OF 1IRIf. III MOT PEMII1EIl 
REMOTE IWllg UNIT (RBI)) 

2. NO I'AMlllli OF IIIIU 011 TI£ SlIJIIII 3HEW IS AI..l.O'IIED DErAIL 

RRU DETAIL 

3 

ALC.QE1.-L.UODII"IIII~IPE1t 
_OIHEIINCII"_I'OIIa.--., 

1W __ JIIi;I\Ir ,.., 

-­NO. Cl0lDXIl -
IH 

I-

BBU pipE ST,f,NPOFF MOUNTS .EL.E.YM:lmi 

~A1L @i" 
6 RRU MOUNTING DETAIL 

NAPA & 5TH AVENUE 
SITE NO. CCU5801/CC6078 

ADJACENT TO 379 4TH ST. E 
SONOMA, CA 95476 

4 

~ at&t 
2600 CAMINO RAMON 

SAN RAMON, CA 94583 

-

-

3 

2 

5 

NOTE: ANTENNA. MANUFACTlIRER/t.IODEL SUBJECT TO CHANGE DUE TO AVAILABIUTY AT TIME OF CONSTRUCTlON. 
Nf( ALTERNA.TlVE ANTENNA. SIW.L BE OF EQUAL OR LESSOR DIMENSIONS AND SIMIUAR APPEARANCE. 

- 1.., .. W, III D, III WEI~, 

CM..W.. ....... oil 1710-2180 CM..W.. II.' 7.1 47.4 
NOTE: ANDREW IS BRAND OF Cot.It.lOSCOPE 

I TE/Ut,4TS/GSM PuAi BAND 
PUAI POI ABlUTION ANTfNNA lTYp) 

DETAIL 

ANTENNA SPECIFICATIONS 

... - ... -
T''''_--~~ T''''~--~~ 

I" sro GW.WHZED PI'E I" sro IW..'MlIZEn PIPE 

FRONT EI MIION ..... 

! 
g/I .... DflLl£D ~. 
1f.IIDUQH HDI.E 
(IYP 4 Pl.CS., 

1-~1--+-2 NIQ tlACIUNl .11£ L.IJQ 
10 ~ 'P' smnoll 011 
llfAIIES1" 'P' SUPPLEllDITAl. -"-CHl..f (W/Dlllp LOOP 
oil N-1III\L[ CONIIECiUII) 

SHEI rER HOI I OW 
WAIl APpliCATION 

: ...... 
." 

1. I..OCATION OF ~ 1IrJST _ a.DfI 'o'IEW OF SOUIHEJIN SKY .... O CMMOT .-: Nrr 1I1..OC1IIIIIES ~ 
:as OF THE SUIl1W:E IMA or ,. HEW1S~HEI'IE MCUID THE QPS NIIDM\,. 

2. NJ. QPS .....,..,. ~ .IIIIII....IlE AILE 10 R£CEM: Cl.EM S1I:NU FAOII ,. IIfr1NJII OF FOUII (4) SQEIJJ1B. 
YEllIN WITH IWlIIIElD QPS BUDIIE I'JW.. L.OCIiIIDN OF QPS NfIEIIIM. 

.5.. C'OIa.OUC SIW.L NOf. ~EN'OM1ED arI MIOFTOI'$. IUINIT f'rI'£ C-IIII 011 ElM'I1UIff CII1CUID CIIAE CVoIIP 
11M' .: USED loS AL~TL 

GpS ANTfNNA t,40lJNTfD m 
SHEI TER WAIl 

~AIL ~ 

GPS ANTENNA MOUNTED TO SHELTER WALL 

DErAILS 
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






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FCC Radio Frequency Protection Guide

FCC Guidelines
Figure 1

Frequency (MHz)

1000

100

10

1

0.1

0.1 1 10 100 103 104 105

Occupational Exposure

Public Exposure

PCS
Cell

FM

Po
w

er
D

en
si

ty
(m

W
/c

m
2 )

The U.S. Congress required (1996 Telecom Act) the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”)
to adopt a nationwide human exposure standard to ensure that its licensees do not, cumulatively, have
a significant impact on the environment.  The FCC adopted the limits from Report No. 86, “Biological
Effects and Exposure Criteria for Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields,” published in 1986 by the
Congressionally chartered National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (“NCRP”).
Separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure conditions, with the latter limits generally
five times more restrictive.  The more recent standard, developed by the Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers and approved as American National Standard ANSI/IEEE C95.1-2006, “Safety
Levels with Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3 kHz to
300 GHz,” includes similar limits. These limits apply for continuous exposures from all sources and
are intended to provide a prudent margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or
health.

As shown in the table and chart below, separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure
conditions, with the latter limits (in italics and/or dashed) up to five times more restrictive:

   Frequency     Electromagnetic Fields (f is frequency of emission in MHz)   
Applicable

Range
(MHz)

Electric
Field Strength

(V/m)

Magnetic
Field Strength

(A/m)

Equivalent Far-Field
Power Density

(mW/cm2)

0.3 – 1.34 614 614 1.63 1.63 100 100
1.34 – 3.0 614 823.8/ f 1.63 2.19/ f 100 180/ f2

3.0 – 30 1842/ f 823.8/ f 4.89/ f 2.19/ f 900/ f2 180/ f2

30 – 300 61.4 27.5 0.163 0.0729 1.0 0.2
300 – 1,500 3.54 f 1.59 f f /106 f /238 f/300 f/1500

1,500 – 100,000 137 61.4 0.364 0.163 5.0 1.0

Higher levels are allowed for short periods of time, such that total exposure levels averaged over six or
thirty minutes, for occupational or public settings, respectively, do not exceed the limits, and higher
levels also are allowed for exposures to small areas, such that the spatially averaged levels do not
exceed the limits.  However, neither of these allowances is incorporated in the conservative calculation
formulas in the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65 (August 1997) for
projecting field levels.  Hammett & Edison has built those formulas into a proprietary program that
calculates, at each location on an arbitrary rectangular grid, the total expected power density from any
number of individual radio sources.  The program allows for the description of buildings and uneven
terrain, if required to obtain more accurate projections.



RFR.CALC™ Calculation Methodology

Assessment by Calculation of Compliance with FCC Exposure Guidelines

Methodology
Figure 2

The U.S. Congress required (1996 Telecom Act) the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) to
adopt a nationwide human exposure standard to ensure that its licensees do not, cumulatively, have a
significant impact on the environment.  The maximum permissible exposure limits adopted by the FCC
(see Figure 1) apply for continuous exposures from all sources and are intended to provide a prudent
margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or health.  Higher levels are allowed for
short periods of time, such that total exposure levels averaged over six or thirty minutes, for
occupational or public settings, respectively, do not exceed the limits.

Near Field.  
Prediction methods have been developed for the near field zone of panel (directional) and whip
(omnidirectional) antennas, typical at wireless telecommunications base stations, as well as dish
(aperture) antennas, typically used for microwave links.  The antenna patterns are not fully formed in
the near field at these antennas, and the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65
(August 1997) gives suitable formulas for calculating power density within such zones.

For a panel or whip antenna, power density   S  =  
180
BW

0.1 Pnet
D2 h

,  in mW/cm2,

and for an aperture antenna, maximum power density   Smax  =   
0.1  16    Pnet

  h2 ,  in mW/cm2,

         where BW =  half-power beamwidth of the antenna, in degrees, and
Pnet =  net power input to the antenna, in watts,

D =  distance from antenna, in meters,
h =  aperture height of the antenna, in meters, and

=  aperture efficiency (unitless, typically 0.5-0.8).

The factor of 0.1 in the numerators converts to the desired units of power density.  

Far Field.  
OET-65 gives this formula for calculating power density in the far field of an individual RF source:

power density    S  =   
2.56 1.64 100 RFF2 ERP

4 D2 ,  in mW/cm2,

where ERP =  total ERP (all polarizations), in kilowatts,
RFF =  relative field factor at the direction to the actual point of calculation, and

D =  distance from the center of radiation to the point of calculation, in meters.

The factor of 2.56 accounts for the increase in power density due to ground reflection, assuming a
reflection coefficient of 1.6 (1.6 x 1.6 = 2.56).  The factor of 1.64 is the gain of a half-wave dipole
relative to an isotropic radiator.  The factor of 100 in the numerator converts to the desired units of
power density.  This formula has been built into a proprietary program that calculates, at each location
on an arbitrary rectangular grid, the total expected power density from any number of individual
radiation sources.  The program also allows for the description of uneven terrain in the vicinity, to
obtain more accurate projections.
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1 Executive Summary 

Bechtel Communication on behalf of AT&T Mobility, LLC has contracted with 
Sitesafe, Inc. (Sitesafe), an independent Radio Frequency (RF) regulatory and 
engineering consulting firm, to determine whether the proposed communications 
site, CCU6078 - Sebastiani Vineyards, located at 379 4th St E, Sonoma, CA, is in 
compliance with Federal Communication Commission (FCC) Rules and 
Regulations for RF emissions. 

This report contains a detailed summary of the RF environment at the site including: 

.. diagram of the site; 

.. inventory of the make / model of all antennas 

.. theoretical MPE based on modeling. 

This report addresses exposure to radio frequency electromagnetic fields in 
accordance with the FCC Rules and Regulations for all individuals, classified in two 
groups, "Occupational or Controlled" and "General Public or Uncontrolled." This 
site will be compliant with the FCC rules and regUlations, as described in OET 
Bulletin 65. 

Project Description: AT&T Mobility LLC proposed the following installations: 4 Surge 
protectors; 95' high faux redwood monotree; 11 'X20' California approved 
prefabricated equipment shelter; twelve 6' panel antennas; 3 RRUS-11 and 15 
RRUS-01 devices. 

This document and the conclusions herein are based on the information provided 
by AT&T Mobility, LLC. 

If you have any questions regarding RF safety and regulatory compliance, please 
do not hesitate to contact Sitesafe's Customer Support Department at (703) 276-
1100. 

The following documents were used in the creation of this report: 

RFDS: 25736-635-AA-CCU6078 RF V1 O.xlsx 

CD: 25471-630-A 1-CC6078 ZOl-Rev B.pdf 

ERP: Sitesafe used 60 watt transmit power output for LTE and 40 watt transmit 
power output for each UMTS carrier. 

200 N. Glebe Road .. Suite 1000. Arlington, VA 22203-3728 
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2 Regulatory Basis 

2.1 FCC Rules and Regulations 
In 1996, the Federal Communication Commission (FCC) adopted regulations for 
the evaluating of the effects of RF emissions in 47 CFR § 1.1307 and 1.1310. The 
guideline from the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology is Bulletin 65 ("OET 
Bulletin 65"), Evaluating Compliance with FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to 
Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, Edition 97-01, published August 1997. 
Since 1996 the FCC periodically reviews these rules and regulations as per their 
congressional mandate. 

FCC regulations define two separate tiers of exposure limits: Occupational or 
"Controlled environment" and General Public or "Uncontrolled environment". The 
General Public limits are generally five times more conservative or restrictive than 
the Occupational limit. These limits apply to accessible areas where workers or the 
general public may be exposed to Radio Frequency (RF) electromagnetic fields. 

Occupational or Controlled limits apply in situations in which persons are exposed 
as a consequence of their employment and where those persons exposed have 
been made fully aware of the potential for exposure and can exercise control over 
their exposure. 

An area is considered a Controlled environment when access is limited to these 
aware personnel. Typical criteria are restricted access (i.e. locked or alarmed 
doors, barriers, etc.) to the areas where antennas are located coupled with proper 
RF waming signage. A site with Controlled environments is evaluated with 
Occupational limits. 

All other areas are considered Uncontrolled environments. If a site has no access 
controls or no RF warning signage it is evaluated with General Public limits. 

The theoretical modeling of the RF electromagnetic fields has been performed in 
accordance with OET Bulletin 65. The Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) limits 
utilized in this analysis are outlined in the following diagram: 

FCC Limits for Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) 
Plane-wave Equivalent Power Density 

1000 I 
! I-Occupational ~ I 1- -General Public! 

Ne 100 
u 

~ g 10 
Z. 
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G> :: \..~~ ...... / 
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Limits for Occupational/Controlled Exposure (MPE) 
Frequency Electric Magnetic Power Averaging Time IEI2, 

Range Field Field Density IHI2 or S (minutes) 

(MHz) Strength (E) Strength (S) 

(Vim) (H) (Aim) (mW/cm2) 

0.3-3.0 614 1.63 (100)* 6 

3.0-30 1842/f 4.89/f (900Ie)* 6 

30-300 61.4 0.163 1.0 6 

300-1500 f!300 6 
1500- 5 6 

100,000 

Limits for General Population/Uncontrolled Exposure (MPE) 
Frequency Electric Magnetic' Power Averaging Time IEI2, 

Range Field Field Density IHI2 or S (minutes) 

(MHz) Strength (E) Strength (S) 

(Vim) (H) (Aim) (mW/cm2) 

0.3-1.34 614 1.63 (100)* 30 
1.34-30 824/[ 2.19/[ (180/[2)* 30 
30-300 27.S 0.073 0.2 30 
300-1S00 fl1S00 30 
lS00- 1.0 30 
100,000 

[= frequency in MHz *Plane-wave equivalent power density 

2.2 OSHA Statement 
The General Duty clause of the OSHA Act (Section 5) outlines the occupational 
safety and health responsibilities of the employer and employee. The General Duty 
clause in Section 5 states: 

(a) Each employer-
(1) shall furnish to each of his employees employment and a 

place of employment which are free from recognized hazards 
that are causing or are likely to cause death or serious physical 
harm to his employees; 

(2) shall comply with occupational safety and health standards 
promulgated under this Act. 

(b) Each employee shall comply with occupational safety and health standards 
and all rules, regUlations, and orders issued pursuant to this Act which are 
applicable to his own actions and conduct. 

OSHA has defined Radiofrequency and Microwave Radiation safety standards for 
workers who may enter hazardous RF areas. Regulation Standards 29 CFR § 
1910.147 identify a generic Lock Out Tag Out procedure aimed to control the 
unexpected energization or start up of machines when maintenance or service is 
being performed. 

200 N. Glebe Road. Suite 1000. Arlington, VA 22203·3728 
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3 Site Compliance 

3.1 Site Compliance Statement 
Upon evaluation of the cumulative RF emission levels from all operators at this site, 
Sitesafe has determined that: 

This site will be compliant with the FCC rules and regulations, as described in OET 
Bulletin 65. 

AT&T Mobility, LLC is predicted to contribute less than 5% of the maximum 
permissible exposure (MPE) based on theoretical modeling using parameters 
supplied by the client; therefore, AT&T Mobility, LLC has no responsibility for bringing 
the site into compliance with FCC guidelines. See Appendix C. A detailed 
explanation of the 5% rule can be found in the Definition section of Appendix B. 

The compliance determination is based on General Public MPE levels based on 
theoretical modeling, RF signage placement recommendations, proposed 
antenna inventory and the level of restricted access to the antennas at the site. 
Any deviation from the AT&T Mobility, LLC's proposed deployment plan could result 
in the site being rendered non-compliant. 

3.2 Actions for Site Compliance 
Based on common industry practice and our understanding of FCC and OSHA 
requirements, this section provides a statement of recommendations for site 
compliance. RF alert signage recommendations have been proposed based on 
theoretical analysis of MPE levels. Barriers can consist of locked doors, fencing, 
railing, rope, chain, paint striping or tape, combined with RF alert signage. 

This site will be compliant with the FCC rules and regulations. 

Sitesafe found one or more issues that led to our determination. The site will be 
made compliant if the following changes are implemented: 

.. Restricted access to the site (by lock, alarm or sign-in sheet), preventing 
anyone from the general public access to the site; 

and, 

.. Posting RF signs that a person could read and understand the signs prior to 
accessing the site; 

Site Access Location 
Put lock on Site Access Door. 
Information Sign 1 required, in English. 
Information Sign 1 required, in Spanish. 
Yellow caution sign required. 

200 N. Glebe Road. Suite 1000 • Arlington, VA 22203-3728 
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4 Safety Plan and Procedures 

The following items are general safety recommendations that should be 
administered on a site by site basis as needed by the carrier. 

General Maintenance Work: Any maintenance personnel required to work 
immediately in front of antennas and / or in areas indicated as above 100% of the 
Occupational MPE limits should coordinate with the wireless operators to disable 
transmitters during their work activities. 

Training and Qualification Verification: All personnel accessing areas indicated as 
exceeding the General Population MPE limits should have a basic understanding 
of EME awareness and RF Safety procedures when working around transmitting 
antennas. Awareness training increases a workers understanding to potential RF 
exposure scenarios. Awareness can be achieved in a number of ways (e.g. 
videos, formal classroom lecture or internet based courses). 

Physical Access Control: Access restrictions to transmitting antennas locations is 
the primary element in a site safety plan. Examples of access restrictions are as 
follows: 

• Locked door or gate 
• Alarmed door 
• Locked ladder access 
• Restrictive Barrier at antenna (e.g. Chain link with posted RF Sign) 

RF Signage: Everyone should obey all posted signs at all times. RF signs play an 
important role in properly warning a worker prior to entering into a potential RF 
Exposure area. 

Assume all antennas are active: Due to the nature of telecommunications 
transmissions, an antenna transmits intermittently. Always assume an antenna is 
transmitting. Never stop in front of an antenna. If you have to pass by an antenna, 
move through as quickly and safely as possible thereby reducing any exposure to 
a minimum. 

Maintain a 3 foot clearance from all antennas: There is a direct correlation 
between the strength of an EME field and the distance from the transmitting 
antenna. The further away from an antenna, the lower the corresponding EME 
field is. 

Site RF Emissions Diagram: Section 5 of this report contains an RF Diagram that 
outlines various theoretical Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) areas at the site. 
The modeling is a worst case scenario assuming a duty cycle of 100% for each 
transmitting antenna at full power. This analysis is based on one of two access 
control criteria: General Public criteria means the access to the site is uncontrolled 
and anyone can gain access. Occupational criteria means the access is 
restricted and only properly trained individuals can gain access to the antenna 
locations. 

200 N. Glebe Road. Suite 1000 • Arlington, VA 22203-3728 
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5 Analysis 

5.1 RF Emissions Diagram 
The RF diagram(s) below display theoretical spatially averaged percentage of the 
Maximum Permissible Exposure for all systems at the site unless otherwise noted. 
These diagrams use modeling as proscribed in OET Bulletin 65 and assumptions 
detailed in Appendix B. 

The key at the bottom of each diagram indicates if percentages displayed are 
referenced to FCC Occupational or General Public Maximum Permissible Exposure 
(MPE) limits. Color coding on the diagram is as follows: 

a) Composite Exposure Levels 
.. Areas indicated as Green are below 100% of the MPE limits. 
.. Blue represents areas predicted to be between 100% and 500% of the MPE 

limits. 
.. Yellow represents areas predicted to be between 500% and 5000% of the MPE 

limits. 
• Red areas indicated predicted levels greater than 5000% of the MPE limits. 

b) AT&T Mobility 5% Exposure Levels: 
.. Areas indicated as Green are below 5% of the MPE limits. 
.. Purple represents areas predicted to be greater than 5% of the MPE limits. 

The theoretical analysis identified the maximum predicted MPE levels to be: 

Maximum Theoretical General Public or Uncontrolled MPE level: 2.0% 
Maximum Theoretical Occupational or Controlled MPE Level: 0.4% 
AT&T Maximum Theoretical General Public or Uncontrolled MPE level: 2.0% 
AT&T Maximum Theoretical Occupational or Controlled MPE level: 0.4% 

General Population diagrams are specified when an area is accessible to the 
public; i.e. personnel that do not meet Occupational or RF Safety trained criteria, 
could gain access. 

If trained occupational personnel require access to areas that are delineated as 
Red or above 100% of the limit, Sitesafe recommends that they utilize the proper 
personal protection equipment (RF monitors), coordinate with the carriers to 
reduce or shutdown power, or make real-time power density measurements with 
the appropriate power density meter to determine real-time MPE levels. This will 
allow the personnel to ensure that their work area is within exposure limits. 

The key at the bottom also indicates the level or height of the modeling with 
respect to the main level. The origin is typically referenced to the main rooftop 
level, or ground level for a structure without access to the antenna level. For 
example: 

Average from 0 feet above to 6 feet above origin 

and 
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Average from 20 feet above to 26 feet above origin 

The first indicates modeling at the main rooftop (or ground) level averaged over 6 
feet. The second indicates modeling at a higher level (possibly a penthouse level) 
of 20 feet averaged over 6 feet. 

Abbreviations used in the RF Emissions Dia rams 
PH=##' Penthouse at ## feet above main roof 

Additional Information in the RF Emissions Diagrams Key 
The RF emissions diagram provides indications of RF signage, barriers and locked 
doors. The table below lists the abbreviations used to indicate locked doors, signs 
and barriers: 

Type Existing Recommended Type Existing Recommended 

Notice 
Caution 

Info Sign 2 
Info Si n 3 
Info Sign 4 

Location Location Location 
NE 
CE 
WE 
I1E 
12E 
13E 
14E 

NR Locked Door LE 
CR Fencing 
WR Rope Chain 

RE 
ill Paint Stripes 
12R Tape 
13R 
14R 
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6 Antenna Inventory 

The Antenna Inventory shows all transmitting antennas at the site. This inventory 
was provided by the customer, and was utilized by Sitesafe to perform theoretical 
modeling of RF emissions. The inventory coincides with the site diagrams in this 
report, identifying each antenna's location at CCU6078 - Sebastiani Vineyards. The 
antenna information collected includes the following information: 

.. Licensee or wireless operator name 

.. Frequency or frequency band 

.. Transmitter power - Effective Radiated Power ("ERP"), or Equivalent Isotropic 
Radiated Power ("EIRP") in Watts 

.. Antenna manufacturer make, model, and gain 

For other carriers at this site, the use of "Generic" as an antenna model, or 
"Unknown" for an operator means the information with regard to carrier, their FCC 
license and/or antenna information was not available nor could it be secured 
while on site. Equipment, antenna models and nominal transmit power were used 
for modeling, based on past experience with radio service providers. 

200 N. Glebe Road .. Suite 1000 • Arlington, VA 22203-3728 
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The following antenna inventory, on this and the following page, were provided by the customer and were utilized to create 
the site model diagrams: 

••• 
Table 3: Antenna Inventory 

. OperatedSy TX Freq ERP 1·· •.• • ..• ·.·Antenna· Az 
...... 

Antenna Model Ant Len Horizontal Location 
(MHz) ..... (Watts) Gain(dSd) 1.(Oeg) Type (ft) Half Power 

Seomwidth X 

• 
........ ...... .. .. . .... '. (Oeg) ". 

AT&T Mobility LLC 737 (LTE) 973 12.10 60 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-04 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 301' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 1900 (UMTS) 1283 15.06 60 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-02 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 300' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 850 (UMTS) 867 13.36 60 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-04 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 299' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 1900 (UMTS) 1283 15.06 60 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-02 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 299' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 850 (UMTS) 867 13.36 60 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-04 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 297' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 1900 (UMTS) 1283 15.06 60 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-02 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 297' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 737 (LTE) 973 12.10 300 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-04 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 294' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 1900 (UMTS) 1283 15.06 300 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-02 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 293' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 850 (UMTS) 867 13.36 300 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-04 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 292' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 1900 (UMTS) 1283 15.06 300 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-02 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 292' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 850 (UMTS) 867 13.36 300 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-04 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 292' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 1900 (UMTS) 1283 15.06 300 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-02 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 292' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 737 (LTE) 973 12.10 180 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-04 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 295' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 1900 (UMTS) 1283 15.06 180 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-02 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 296' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 850 (UMTS) 867 13.36 180 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-04 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 298' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 1900 (UMTS) 1283 15.06 180 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-02 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 298' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 850 (UMTS) 867 12.10 180 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-04 (Proposed) Panel 6 65 300' 

AT&T Mobility LLC 1900 (UMTS) 1283 15.06 180 Powerwave P65-16-XLH-RR-02 (Proposed) Pan~ , ___ 6 65 300' 
--_ .. - ------ ---

NOTE: X, Y and Z indicate relative position of the antenna to the origin location on the site, displayed in the model results diagram. Specifically, the Z 
reference indicates antenna height above the main site level unless otherwise indicated. ERP values provided by the client and used in the modeling may be 
greater than are currently deployed. For other carriers at this site J-he use of "Generic" as an antenna model or "Unknown" for a wireless operator means the 
information with regard to carrier, their FCC license and/or antenna information was not available nor could it be secured while on site. Equipment, antenna 
models and nominal transmit power were used for modeling, based on past experience with radio service providers. 
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7 Engineer Certification 

The professional engineer whose seal appears on the cover of this document hereby 

certifies and affirms that: 

I am registered as a Professional Engineer in the jurisdiction indicated in the 

professional engineering stamp on the cover of this document; and 

That I am an employee of Sitesafe, Inc., in Arlington, Virginia, at which place the staff 

and I provide RF compliance services to clients in the wireless communications industry; and 

That I am thoroughly familiar with the Rules and Regulations of the Federal 

Communications Commission (FCC) as well as the regulations of the Occupational Safety 

and Health Administration (OSHA), both in general and specifically as they apply to the FCC 

Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radio-frequency Radiation; and 

That I have thoroughly reviewed this Site Compliance Report and believe it to be true 

and accurate to the best of my knowledge as assembled by and attested to by Tony 

DeMattia. 

November 16, 2012 

200 N. Glebe Rood. Suite 1000. Arlington, VA 22203·3728 
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Appendix A - Statement of limiting Conditions 

Sitesafe will not be responsible for matters of a legal nature that affect the site or 
property. 

Due to the complexity of some wireless sites, Sitesafe performed this analysis and 
created this report utilizing best industry practices and due diligence. Sitesafe 
cannot be held accountable or responsible for anomalies or discrepancies due to 
actual site conditions (i.e., mislabeling of antennas or equipment, inaccessible 
cable runs, inaccessible antennas or equipment. etc.) or information or data 
supplied by AT&T Mobility, LLC, the site manager, or their affiliates, subcontractors 
or assigns. 

Sitesafe has provided computer generated model(s) in this Site Compliance Report 
to show approximate dimensions of the site, and the model is included to assist the 
reader of the compliance report to visualize the site area, and to provide 
supporting documentation for Sitesafe's recommendations. 

Sitesafe may note in the Site Compliance Report any adverse physical conditions, 
such as needed repairs, observed during the survey of the subject property or that 
Sitesafe became aware of during the normal research involved in performing this 
survey. Sitesafe will not be responsible for any such conditions that do exist or for 
any engineering or testing that might be required to discover whether such 
conditions exist. Because Sitesafe is not an expert in the field of mechanical 
engineering or building maintenance, the Site Compliance Report must not be 
considered a structural or physical engineering report. 

Sitesafe obtained information used in this Site Compliance Report from sources that 
Sitesafe considers reliable and believes them to be true and correct. Sitesafe does 
not assume any responsibility for the accuracy of such items that were furnished by 
other parties. When conflicts in information occur between data provided by a 
second party and physical data collected by Sitesafe, the physical data will be 
used. 

200 N. Glebe Road. Suite 1000 e Arlington, VA 22203·3728 
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Appendix B - Assumptions and Definitions 

General Model Assumptions 
In this site compliance report, it is assumed that all antennas are operating at full 
power at all times. Software modeling was performed for all transmitting antennas 
located on the site. Sitesdfe has further assumed a 100% duty cycle and maximum 
radiated power. 

The site has been modeled with these assumptions to show the maximum RF 
energy density. Sitesafe believes this to be a worst-case analysis, based on best 
available data. Areas modeled to predict emissions greater than 100% of the 
applicable MPE level may not actually occur, but are shown as a worst-case 
prediction that could be realized real time. Sitesafe believes these areas to be 
safe for entry by occupationally trained personnel utilizing appropriate personal 
protective equipment (in most cases, a personal monitor). 

Thus, at any time, if power density measurements were made, we believe the real­
time measurements would indicate levels below those depicted in the RF emission 
diagram(s) in this report. By modeling in this way, Sitesafe has conservatively shown 
exclusion areas - areas that should not be entered without the use of a personal 
monitor, carriers reducing power, or performing real-time measurements to 
indicate real-time exposure levels. 

Use of Generic Antennas 
For the purposes of this report, the use of "Generic" as an antenna model, or 
"Unknown" for an operator means the information about a carrier, their FCC 
license and/or antenna information was not provided and could not be obtained 
while on site. In the event of unknown information, Sitesafe will use our industry 
specific knowledge of equipment, antenna models, and transmit power to model 
the site. If more specific information can be obtained for the unknown 
measurement criteria, Sitesafe recommends remodeling of the site utilizing the 
more complete and accurate data. Information about similar facilities is used 
when the service is identified and associated with a particular antenna. If no 
information is available regarding the transmitting service associated with an 
unidentified antenna, using the antenna manufacturer's published data regarding 
the antenna's physical characteristics makes more conservative assumptions. 

Where the frequency is unknown, Sitesafe uses the closest frequency in the 
antenna's range that corresponds to the highest Maximum Permissible Exposure 
(MPE), resulting in a conservative analysis. 

200 N. Glebe Road. Suite 1000. Arlington, VA 22203-3728 
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Definitions 

5% Rule - The rules adopted by the FCC specify that, in general, at multiple 
transmitter sites actions necessary to bring the area into compliance with the 
guidelines are the shared responsibility of all licensees whose transmitters produce 
field strengths or power density levels at the area in question in excess of 5% of the 
exposure limits. In other words, any wireless operator that contributes 5% or greater 
of the MPE limit in an area that is identified to be greater than 100% of the MPE limit 
is responsible taking corrective actions to bring the site into compliance. 

Compliance - The determination of whether a site is safe or not with regards to 
Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Radiation from transmitting antennas. 

Decibel (dB) - A unit for measuring power or strength of a signal. 

Duty Cycle - The percent of pulse duration to the pulse period of a periodic pulse 
train. Also, may be a measure of the temporal transmission characteristic of an 
intermittently transmitting RF source such as a paging antenna by dividing average 
transmission duration by the average period for transmission. A duty cycle of 100% 
corresponds to continuous operation. 

Effective (or Equivalent) Isotropic Radiated Power (EIRP) - The product of the power 
supplied to the antenna and the antenna gain in a given direction relative to an 
isotropic antenna. 

Effective Radiated Power (ERP) - In a given direction, the reiative gain of a 
transmitting antenna with respect to the maximum directivity of a half wave dipole 
multiplied by the net power accepted by the antenna from the connecting 
transmitter. 

Gain (of an antenna) - The ratio of the maximum intensity in a given direction to 
the maximum radiation in the same direction from an isotropic radiator. Gain is a 
measure of the relative efficiency of a directional antennas as compared to an 
omni directional antenna. 

General Population/Uncontrolled Environment - Defined by the FCC, as an area 
where RFR exposure may occur to persons who are unaware of the potential for 
exposure and who have no control of their exposure. General Population is also 
referenced as General Public. 

Generic Antenna - For the purposes of this report, the use of "Generic" as an 
antenna model means the antenna information was not provided and could not 
be obtained while on site. In the event of unknown information, Sitesafe will use 
our industry specific knowledge of antenna models to select a worst case scenario 
antenna to model the site. 

Isotropic Antenna - An antenna that is completely non-directional. In other words, 
an antenna that radiates energy equally in all directions. 

200 N. Glebe Road. Suite 1000 • Arlington, VA 22203·3728 
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Maximum Measurement - This measurement represents the single largest 
measurement recorded when performing a spatial average measurement. 

Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) - The rms and peak electric and magnetic 
field strength, their squares, or the plane-wave equivalent power densities 
associated with these fields to which a person may be exposed without harmful 
effect and with acceptable safety factor. 

Occupational/Controlled Environment - Defined by the FCC, as an area where 
Radio Frequency Radiation (RFR) exposure may occur to persons who are aware of 
the potential for exposure as a condition of employment or specific activity and 
can exercise control over their exposure. 

OET Bulletin 65 - Technical guideline developed by the FCC's Office of Engineering 
and Technology to determine the impact of Radio Frequency radiation on 
Humans. The guideline was published in August 1997. 

OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health Administration) - Under the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970, employers are responsible for providing a safe and 
healthy workplace for their employees. OSHA's role is to promote the safety and 
health of America's working men and women by setting and enforcing standards; 
providing training, outreach and education; establishing partnerships; and 
encouraging continual process improvement in workplace safety and health. For 
more information, visit www.osha.gov. 

Radio Frequency Radiation - Electromagnetic waves that are propagated from 
antennas through space. 

Spatial Average Measurement - A technique used to average a minimum of ten 
(10) measurements taken in a ten (10) second interval from zero (0) to six (6) feet. 
This measurement is intended to model the average energy an average sized 
human body will absorb while present in an electromagnetic field of energy. 

Transmitter Power Output (TPO) - The radio frequency output power of a 
transmitter's final radio frequency stage as measured at the output terminal while 
connected to a load. 
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Appendix C - Rules & Regulations 

Explanation of Applicable Rules and Regulations 
The FCC has set forth guidelines in OET Bulletin 65 for human exposure to radio 
frequency electromagnetic fields. Specific regulations regarding this topic are 
listed in Part 1, Subpart I, of Title 47 in the Code of Federal Regulations. Currently. 
there are two different levels of MPE - General Public MPE and Occupational MPE. 
An individual classified as Occupational can be defined as an individual who has 
received appropriate RF training and meets the conditions outlined below. 
General Public is defined as anyone who does not meet the conditions of being 
Occupational. FCC and OSHA Rules and Regulations define compliance in terms 
of total exposure to total RF energy, regardless of location of or proximity to the 
sources of energy. 

It is the responsibility of all licensees to ensure these guidelines are maintained at all 
times. It is the ongoing responsibility of all licensees composing the site to maintain 
ongoing compliance with FCC rules and regulations. Individual licensees that 
contribute less than 5% MPE to any total area out of compliance are not 
responsible for corrective actions. 

OSHA has adopted and enforces the FCC's exposure guidelines. A building owner 
or site manager can use this report as part of an overall RF Health and Safety 
Policy. It is important for building owners/site managers to identify areas in excess 
of the General Population MPE and ensure that only persons qualified as 
Occupational are granted access to those areas. 

Occupational Environment Explained 
The FCC definition of Occupational exposure limits apply to persons who: 

.. are exposed to RF energy as a consequence of their employment; 

.. have been made aware of the possibility of exposure; and 

.. can exercise control over their exposure. 

OSHA guidelines go further to state that persons must complete RF Safety 
Awareness training and must be trained in the use of appropriate personal 
protective equipment. 

In order to consider this site an Occupational Environment, the site must be 
controlled to prevent access by any individuals classified as the General Public. 
Compliance is also maintained when any non-occupational individuals (the 
General Public) are prevented from accessing areas indicated as Red or Yellow in 
the attached RF Emissions diagram. In addition, a person must be aware of the RF 
environment into which they are entering. This can be accomplished by an RF 
Safety Awareness class, and by appropriate written documentation such as this 
Site Compliance Report. 

All AT&T Mobility, LLC employees who require access to this site must complete RF 
Safety Awareness training and must be trained in the use of appropriate personal 
protective equipment. 
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Appendix D - General Safety Recommendations 

The following are general recommendations appropriate for any site with 
accessible areas in excess of 100% General Public MPE. These recommendations 
are not specific to this site. These are safety recommendations appropriate for 
typical site management, building management, and other tenant operations. 

1. All individuals needing access to the main site (or the area indicated to be in 
excess of General Public MPE) should wear a personal RF Exposure monitor, 
successfully complete proper RF Safety Awareness training, and have and be 
trained in the use of appropriate personal protective equipment. 

2. All individuals needing access to the main site should be instructed to read and 
obey all posted placards and signs. 

3. The site should be routinely inspected and this or similar report updated with the 
addition of any antennas or upon any changes to the RF environment including: 

.. adding new antennas that may have been located on the site 

.. removing of any existing antennas 

.. changes in the radiating power or number of RF emitters 

4. Post the appropriate NOTICE, CAUTION, or WARNING sign at the main site access 
point(s) and other locations as required. Note: Please refer to RF Exposure 
Diagrams in Appendix B, to inform everyone who has access to this site that 
beyond posted signs there may be levels in excess of the limits prescribed by the 
FCC. The signs below are examples of signs meeting FCC guidelines. 

Bt"yond This Point you are 
entering an area where RF 
Emissions may ""ceedthe FCC 
General Population Exposure 
Limits 
Follow all posted signs and site guidelines 
for working in anRF environment 

:toUtt'~;Cl't.llW~,\l AT&T 

CAUTION···· 

~ 
Beyond This Point you are 

. entering a controlled area where 
RF Emissions may ""ceed the 
FCC Occupational Exposure 
Limits 
Obey all posted sl€pS andsile guidelines 
for workingm anRF envirorunent 

:t..d:lt'('I":t'l'f..1UO":'ibl AT&T 

Beyond This Pointyoll are 
enteling a contl'OlIed area 
RF Emissions exceed the FCC 
Controlled E.'posUl'e Limits 
Fnilure tn obey all posted ~gns and site 
guidelines could result in serious injury 

"CFl'.ll~'?(", AT&T 

5. Ensure that the site door remains locked (or appropriately controlled) to deny 
access to the general public if deemed as policy by the building/site owner. 

6. For a General Public environment the four color levels identified in this analysis 
can be interpreted in the following manner: 

a) Composite Exposure Levels 
.. Areas indicated as Green are below 100% of the MPE limits or below. 
.. Blue represents areas predicted to be between 100% and 500% of the MPE 

limits. 
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... Yellow represents areas predicted to be between 500% and 5000% of the MPE 
limits. 

II Red areas indicated predicted levels greater than 5000% of the MPE limits. 

b) .AT&T Mobility 5% Exposure Levels: 
'" .Areas indicated as Green ore below 5% of the MPE limits or below. 
II Purple represents areas predicted to be greater than 5% of the MPE limits. 

7. Use of a Personal Protective Monitor: When working around antennas, Sitesafe 
strong recommends the use of a Personal Protective Monitor (PPM). Wearing a 
PPM will properly forewarn the individual prior to entering an RF exposure area. 

Keep a copy of this report available for all persons who rnust access the site. They 
should read this report and be aware of the potential hazards with regards to RF 
and MPE limits. 

Additional Information 
.Additional RF information is available by visiting both www.Sitesafe.com and 
www.fcc.gov/oet/rfsafety. OSHA has additional information available at: 
http://www .osha-slc.gov /SLTC/radiofrequencyradiation. 
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Proposed Wireless 
Communications Facility 

Located adjacent to  
379 4th St E, Sonoma, CA 95476 

 “AT&T Site ID: CCU5801” 



Introduction 

• AT&T proposes a new wireless telecommunications facility 
at the property adjacent to 379 4th St E in Sonoma, CA.  

• This facility will enhance and expand the AT&T network in 
this community in order to improve communications 
service for its existing and prospective customers.  

• The purpose of the proposed site is to offload the two 
existing AT&T cell sites (CNU0459 – 347 Andrieux St., & 
CNU0516 – 21003 Broadway) and provide improved 
customer capacity and coverage surrounding the 
intersection of East Napa Street and 4th Street East.  

• This facility will serve the surrounding residents, 
businesses, and travelers along these streets. 



Design 

• This is an application for a new, unmanned AT&T Mobility Facility, 
consisting of: 
 A new stealth redwood monopine tree tower 
 12 6’ panel antennas 
 15 remote radio units (RRUS‐11) 
 3 surge protectors 
 A California approved equipment shelter 
 Leased area enclosed within a slatted chain link fence. 

• The overall height of the proposed redwood monopine tower is 80’, 
with the antennas located at an 70’ antenna centerline. 

• The additional height of the tower above the antennas is proposed 
to help give the tree a natural tapered look at the top. 



Design cont. 

• AT&T originally proposed the installation of a 
95 foot tall redwood monopine tree tower. 

• Based on community input AT&T has 
redesigned the site and reduced the proposed 
redwood monopine tree tower to an overall 
height of 80 feet. 

• This change has reduced the overall height by 
15 feet and the height of the antennas by 10 
feet. 
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West Elevation – Prior Design vs. Current 
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Monopine Design 

• A monopine is designed to emulate the 
appearance of a pine tree. 

• The monopine design was chosen over other 
traditional tower types in order to provide a 
site that blends best into the existing 
environment while reducing the visual impact 
to the area. 



Photosimulations 

• The following photosimulations show how the 
existing area currently looks and how it will 
look with the proposed 80’ tall tree tower and 
the previously proposed 95’ tall tree tower for 
comparison. 



Photosimulations - Viewpoints 
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Viewpoint from the West – 80’ Tall Tree Tower 

~at&t ....... A & ... H A ... =_. 
IODJ. TO "".TH ST. E 

SQHOI.I .. CA9'S4'" 



Viewpoint from the West – 95’ Tall Tree Tower 
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Viewpoint from the Southeast – 80’ Tall Tree Tower 
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Viewpoint from the Southeast – 95’ Tall Tree Tower 
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Viewpoint from the East on Lovell Valley Rd – 80’ Tall Tree Tower 
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Viewpoint from the East on Lovell Valley Rd – 95’ Tall Tree Tower 
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Viewpoint from the Northwest at 4th St E and Lucca Ct –  
80’ Tall Tree Tower 
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Viewpoint from the West at 4th St E and Lovell Valley Rd –  
80’ Tall Tree Tower 
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Viewpoint from the South at San Lorenzo Ct –  
80’ Tall Tree Tower 
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Cell Sites: Vital 21st Century 
Infrastructure 

• AT&T is Working to Provide its Customers the Robust 
Wireless Networks They Demand 

• People at home and at work rely on wireless devices 
and applications in nearly every aspect of daily life. 

• The ways customers use wireless technology has also 
changed with the increased use of data-demanding 
(capacity) applications and activities. 

• Increasingly, customers are cutting the wireline cord 
and going totally mobile, making cellular coverage 
even more important. 



Stronger Wireless Networks Expand What Is Possible 
For Businesses, Individuals And Communities 

• Wireless connectivity allows local entrepreneurs and 
small businesses to innovate and compete on a global 
scale. 

• Mobile capacity enhances education, improves 
healthcare outcomes and advances civic participation. 

• Broadband availability can lead to higher property 
values, while cell service availability can influence real 
estate deals and influence businesses looking to 
relocate or expand. 

• Mobile communications enhance public safety and 
allow for critical communication between the public 
and first responders. 



AT&T Deploys Different Technologies To Provide 
The Best Possible Service In A Responsible Way 

• At AT&T we are constantly scrutinizing our network and 
listening to customer feedback to identify the locations to 
enhance coverage and address coverage gaps. 

• Our engineers follow strict federal, state and local safety 
standards, and work closely with local communities 
whenever possible to upgrade our technology in the least 
intrusive way. 

• In an increasingly mobile world with ever-growing demands 
on wireless, AT&T’s work is never done.  

• We’re working hard every day in your community to bring 
you best-in-class wireless service and a superior mobile 
experience. 



Coverage vs. Capacity 

• In the past, cell towers were built as high as possible in order to blanket wide 
swaths of ground with radio frequency (RF) signals and cover as many 
subscribers as possible. Today, industry focus has shifted from simply coverage 
to "capacity coverage" in order to meet subscriber demand for bandwidth-
intensive services. In other words, mobile operators are not just concerned 
with how many subscribers they can cover with a single tower. They are 
concerned with how many subscribers they can cover while those subscribers 
are streaming up to 100 Mbps of video simultaneously. 

• The proliferation of smartphones and tablet computers will continue to drive 
the need for increased network capacity coverage over the next several years. 
Mobile device manufacturers are churning out products that can squeeze 
more and more bits per hertz from the spectrum, and consumers are buying 
them by the millions, often resulting in overloaded networks and sluggish or 
interrupted service.  



Significant Service Capacity Gap 

• AT&T has identified a significant service capacity gap 
in the City of Sonoma, specifically in the 
northeastern residential neighborhoods of the City.  

• The Proposed Facility will provide the best available 
and least intrusive means to close the significant 
service capacity gap. The Proposed Facility would not 
only close the significant service gap for cellular 
telephone calls but also for data capacity, as it is 
needed for the existing and future data intensive 
devices. 



4G LTE 
• Providing improved indoor service to residents will allow them 

to take advantage of ATT’s high speed wireless network including 
the new 4G LTE network.  

• 4G LTE is capable of delivering speeds up to 10 times faster than 
industry-average 3G speeds.  

• LTE technology also offers lower latency, or the processing time 
it takes to move data through a network, such as how long it 
takes to start downloading a webpage or file once you’ve sent 
the request.  

• Lower latency helps to improve the quality of personal wireless 
services.  

• What's more, LTE uses spectrum more efficiently than other 
technologies, creating more space to carry data traffic and 
services and to deliver a better overall network experience.  

• AT&T designs and builds its wireless network to satisfy its 
customer service standards, which ensure customers receive 
reliable in-building service quality. 
 



Propagation Tools 

• AT&T uses industry standard propagation tools to identify 
the areas in its network where signal strength is too weak 
to provide reliable in-building service quality. 

• In-building service is critical as customers increasingly use 
their mobile phones as their primary communication 
device  

• Landlines to residences have decreased significantly 
• Customers rely on the their mobile phones to do more: 

E911 
GPS 
Web access 
Text 
Etc. 



© 2010 AT&T Intellectual Property. All rights reserved. AT&T, the AT&T logo and all other AT&T marks contained herein are 
trademarks of AT&T Intellectual Property and/or AT&T affiliated companies. All other marks contained herein are the property 
of their respective owners. 
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Propagation Maps 

• Map 1 shows existing coverage (without 
proposed site), service provided by existing 
AT&T sites. 

• Map 2 predicts service coverage based on 
signal strength in the vicinity of the Property if 
antennas area placed as proposed in this 
application. 



Propagation Maps Legend 

• Green = acceptable in-building service coverage.  
• In-building coverage means customers are able to 

place or receive a call on the ground floor of a building.  
• Yellow = acceptable in-vehicle service coverage.  
• In-vehicle coverage means an AT&T customer should 

be able to successfully place or receive a call within a 
vehicle.  

• Blue = a customer might have difficulty receiving a 
consistently acceptable level of service. 

• Any area in the yellow or blue category is considered 
inadequate service coverage and constitutes a service 
coverage gap. 
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Existing AT&T Coverage – Map 1 
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Coverage with Proposed 80’ Tall Tree Tower – Map 2 
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Federal Telecommunications Act 

• The local government may not regulate the 
placement, construction, or modification of 
wireless communications facilities on the basis 
of the environmental effects of radio 
frequency emissions to the extent such 
facilities comply with the FCC’s regulations 
concerning such emissions  

• (47 U.S.C. §332(c)(7)(B)(iv)) 



RF Compliance 

• AT&T has prepared a Radio Frequency study for 
this proposed wireless facility. 

• This report addresses exposure to radio 
frequency electromagnetic fields in accordance 
with the FCC Rules and Regulations for all 
individuals 

• The study concluded, “This site will be compliant 
with the FCC rules and regulations…” 

• “AT&T Mobility, LLC is predicted to contribute less 
than 5% of the maximum permissible exposure 
(MPE)” 



Wireless Communication:  
Line-of-sight Technology 

• Requires facilities to be in relatively close proximity to the wireless 
handsets to be served.  

• The location of a wireless facility to close a significant gap in service 
coverage is dependent upon many factors, including, but not 
limited to:  
 Topography 
 Zoning requirements  
 Existing structures  
 Collocation opportunities  
 Available utilities  
 Access to public rights-of-way  
 Property owner who is willing to execute a lease for a sufficiently sized 

parcel on reasonable business terms.  

• Every proposed site is different and must be investigated and 
evaluated on its own terms. 



Alternatives Site Analysis 

• AT&T 
reviewed many 
locations for 
this proposed 
wireless facility 
• Both existing 
towers and 
other new 
tower sites 
were reviewed, 
as shown on 
this map 



Area Analysis 

• The purpose of developing a new AT&T site on the proposed 
property is to bring improved capacity to the area.  

• The area was researched for potential co-locations and other 
structures that may accommodate AT&T’s capacity objective.  

• Both options are typically sought out by AT&T for a variety of 
reasons including: 
 Existing structures and wireless communications sites are pre-existing 

and therefore have already been accepted into the community 
 Reduced expense to develop a new site 
 Reduced timeframe to improved coverage to the community 

• Ultimately, there are no existing structures or co-location 
opportunities in the area that will meet AT&T’s coverage objective. 

• The following alternative site analysis further explains why this site 
location is the most feasible location to provide the best coverage 
to the northeast neighborhoods of the City. 



All Wireless Sites within 3, 4 & 5 Mile Radius 



Proposed Facility 

• Has a willing landlord 
• Is feasible from a construction standpoint 
• Is feasible from a radio frequency perspective. With the 

Proposed Facility at this location, AT&T will be able to 
propagate a signal to close most or all of its significant 
service gap in coverage and capacity. 

• Conforms to applicable zoning criteria, including the 
standards for telecommunication facilities set forth in 
Chapter 5.32 of the City Code. 

• The stealth design as a monopine was chosen to blend 
into the surrounding, as there are other trees in the 
vicinity. 



Proposed Facility 

The proposed wireless facility site at the Sebastiani Winery: 

 Will provide the best network service to this neighborhood  

 Will provide the least visually intrusive means to provide superior service to this neighborhood 

• The warehouse on the Sebastiani Winery property did not provide enough height to be considered 
for the facility. 

• The proposed facility location is at the center of the majority of the customer complaints in the area 
and is situated perfectly for offloading the existing AT&T sites and for providing increased capacity to 
the area. The proposed monopine would blend in with the surrounding trees allowing for the best 
capacity coverage increase with the least visual impact to the area. 



Alternate Sites List 

Distance 

ALT.SITE ".m REASON REJECTED BY AT&T ADDRESS 

" Proposed 
Site 

PROPOSED SITE: 379 4th St. E, Sonoma, CA 95476 

Loc.lll 347 Andrirux Street 1.03 Miles Existing AT&T Facility 

Loc.1I2 276 E. Napa Street 0.32 Miles The proposed site belief meets AT&rs capacity needs. 

Loc.1I3 284 1st Street West 0.55 Miles Too dose to existing A T& T Facility 

Loc.1I4 19B 1st Street West 0.62 Miles Located too far from the needed area. 

Loc.1I5 196168th Street East 0.83 Miles Located too far from the needed area. 

Loc.1I6 175 1st Street East 0.69 Miles Located too lar from the needed area. 

loc.1I7 2()()()() Broadway 0.92 Miles Located too far from the needed area. 

loco liB 21003 Broadway 1.96 Miles Located too far from the needed area. 



Alternate Sites Map 



Location #1 – Existing AT&T Site at 347 Andrieux St.  

• This is an existing AT&T site covering the west side of the City. It is 
not able to provide adequate capacity for the east side of the City, 
and it operating at capacity. It is located 1.03 miles from the 
proposed site location. 

• The proposed site will partially reduce the load at this existing site. 



Location #2 - 276 E Napa St  
• This was an alternate location considered for the proposed site.  
• This location is located 0.32 miles from the proposed. It is located 0.73 & 1.70 miles from the existing 

AT&T sites. 
• This candidate would have consisted of a similar height and design of the current proposal. The existing 

building is not tall enough to support the antenna height needed. The proposed candidate was chosen 
over this candidate because its location will better meet the needed increased capacity for the area. This 
location is also surrounded by residential properties where the proposed is located in a mainly commercial 
area. 

• The current proposed location will provide the best network service to this neighborhood for AT&T’s 
service objectives. 



Location #3 – 284 1st St. W  
• This was an alternate location considered for the proposed site. It is located 0.55 miles from the 

proposed. It is located 0.74 & 1.98 miles from the existing AT&T sites. 
• This candidate would have consisted of a similar height however the only design which would fit 

into the area would be a slimline pole and would limit at&t to (3) antennas (same as existing 
carriers on site), which would not provide another capacity, thus limiting RF coverage, and creating 
additional capacity issues. This location is too close to the existing downtown AT&T facility at Loc. 
#1 and too far north to provide adequate capacity for the proposed area. 

• The current proposed location will provide the best network service to this neighborhood for 
AT&T’s service objectives. 

 



Location #4 – 198 1st St. W  
• This was an alternate location considered for the proposed site. It is located 0.62 miles from the proposed. 

It is located 0.87 & 2.16 miles from the existing AT&T sites. 

• This candidate would have consisted of a similar height and design of the current proposal, however this 
candidate is located too far north from the area in need of increased capacity as shown by our RF maps. 
Important to note, this site is adjacent to Arnold Park, and creating a design to fit into the area would 
increase visual impact.  

• This location would not meet our capacity issues (being over 2 miles from one of the existing sites we 
need to supplement coverage for). In short, this location would be a raw land build, and not meet our 
needs from a location standpoint.  

 



Location #5 - 19616 8th Street E  

• This was an alternate location considered for the proposed site. It is located 0.83 miles from 
the proposed. It is located 1.67 & 1.96 miles from the existing AT&T sites. 

• This candidate would have consisted of a similar height and design of the current proposal. 
This candidate is located too far east from the area in need of increased capacity. 

• The current location will provide the best network service to this neighborhood for AT&T’s 
service objectives. 



Location #6 – Existing T-Mobile Tower at 175 1st 
St. E  

• This existing T‐Mobile site is located too far north to address AT&T’s 
service needs. It is located 0.69 miles from the proposed. It is located 0.77 
& 1.98 miles from the existing AT&T sites  

• The proposed site is needed in the northeast side of the City. 



Location #7 – Existing T-Mobile Tower at 20000 Broadway 

• This existing T‐Mobile site was located too far to the southwest and too close to the other existing AT&T wireless 
facility. It is located 0.92 miles from the proposed. It is located 0.62 & 0.98 miles from the existing AT&T sites. 
While being close to our target area, the only available antenna centerline drastically limits our coverage, and with 
it being so close to the existing at&t sites, it provides very little value.  

• The proposed site is needed in the northeast side of the City. 



Location #8 – Existing AT&T Tower at 21003 Broadway 

• This is an existing AT&T site covering the south side of the City. It is located 1.96 miles from the 
proposed. 

• The proposed site is needed in the northeast side of the City to offload existing coverage issues for 
this location as it has reached its capacity from an RF standpoint.  



Conclusion 

• AT&T proposes an 80’ tall monopine tower in 
order to best blend into the existing environment, 
reducing the visual impact and provide the least 
intrusive means to fill the significant gap in 
AT&T’s phone and data service coverage. The 
proposed site will reduce capacity load on the 
existing AT&T sites and provide greater service to 
the east side of the city. 

• AT&T respectfully requests your approval of this 
Use Permit application.  
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City of Sonoma Planning Commission 

STAFF REPORT 

Agenda Item #2 

Meeting Date: 10-10-13 

 
Agenda Item Title: Application for a Use Permit to allow use of a commercial building as a vacation 

rental. 
 
Applicant/Owner: Terence and Melissa Redmond 
 
Site Address/Location: 567 First Street East 
 
Staff Contact: Rob Gjestland, Senior Planner 
    Staff Report Prepared: 10/4/13 
  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 

Description: Application of Terence and Melissa Redmond for a Use Permit to allow use of 
the commercial building at 567 First Street East as a vacation rental. 

 

General Plan 

Designation: Commercial (C) 
 
Planning Area:   Downtown District 
 

 

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

Characteristics: The subject property is a ±10,800-square foot parcel located on the west side of 
First Street East, half a block south of the Plaza. The property is currently devel-
oped with an historic shingle style house (constructed ±1910) that is a Contrib-
uting Building to the Sonoma Plaza National Landmark District. The property 
also includes a swimming pool and a small parking lot that was constructed 
when the building was converted to commercial use in 2002. 

 
Surrounding 

Land Use/Zoning: North: Parking lot/Commercial 
 South: Single-family home/Commercial 
 East: Residence and Sonoma Valley Woman’s Club/Commercial 
 West: Parking lot and commercial buildings/Commercial 
 

Environmental 

Review: Categorical Exemption Approved/Certified 
 Negative Declaration No Action Required 
 Environmental Impact Report Action Required 
 Not Applicable 
 
Staff 

Recommendation: Approve with conditions.



City of Sonoma 
Planning Commission Staff Report 

Page 2 
PROJECT ANALYSIS 
 

BACKGROUND 

The building was converted from residential to commercial use in 2002 and has accommodated various 
retail and office uses since that time.  
 

DETAILED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The owners are requesting approval to allow use of the commercial building as a vacation rental unit. 
The structure has a gross floor area of ±1,400 square feet with three former bedrooms. Because the 
building was originally a residence, and the kitchen remains, the floor plan lends itself to the proposed 
use. In addition, the property includes a swimming pool in the rear yard that would be available to 
guests. As a vacation rental, it would be rented on a short-term basis for periods of less than 30 consecu-
tive days under management by Beautiful Places. The owners note they have had difficulty renting the 
building for commercial purposes since its conversion in 2002. More details on the proposal can be 
found in the attached project narrative. 
 
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. Vacation rentals are al-
lowed in the corresponding Commercial zone, subject to review and approval of a Use Permit by the 
Planning Commission. The proposal is consistent with the intent of the land use designation and General 
Plan policies that encourages tourism (Local Economy Element, Policy 1.5). 
 
DEVELOPMENT CODE CONSISTENCY ( Not Applicable to this Project)
Use: The property is located within a Commercial (C) zoning district, which is applied to areas appro-
priate for a range of commercial land uses including retail, tourist, office, and mixed-uses. Vacation 
rentals are allowed in the C zone subject to review and approval of a Use Permit by the Planning Com-
mission. 
 

Development Standards: The proposed use would operate within an existing structure. 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. 
 

On-Site Parking: Under the Development Code, one parking space is required for each bedroom within 
a vacation rental. Accordingly, three on-site parking spaces are required for the use. This requirement is 
met in that a four-space parking lot is located on the site, which was developed with conversion of the 
property to commercial use in 2002.  
 
Vacation Rental Standards: The applicable standards set forth under Section 19.50.110 of the Develop-
ment Code have been included in draft conditions of approval (attached). These include requirements 
related to fire and life safety, maintaining a business license, payment of Transient Occupancy (TOT) 
taxes, and limitations on signs. 
 
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 ex-
isting 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 

Compatibility: In staff’s view, the proposal does not raise significant issues in terms of compatibility 
with surrounding land uses. The property is located in the downtown commercial district in a setting that 
supports a variety of land uses including numerous commercial businesses, a school, a club/hall, and res-
idential units. The applicants have contacted adjoining property owners/their agents who have expressed 
support for the application with the exception of the owner of a residential property opposite First Street 
East who cites concerns about increased noise and traffic. In this regard, the number of vehicle trips to 
and from the subject property would be expected to decrease overall when compared to a commercial 
office or retail use. In addition, with appropriate property management, staff does not anticipate that 
guests at the vacation rental would impact residential neighbors or other nearby uses in terms of noise. 
As previously noted, the applicants intend to have Beautiful Places manage the property. Through the 
terms of their rental agreement, group size would be limited, outside noise would cease by 10p.m, and 
parties, weddings and events would be prohibited at the rental (these limits have also been included in 
the draft conditions of approval). In addition, Beautiful Places operates their office directly north of the 
subject property and would be available to address any issues or complaints that could arise. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends approval subject to the attached conditions of approval. 
 
 
 
Attachments 

1. Findings of Project Approval 

2. Draft Conditions of Approval 

3. Location map 

4. Project Narrative 

5. Correspondence 

6. Property Photo 

7. Site Plan 

 

 

 

cc: Terence and Melissa Redmond (via email) 
 473 Jackson Street, Second Floor 
 San Francisco, CA 95476 
 
 Joe Bacheller 
 409 Hilary Drive 
 Tiburon, CA 94920-1416 



 
 

City of Sonoma Planning Commission  
FINDINGS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 

Redmond Vacation Rental Use Permit – 567 First Street East 
October 10, 2013 

 
 

 
Based on substantial evidence in the record, including but not limited to the staff report, 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 ap-
proved Variances and Exceptions). 

 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

DRAFT 
 

City of Sonoma Planning Commission  
CONDITIONS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 

Redmond Vacation Rental Use Permit – 567 First Street East 
October 10, 2013 

 
 
1. The vacation rental shall be operated in conformance with the project narrative except as modified by these conditions 

and the following: 
 

a. No more than six guests shall occupy the vacation rental unit. 
b. Parties, weddings and events shall be prohibited at the vacation rental property. 
c. Outside activities/noise shall cease by 10p.m. 

  

 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning, Building and Public Works 

 Timing: Ongoing 
 

2. Three on-site parking spaces shall be provided and maintained for the vacation rental. 
 

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning, Building, and Public Works 

                                 Timing: Ongoing 

 

3. The applicant/property owner shall obtain and maintain a business license from the City for the vacation rental use, and 
shall register with the City to pay associated Transient Occupancy Taxes (TOT). 
 

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning, Building, and Public Works; Finance Department 

                                       Timing: Prior to operation of the vacation rental and ongoing 

 
4. Fire and life safety requirements administered by the Fire Department and the Building Division shall be implemented. 

Minimum requirements shall include approved smoke detectors in each lodging room, installation of an approved fire ex-
tinguisher in the structure, and the inclusion of an evacuation plan posted in each lodging room. 

 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Building Division; Fire Department 

                                      Timing:     Prior to operation and ongoing 

 

5. The vacation rental shall comply with the annual fire and life safety certification procedures of the Fire Department. 
 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Fire Department 

                                      Timing:     Ongoing 

 
6. One sign, with a maximum area of two square feet, may be allowed subject to the approval of the City’s Design Review 

Commission. 
 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; DRC 

                                 Timing:     Prior to installation of a sign for the vacation rental 

 
7. The project shall comply with all applicable Fire and Building Code requirements. 
 
 Enforcement Responsibility: Building Department 

                                 Timing:     Prior to operation 
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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

Project Name: Redmond Vacation Rental

Property Address: 567 First Street East

Applicant: Terence & Melissa Redmond

Property Owner: Same

General Plan Land Use: Commercial

Zoning - Base: Commercial

Zoning - Overlay: Historic

Summary:
Application for a Use Permit to allow use of a commercial 
building as a vacation rental.



T (415) 395-9000 

FROM THE DESK OF 

TERENCE & }\1ELISSA REDIvlOND 

Date: August 30, 2013 

To: City of Sonoma Planning Commission 

Re: Application for a Conditional Lise Permit to allow a commercial property to 
be operated as a vacation rental 

Site Address: 567 First Street East 

PROJECT NARRA1TVE: 

Terence and l'vlelissa Redmond have owned 567 First Sneet East for 25 years_ 
The property was purchased as a single family residence_ For some years it was 
rented out to individuals as a residence_ 

The house is approximately 1,500 square feet and has three bedrooms, one bath­
room, a kitchen, pantry, dining ro0111 and living room and an in ground swim­
ming pool in the rear of the property. 

In order to conform with the current zoning the property was changed over to 
commercial in 2002_ Extensive work was done to the property with regard to 
ADA, seismic upgrade, structural reinforcement, parking lot and landscaping to 
name a few. All of the changes were done while keeping the integrity of the his­
toric bungalow and the historic flavor of the neighborhood_ 

unfortunatel)~ the Redmond's have had significant difficulty renting the building 
for c0l1llnercial use since 2002 when it was changed to a commercial use for the 
zoning_ Despite using top rate commercial real estate companies, individuals in­
terested in it for a commercial use did not like the swimming pool or the interior 
configuration of the bungalow or the residential feel of it. The decision to 
change it to a \'acation rental seemed to be the logical way to go in order to keep 
the property occupied and economically feasible_ 

If the property was granted a conditional use permit for a vacation rental it 
woukl be managed by Patrick Smith of Beautiful Places and placed in their port­
folio of Y<lcation rentals_ Beautiful Places in located directly next to 567 First 
Street East and can easily be over,een by the company on a daily basis_ 

Beautiful Places has an impeccable record for their high standards and expecta­
rions of the properties that they represent_ There is no question that the renters 

473 JACKSON STREET. SECOND FLOOR SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
LOTAR@SBCGLOBAL NET 

F (415) 395-9206 



FROM THE DESK OF 

TERENCE & 11ELISSA RED110ND 

will be well screened. Please see the client contract that is attached and that Beau­
tiful Places has each gllest sign. It states several rules and highlights: 

1. No more than 6 guests will be allowed to stay in the house at anyone time. 

2. There will be a customer sen~ce line that can be called should the guest have 
an issue. There is aJso an emergency maintenance phone line thai can be 
called by guests. Should anyone in the neighborhood have any issues the man­
agement service with Beautiful Places can be contacted day or night. 

3. There will be no large parties of any kind allowed nor outdoor live music. 

4. The management plan that Beautiful Places outlines in their contract outlines 
the t)l)e of plan that the Redmond's would follow. 

The Redmond's have a property in Silverado that has bEen in the Silverado 
rental program of over 10 years and are well aware of what a vacation re11lal is 
and how it operates. 

The owners would work with Strata Architects, in Sonoma, to redo the kitchen, 
add a bathroom, paint thE interior, add a deck off tl1(' rear of the building and 
improve the landscaping. Beautiful Places will also be adding suggestions for im­
provements so that thEir guest's stay is a reflection of quality, and speaks to the 
historic flavor of thE Sonoma Plaza area for their guests. 

Mdissa Redmond built the adjoining property, Sonoma Court Shops, and con­
tinues to rEstore, improve and maintain the seVEn historic buildings and nEwer 
buildings on the property. Terencf' Redmond is an attorney in San Francisco. 

ThE Rt'dmond's are confidEnt that tbis will bE a wonderful addition to the block 
while providing revenue for (he City ancllocal busineSSES as well. 

The Redmond's personally spoke with, and/or have sigl1ed petitions for apprO\·al 
from tJ)e immediate neighboring property owners, representatives, and/ or man­
agers (see attached): 

The Crown Cleaners, 
Sonoma Property :Management, Scott Voller~j 
568 Broadway ( immediately behind the property) 

Terence & l\lelissa Redmond (owner) 
578 Broadway (behind property) 

Beautiful Places (Renter) 
531-533 First Street East (nExt door to the property to the :\Torth) 

PAGE 2 



FROM THE DESK OF 

TERENCE & IvlELISSA REDI'v10ND 

Sonoma Court Shops 
First Street East, East Napa, Broadway (North, East and West of the property) 

Sonoma Valley Christian School 
Mr. Kindel~ Administrator 
542 First Street East (across the street) 

Mr. Joe Bacheller (owner) 
564 First Street East 

Sonoma Valley \Vomen's Club 
Dorothy Lund, Representative 
554 First Street East (across the street) 

Haywood Family (owner) 
Kevin H avwood 
579 First Street East (immediately to the South of the propenyl 

PAGE 3 
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BEAUTIFULPLACES TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

A security deposit in the amount stipulated in the accompanying confinnation 
letter is required by the date specified in the letter. In lieu of a cash payment, 
check, or credit card authorization, BeautifulPlaces will keep your credit card 
infonnation on file and Tenant authorizes BeautifulPlaces to charge Tenant's card 
for additional charges, up to the specified amount of the security deposit, for 
additional utilities and cleaning expenses as described below; telephone usage, 
services, repairs and replacement, etc. BeautifulPlaces reserves the right to cancel 
said reservation if the security deposit requirements are not met by date stipulated 
on the confinnation letter. 

The Accidental Rental Damage Insurance covers you from accidental damages to 
the property and its contents within the unit. This program covers up to the amount 
stipulated in the accompanying confinnation letter, if the property or its contents 
are damaged during your stay subject to the plan tenns and conditions. For a full 
description of the plan, please refer to the Description of Coverage. You must 
notify BeautifulPlaces of any damage or theft to the unit during your occupancy, or 
this plan is void and you will be held responsible for any damage to the unit. 

The tenant shall be responsible for utilities usage that exceeds by thirty percent 
(30%) the nonnal amount. 

The rental contract includes a fee for nonnal cleaning at the end of the rental tenn. 
If the condition of the premises requires extra cleaning beyond the nann or the 
tenant requests extra cleaning services, the tenant shall be responsible for the cost 
of such cleaning. 
Tenant agrees to only use the premises as a private vacation residence for himself 
and the other individuals included in Tenant's party. Tenant will not hold an event, 
wedding or other gathering that exceeds the maximum occupancy displayed on the 
contract without written consent from BeautifulPlaces. Tenant acknowledges that a 
party or extraordinary gathering on the premise will cause an additional site fee 
charge and may be grounds for immediate removal from the property. Tenant 
agrees that he and the members of his party shall conduct themselves in a manner 
that will not disturb their neighbors' peaceful enjoyment of their properties, and 
that any consequences of their failure to do so shall be Tenant's sole responsibility. 
Tenant further agrees that he will not allow the Premises to be used for any 
improper or illegal purposes. Outdoor amplified music is prohibited by local 
ordinance at vacation rental properties and also mandates strict outdoor quiet hours 
between 10:00 pm and 9:00 am. 

In the event that payment of any due amount is not made within 7 days of the date 
on which such payment is due, BeautifulPlaces may cancel the booking at its sole 
discretion. If the booking is not cancelled, a $100 late payment fee shall be added 
to the total amount due. Tenant shall pay a handling charge of $50 for each check 
returned by the bank for any reason. 
A fee of $100 will be charged for all cancellations. Tenant's deposit will be fully 
refunded less $100 cancellation charge if received no less than 90 days prior to the 
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start ofthe rental term. A refund of 75% of deposit less $100 cancellation fee will 
be granted for cancellations occurring between 60-89 days prior to arrival date. A 
refund of 50% of deposit less $100 cancellation fee will be granted for 
cancellations occurring between 31-59 days prior to arrival date. All monies are 
forfeited on cancellations within 30 days of the rental term due to the difficulty of 
re-renting the premises on short notice. 
Tenant agrees not to bring or allow pets on or in the premises during the rental 
term without the express written consent of BeautifulPlaces. Tenant agrees that he 
shall neither smoke nor allow smoking in the premises during the rental term. 
Tenant will be responsible for a fee of $1 ,500 for violations plus the cost of any 
cleaning or damages. 

Tenant is responsible for all damages to the property caused by Tenant, the 
members of his party, or their guests. Tenant is responsible for ensuring that the 
property is left upon departure in the same condition and repair as upon arrival. 
BeautifulPlaces will bill the tenant for any and all necessary replacement and repair 
costs within 45 days of the end ofthe rental term. 
Tenant shall provide prompt, detailed telephonic notice to BeautifulPlaces of any 
damage or disrepair to or affecting the property. If such damage or disrepair is not 
the result of the action or inaction of Tenant, and if such damage or disrepair 
interferes with the use of the premises, BeautifulPlaces shall have 36 hours to 
replace or repair the same without a reduction in Tenant's rent. 
Upon notice to Tenant, BeautifulPlaces may enter the property for necessary 
maintenance, repairs, or other reasonable purposes. 
Tenant may not assign this agreement or sublease any portion of the property 
without prior written consent of BeautifulPlaces. No such approved assignment or 
sublease shall in any way relieve Tenant of obligations and responsibilities under 
this agreement. 
This agreement shall be interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of 
California. Each party waives his right to trial by jury in any matter and action 
under this Agreement, including, without limitation, in any summary proceeding 
based on termination, holdover or other default in which repossession of the 
Premises is sought. In the case of any dispute between the parties (other than any 
summary proceeding based on termination, holdover or other default in which 
repossession ofthe Premises is sought), the parties agree that such dispute shall be 
exclusively and finally resolved in arbitration, without recourse to any court, by a 
single arbitrator qualified to resolve disputes ofthis nature by the American 
Arbitration Association (the "AAA"), such arbitrator to be selected from among 
the list of available AAA arbitrators according to the AAA arbitrator selection 
procedures. The arbitration shall take place in the County of Sonoma, California. 
Any party to this Agreement may initiate the arbitration by providing a written 
notice to all other parties to the Agreement, which notice bears a current date, 
states the name of the initiating party, and briefly states the matter to be arbitrated. 
The arbitrator may allocate costs, fees and other expenses of the arbitration equally 
among the parties to the dispute, except in the instance that the arbitrator 
determines that a party has initiated an arbitration without a reasonable basis for 
doing so, the arbitrator shall assess against that party the costs of the other parties 
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relating to the arbitration, including reasonable attorneys' fees. 
The liability of B eautifulPI aces or its agents shall be limited to damages arising 
solely from BeautifulPlaces'gross negligence or willful misconduct, and then only 
up to the amount of any rentals and deposits paid. In no event shall BeautifulPlaces 
or its agents be liable for any special, consequential, incidental or punitive 
damages. Tenant agrees to indemnify and hold harmless BeautifulPlaces and the 
Owner of the property from and against any liability for personal injury of property 
damage sustained by any person (including Tenant's guests) at the property during 
the rental term as a result of any cause, unless such damage was caused solely by 
the gross negligence or willful misconduct of BeautifulPlaces or the Owner. 
TENANT ACKNOWLEDGES THAT THE SWIMMING POOL AND SPA 
AT THE PROPERTY MAY BE UNCOVERED AND/OR UNPROTECTED 
BY FENCES AND THEREFORE MAY CONSTITUTE AN INHERENTLY 
DANGEROUS CONDITION FOR WHICH TENANT ACCEPTS FULL 
RESPONSIBILITY DURING THE TERM AND, WITHOUT LIMITING 
THE FOREGOING, TENANT WILL DEFEND BEAUTIFULPLACES AND 
OWNER AGAINST ANY CLAIMS RELATED TO THESE CONDITIONS. 
Property is in a remote location. As such, what would be considered normal 
response time for public services in an urban area may not be available in this 
location, i.e., police, fire and emergency services. Also, naturally dwelling animals, 
reptiles and fauna are different then might be encountered in an urban setting and 
some might be considered "pests" by some individuals, i.e., poison oak, raccoons, 
skunks, rattlesnakes, coyotes, mountain lion, etc. some of which may be exposed to 
Lyme's disease, yellow jackets, etc. Agricultural workers may enter the grounds 
at any time without prior notification. 
If the property you are leasing is located near an agricultural operation on 
agricultural land, tenants of the property may at times be subject to inconvenience 
or discomfort arising from that operation, including, without limitation, noise, 
odors, fumes, dust, smoke, insects, operation of machinery during any time of day 
or night, storage and disposal of manure, and ground or aerial application of 
fertilizers, soil amendments, seeds and pesticides. One or more of these 
inconveniences or discomforts may occur as a result of any properly conducted 
agricultural operation on agricultural land. You should be prepared to accept such 
inconvenience or discomfort as a normal and necessary aspect of renting a home in 
a country with a strong rural character and an active agricultural sector. 

(a) All individual provisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses, sections and words in 
this Agreement shall be severable, and if any such provision, section, paragraph, 
sentence, clause or word is determined by any court, administrative body, or 
tribunal, having proper jurisdiction, to be in any way unenforceable, or to be in any 
way in conflict with any law of any applicable jurisdiction, such determination 
shall have no effect whatsoever on any of the remaining paragraphs, provisions, 
clauses, sections, sentences, or words of this Agreement; (b) it is understood and 
agreed that time is of the essence for all purposes, and with respect to the 
performance of all obligations, under this Agreement; ( c) this Agreement may be 
executed in two (2) or more counterpart copies, all of which counterparts shall 



have the same force and effect as if all parties hereto had executed a single copy of 
this Agreement; (d) this Agreement is the entire agreement between the parties 
with respect to the subject matter hereof, and no modification or addition to it shall 
be binding unless signed by the parties hereto; ( e) the covenants, conditions and 
agreements contained herein are binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of the 
parties hereto and their respective heirs, executors, administrators, personal 
representatives, successors and assigns; (f) ifthere is more than one (1) Tenant 
under this Agreement, the Tenants shall be jointly and severally liable and each 
shall be deemed to confer upon each Tenant full authority to act on behalf of all 
Tenants under this Agreement; (g) the obligations and covenants between the 
parties are independent and the rent will be payable without offset, reduction or 
abatement for any cause; and (h) wherever the context so requires, the singular 
number shall include the plural, the plural the singular, and the use of any gender 
shall include all other genders. 

Beautiful Places Terms &. Conditions Initials: ____ Date: ______ _ 

MORE 



BeautifulPlaces Guest Code of Conduct & County Regulations 

We look forward to your visit to the wine country. Please be aware that there are strict local ordinances 
regarding vacation rental guest behavior. Please share the terms and conditions of your rental agreement 
and this code of conduct with others in your rental party. These terms of this Code of Conduct are 
incorporated by reference into your rental agreement and any violation may result in significant 
additional charges and forfeiture of your security deposit Neighbors treasure their peace and 
privacy and neighborhood disturbances will not be tolerated. 

Occupancy: Is governed by the county and is strictly limited to the number of guests specified in your 
rental agreement. Additional day guests require prior approval of BeautifulPlaces. Parties, weddings and 
events at vacation rentals are strictly prohibited by local ordinances. 

Outside Noise: The county has imposed a curfew on outside activities and noise at vacation rentals 
between the hours of 10 PM and 9 AM. Please reduce noise levels by 9 PM and move outdoor 
conversations and activities indoors after 10 PM. Be aware that noise from loud voices, laughing and 
general socializing travels and echoes in this area resulting in neighbor disturbances. 

Amplified Sound: County regulations prohibit outdoor amplified sound at vacation rentals at any time. 

Speed Limits and Parking: Please drive no more than 5-10 miles an hour on private and shared access 
roads. Parking is strictly limited to the number of spaces provided on site at your rental property. 

Additional Conditions 

No Smoking: Smoking is not permitted in the buildings or on the grounds of your rental property. The 
wine country is very dry and subject to dangerous fires. 

Damages: You agree to notify us immediately during your stay about damage, breakage or stains. 
Please not try to repair damage or remove stains yourself. The Damage Waiver Insurance is void if 
damages and breakage are not reported immediately. 

Excess Energy Charges: Please be aware that leaving doors open, lights on, running the AC constantly 
and fiddling with pool heaters may dramatically increase the energy consumption during your stay. 
Please review this section of your contract. 

House Information Binder: Upon your arrival, please reVIew the house information binder to 
understand how the house systems and appliances function. 

Disrepair: You agree to report any problems immediately so we may address your concerns as quickly 
as possible. BeautifulPlaces shall have 36 hours to replace or repair any damage or disrepair. 

Other Terms and Conditions: Please review your contract carefully and note the terms regarding your 
security deposit, excess cleaning and garbage, pets and swimming pool liability. 

Signature: _______________________ _ 
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T (415) 395-9000 

PERMIT 

I, the am the 
acres, rtlrpf'TliU next door and to the rear of the 
rental. 

Name: Detert Sonoma Court 

Signature: Sonoma Court Shops, Inc. ~ 

A~~~~a~ East Napa Street, First 

Date: _=---'-...£.-""-_-/---'-_________ _ 

473 JACKSON STREET, SECOND FLOOR SAN FRANCISCO, CA94111 
LOTAR@SBCGI DBAl NET 

F (415) 753-1101 

uSE 

vacation 

a 



Melissa Redmond <missysonoma@aol.com># 
pattikin@att.net 

Permission for Vacation Rental:567 Rrst Street East 

T(415)_ 

Hi 

FROM THE DESK OF 

TERENCE & MEliSSA REDMOND 

PETITION FOR PROPOSED VACATION RENTAL CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT AT: 567 FIRST STREET EAST, SONOMA, CAUFORNIA 95476 

f, the undersigned, am the Administrator of The Sonoma Valley Christian 
School at 542 First Street East, which is directly across the street from the prop­
erty of the proposed vacation rental. 

I support, the application by the owners of the property (Terence & Melissa 
Redmond), to obtain a conditional use permit for operating that property as a 
vacation rentaL 

~ame: Mr.~. , 

Slgnature:. ~ (. 

Address: 542 First Street East 

Date: ys-: / / J 
{ 

Email: 

11 

F (415) 753-1101 





Sep 03 13 10:43a Joe Bacheller 415-435-9714 

September 3, 2013 

TO: Terence & Melissa Redmond Fax: (41S) 753-1101 

FROM: Joseph H. Bacheller, Owner 564 1st St. East, Sonoma 

SUBJ.: Cancellation of my support for your proposed vacation rental for your property 

at 567 1st St. East 

p. 1 

I have thought about this matter strenuously over the labor Day Weekend, and have 

concluded that I cannot in good conscience suppport your vacation rental conditional 

use permit for 567 1st St. East. My reasoning is that it is a more intense use by its very 

nature of turnover, creating more traffic and noise. I have long advocated that the best 

use for this portion of 1st St. East is office use. This use has been and will continue to be 

the best way for single-family and commercial to co-exist. Furthermore, in my opinion 

as a real estate person,your property could be ideal for office use. 

Therefore, I hereby rescind and cancel the petition I signed on August 30, 2013 

(attached). And J I apologize for causing this confusion by jumping the gun. 

Sincerely, 



Sep 03 13 10:44a Joe Bacheller 415-435-9714 
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TERENCE & MEUSSA REDMOND 

ROPOSED V<\CATION RENT. 
ST STREET EAST, SON 

Redmond), to obtain a con" 
vacation rental. 

N=e . _'~~~;1 
arure.~Cl~.--

1 
Address: 564 First Street East 

Date: __ 9-/-1_'3---j0 /J--'2--C __ I >.:::...-___ _ 
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City of Sonoma 
PLANNING, BUILDING, AND PUBLIC WORKS 

Unifortn Application 
Before submitting your application, have you checked with: 

,/ The Planning Department? ,/ The Building Department? ,/ The Public Works Department? ,/ The Fire Department? 

Type of Application 

0 Environmental Review 0 Prezoningl Annexation 0 Design Review 

0 Conditional Use Permit 0 Rezoning: 0 Demolition Permit 
from fo 

0 Conditional Use Permit (Minor) 0 Certificate of Compliance 
0 General Plan Amendment: 

0 Subdivision Map (5+ lots) from to 0 Lot Line Adjustment/Merger 

0 Parcel Map (4 or fewer lots) 0 Variance 0 Public Notice 

0 Planned Unit Development ~xception (Fe.'1CJZ- fP Other: 

Notice of special fees: The following special fees may also apply to your application: 

1) Public Notice Fee: $79.00-to cover costs associated with required newspaper and mailed public notices. 

2) County Processing Fee: $50.00-applies to environmental review. Collected at application submittal. 

3) Fish and Game Fee: $1,800 for a Negative Declaration; $2,995.25 for an EIR. Collected at application submittal. May 
be waived if project meets specific criteria. 

Project Information 

Project Location (by address or nearest cross-street) 

Assessor's Parcel Number (s) Olfj . ZZT3· ~5 

General Plan Land Use Designation Zoning 

Brief Project Description 6/\/ ad" ';"r; 
Submittal Requirements: SEE ATTACHED SHEET 

I, the undersigned (''Applicant''), hereby state that I am the owner of record of the affected property or a duly authorized 
agent of the Property owner(s) (An agent must submit a letter of authorization signed by the property owner) and that 
all information submitted as part of this application is true and accurate. 

I agree to the terms, conditions and obligations set forth in this Application. 

I agree that I will provide written notice to the Finance Department in the event that there is a change in Applicant's 
interest in the property, the project, or the billing address or contact person for said project. Said Notice shall be mailed 
first class, postage paid, certified mail to: Carol Giovanatto, Finance Director, No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma, CA 95476. 
Applicant shall remain responsible for all outstanding costs incurred by City. 

I agree to indemnifY and hold City harmless for all costs and expenses, including attorney's fees, incurred by City or held 
to be the liability of the ity in connection with City's defense of its actions in any proceeding brought in any State or 
Federal court ch gill. the~ a,on~ with r ect to the Applicant's project. 

Signature C-~ Date ~h 



Date: September 16, 2013 
J'\S" vi 

From: Craig C. Walker/Step One Residential Design and Construction, Inc. 

To: 

RE: 

City of Sonoma 

Sorenson Residence 
639 Third Street West 
Sonoma, CA 95476 

Narrative for Fence Height Exception 

From inception the premise was to entail taking a mudane converted medical/dental 
office building in the heart of existing residences and return its status back to that of a 
proper home within a neighborhood. From the onset, the project presented several 
design challenges due to the placement of the existing structure on the corner lot. The 
existing structure was and is placed on the lot sideways as to where there is only sixty 
feet front to back, with only fifteen feet of space behind the structure itself. This fifteen 
feet behind the unit is utilized for the driveway and off street parking as required. This 
situation in its self has precluded us from having a proper backyard area for the 
residence. These existing situations left us with the two bedrooms on the North end of 
the house directly facing Vigna Street. 

In an effort to provide privacy for these two bedrooms a fifteen foot wide courtyard was 
produced by creation of a six foot tall natural redwood fence with one foot high lattice 
panels at its top. This redwood fencing was purposely placed six feet inboard of the 
existing seven foot wide sidewalk and curb behind existing old growth shrubs and trees 
for a screened effect. Further screening is planned with additional plantings and 
landscaping. The natural redwood fencing is intended to darken with age becoming a 
subtle backdrop behind natural vegetation. 

To further add more character to the residence we introduced two covered porches with 
railings providing a period farm/ranch house look which we deemed appropriate for 
downtown Sonoma. To add to this look our intention is to add additional charm with a 
three foot tall picket fence just inboard of the sidewalk. This will allow for yet another 
layer of low plantings along that fence line. The overall concept is to have a soft-natural 
"tiered" vegetation leading back to the privacy fencing, while inducing country charm. 
The owner is more than willing to help achieve this through the reduction and/or addition 
of the existing and proposed plantings. 

It is our hope that through the documentation we have provided, and the narrative 
herein, you will be able to share not only in our vision, but our plight as well. We ask 
that you please help us and the owner in attaining the privacy she so wishes within her 
new home. 

~~~on._ 
Craig C. Walker 
License No. 968387 
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Planning Commission 
c/o Sonoma City Hall 
1 The Plaza 
Sonoma, CA. 95476 

October 3,2013 

Re: 639 Third Street West; Application to allow over-height fencing. 

Planning Commissioners, 

OCT 04 2013 

CiTY Of SONOMA 

We have resided at 313 Robinson Street, perperdicular to Third Street West, for over 20 years. Our 
home and the residence at 639 Third Street West are located in what is known as the Sebastiani 
Subdivision, which was created in 1948. There are three lots within the Subdivision (313 Robinson, 
312 Vigna, and 313 Vigna) which are bordered on each side by comer lots. (See attached maps.) 

These three lots have a narrow frontage, 55 feet (+-) and benefit greatly from the clliiently required 20 
foot sideyard setbacks of the six comer lots along Third Street West and Barrachi Way. These comer 
lot setbacks are necessary to create an open appearance and feeling for us that are "stuck" in the middle 
lot. The vast majority ofthe homes in the Subdivision, if not all ofthe properties, maintain the 20 foot 
setback from the front and side yard lot lines. If the application to allow over-height fencing is 
approved at 639 Third Street West, a presedent will then be set to allow fence construction in the front 
and side setbacks that currently are not allowed. 

Modifications to Fence Height Standards must meet Section 19.46.030 General height limitations, C. 
Findings and Decision numbers 1, 2, 3, 4. 
Section Cl, fence is not compatible with the characteristics of the site and other existing structures in 
the surrounding neighborhood. It is located within the front and side setbacks and is not consistant 
with other fence heights in the Subdivision. 
Section C2, fence height, orientation and location is not in proper relation to the physical 
characteristices of the site and surrounding properties. The Vigna Street side fence has created a 
"compound" type of appearance. For some reason the front driveway was abandoned and the 
"backyard" of the property is now a driveway and parking area. I assume this created a need for 
encroachment into the side yard setback. Definitely not a feature of any of the other lots in the 
Subdivision. When the property was used as a commercial building, the rear driveway was 
used/required for traffic circulation and only as an entrance. 
Section C3, the fence is obviously a planned feature that dominates the site and was constructed 
without City of Sonoma approval. Additionally the joint fence long the property line with 653 West 
Third Street was extended several feet into the front setback, at an increased height. 
Section C4, the fence as located along Vigna Street creates a restricted visibility safety issue. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
John and Stephanie Peterson 
313 Robinson Street 
Sonoma, CA. 95476 
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City of Sonoma Planning Commission 

STAFF REPORT 

Agenda Item #4  

Meeting Date: 10-10-13 

 
Agenda Item Title: Application for a Use Permit and Parking Exception to establish a cooking school 

and café with a retail component and industry accommodation residential unit 
within an existing building on a commercial property. 

 
Applicant/Owner: Williams-Sonoma, Inc. 
 
Site Address/Location: 599 Broadway 
 
Staff Contact: Rob Gjestland, Senior Planner  
    Staff Report Prepared: 10/4/13 
  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 

Description: Application of Williams-Sonoma for a Use Permit and Parking Exception to 
establish a cooking school and café with a retail component and industry 
accommodation residential unit within an existing building on the property at 599 
Broadway. 

 

General Plan 

Designation: Commercial (C) 
 
Zoning: Base: Commercial (C) Overlay:  Historic 
 
Site 

Characteristics: The subject property is a narrow ±12,920-square foot parcel that extends between 
Broadway and First Street West. The east side of the parcel is developed with a 
single-family-home and attached multi-tenant commercial storefront on 
Broadway. The west side of the property is undeveloped. The Broadway frontage 
is improved with curb, gutter and sidewalk, while the First Street West frontage 
has only curb and gutter. 

 
Surrounding 

Land Use/Zoning: North: Coffee shop and office buildings/Commercial 
 South: Post Office and associated parking lot/Commercial 
 East: Service station and vacant Fire Station (across Broadway)/Commercial and 

Mixed Use 
 West: Single-family home (across First Street West)/Mixed Use 

 

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 

In 1956 Chuck Williams purchased the subject property and opened the first Williams-Sonoma store in 
the south part of the building, selling French cookware. The concept was successful and ultimately led to 
the creation of a brand that is recognized worldwide. In 2012, Williams-Sonoma, Inc. purchased the 
property and are now proposing to restore the original retail shop and remodel the building to 
accommodate a complementary culinary center/café. The various elements of the project are described 
in further detail below and within the attached project narrative: 
 

 Retail Shop: A 628-square foot retail shop is proposed in the southernmost tenant space where 
the original Williams-Sonoma store was located. This space is intended to be a recreation of the 
original store with a portion of the display dedicated to educational materials on European 
cookware and goods, and their impact on American home cooking. Products on offer are planned 
as a curated shopping experience, with a select inventory including unique items that were only 
available at the original store. The store would operate from 10a.m. to early evening, staffed by 
one or two associates. 

 
 Cooking School: The cooking school would offer scheduled classes between the hours of 10 a.m. 

and 9 p.m. with a maximum class size of 14 students. It is anticipated that the cooking school 
would be staffed by one chef and one or two associates. Although specifics on the schedule or 
frequency of classes has not been developed, it is staff’s understanding that the cooking school is 
intended to be the primary use for this space with classes offered on a daily basis as attendance 
levels allow. 

 
 Café: The café, which would share the same space as the cooking school, would operate between 

the hours of 10 a.m. to 9 p.m. serving lunch and dinner when the cooking school is not in 
session. It is anticipated that the cafe would be staffed by two servers and two to three cooks. 26 
indoor seats are proposed for the café, along with 6 sidewalk seats.  

 
 Residential Unit: The existing ±1,650-square foot residence at the back of the building would be 

restored and used as an accessory residential use. It would not be rented or leased out, but made 
available for use primarily by chefs, executives and guests visiting the property. 

 
 Parking Lot: A nine-space parking lot would be developed on the west side of the property 

accessed by a new driveway off First Street West. The parking lot includes landscape buffers on 
its edges, including a 10’-wide planter on the First Street West frontage. 
 

 Garden: A garden is proposed between the parking lot and building to provide produce for the 
cooking school and café. 

 

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. 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 1.5: Promote and accommodate year-round tourism that is consistent 
with the historic, small-town character of Sonoma. 
 
Community Development, Policy 5.4: Preserve and continue to utilize historic buildings as much as 
feasible. 
 
The proposal is consistent with the intent of the Commercial land use designation and applicable 
General Plan policies that encourage food industry businesses, tourism, and the preservation of historic 
structures. Furthermore, the proposal provides an opportunity to showcase a unique piece of Sonoma 
history by restoring the original Williams-Sonoma store founded by Chuck Williams at this location in 
1956. 
 
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. Retail 
uses are allowed by right in the Commercial zone, while restaurants and cooking schools are allowed in 
the Commercial zone, subject to review and approval of a Use Permit by the Planning Commission. The 
site is also located within the Historic Overlay Zone. Small formula businesses, if applicable to the 
proposed application, are also allowed in the Historic Overlay Zone subject to review and approval of a 
Use Permit by the Planning Commission. 
 
Development Standards: Aside from modifications to the façade, only minor changes to the existing 
building footprint and structure are proposed, including a new trellis constructed at the back of the 
structure setback five feet from the north property line. Modifications to the east elevation include 
recreating the façade of the original Williams-Sonoma store with awning and signage and consolidating 
the remaining storefronts into a single space with recessed entry (for ADA compliance), sliding window 
system and overhead trellis. 
 
Parking Requirements: Under the City’s parking standards, the proposed uses would normally require 
12 on-site parking spaces as reflected in the table below:  
 

Use Parking Calculation Spaces 
Required 

Retail Sales Area (approx. 560 sq ft) 560 sq ft ÷ 300 2 

Residence (approx. 1,650 sq ft) 1 res unit × 1 1 

Restaurant (26 indoor seats) 26 seats ÷ 4 7 

Cooking School (1 classroom for 14 students) (1 classroom x 2) + (14 students ÷ 2) 9 

 Total Number of Spaces Required  12* 

*Since the restaurant and cooking school share the same space and would not operate concurrently, only the higher parking 
requirement for the school has been applied to calculate the total on-site parking requirement. 
 
As shown on the site plan, a nine-space parking lot would be developed on the west side of the property 
accessed by a new driveway off First Street West. The parking lot design complies with commercial 
standards in terms of driveway width, space dimensions, backup distance, and handicap parking 
requirements. In addition, landscape buffers are provided on the edges of the parking lot, including a 
10’-wide planter on the First Street West frontage. However, an Exception from the parking standards is 
required for the three-space shortfall in the number of spaces required. Under the Development Code, 
the Planning Commission may grant an Exception from parking standards, provided that the findings 
below can be made (§19.54.050): 



 
 

 
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 uses associated with the parking exception request are consistent with the property’s 
Commercial land use designation/zoning and similar in intensity to existing uses on the site. 

 
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; 

 
In part, the Exception request relates to the historic development pattern of the property and 
creativity in site planning. Historically, the property has had no on-site parking despite the fact 
that a retail frame shop, catering company, restaurant, and residential unit currently occupy the 
property. The proposed cooking school, café, and retail store are similar in intensity and type to 
the existing commercial uses and would provide a nine-space parking lot on the site. Although 
this is three spaces less than normally required, the proposed parking is a significant 
improvement from the current baseline condition. In addition, while more parking could be 
accommodated, it would require reducing or eliminating the garden, which is a sustainable 
element of the project that also provides open space on the site. 

 
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. 
 
As noted above, the proposal is similar to existing uses, which currently operate on the property 
with no on-site parking. Accordingly, the provision of nine parking spaces as part of the project 
would significantly improve the current condition and reduce on-street parking impacts in the 
vicinity.  

 
In conclusion, staff feels that the findings for an Exception can be made since the project would 
significantly improve the current parking situation without significantly increasing the existing intensity 
of use on the site, while also allowing for a beneficial and sustainable site feature.  
 
Formula Businesses: In June 2012, the City Council adopted zoning regulations pertaining to formula or 
“chain” business. These regulations include a lengthy definition for formula businesses set forth in 
Section 19.92.020 of the Development Code (attached). The final paragraph of the project narrative 
makes a compelling argument why the proposed uses and business model for this location does not meet 
the definition. While Williams-Sonoma, Inc. is a large retailer with multiple brands and store locations, 
staff agrees that the proposal does not meet the Development Code definition of a “formula business”. 
This determination is based on the concept proposed for the property, which includes the following 
elements: 
 

 The proposed commercial storefront would bear little resemblance to other Williams-Sonoma 
stores in that it has a unique façade, use of materials, signage, layout, fixtures and products. 

 With an area of 628 square feet, the retail component is a fraction (roughly 10%) of a typical 
Williams-Sonoma store. 

 The retail component is planned as a restoration of the original store with a museum component 
to offer a curated and educational shopping experience. 

 The merchandise will be an array of brands and select/unique items, with no one individual 
brand comprising more than 50% of the retail stock 



 
 

 The complimentary cooking school and cafe are unique and not a part of any other Williams-
Sonoma store. 

 
In summary, because the proposed project is substantially different than a standard Williams-Sonoma 
store in terms of size, the nature of its offering, and the mixture of uses, it is staff’s view that the project 
does not fall within the definition of a “Formula Business”. (Note: if the Planning Commission were to 
conclude that the proposed project does meet the definition of a Formula Business, then the approval of 
a use permit would be subject to two additional findings, which have been included as an option in the 
attached draft “Findings for Project Approval”.) 
 
Design Review: Because the property is located in the Historic Overlay zone, the project would be 
subject to subsequent review by the Design Review Commission (Development Code §19.54.080). In 
this case, the Planning Commission is responsible for reviewing and acting upon the project site plan 
and elevation concepts to the extent it deems necessary. Subsequent review by the Design Review 
Commission would be limited to elevation details, exterior materials and colors, landscaping including 
fences/walls), lighting, site details (such as bike racks and trash enclosure), and any other issues 
specifically referred to the DRC by the Planning Commission. As normally required, signs for the 
property/business would also be subject to review and approval by the DRC. 
 
Bicycle Parking: Any change of commercial use within an existing structure requires the provision of 
bicycle parking (§19.48.110). As shown on the site plan, bicycle parking would be located on the east 
side of the parking lot. As reflected in the draft conditions of approval, the Design Review Commission 
would be responsible for considering the bicycle rack type. 
 

CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER  

CITY ORDINANCES/POLICIES ( Not Applicable to this Project) 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ( Not Applicable to this Project) 
Historical Resources: As recommended by staff, the applicant commissioned a historic resource 
evaluation of the property, which determined that the building is eligible for listing on the California 
Register of Historic Resources because: 1) it includes the original storefront for Williams-Sonoma, an 
enterprise that was at the forefront of cookware marketing as American foodways changed after World 
War II; and, 2) its association with Chuck Williams, founder of Williams-Sonoma and a key person in 
America’s culinary shift after World War II (refer to attached Historic Evaluation of the Property at 599 
Broadway prepared by Vicki R. Beard, M.A., dated December 13, 2013). Because the building meets 
the criteria for listing on the California Register, it is considered a historical resource under the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 
 

Pursuant to Section 15331 of the CEQA Guidelines, the maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, restoration, 
and preservation of an historical resource, may be considered categorically exempt from the provisions 
of CEQA provided the improvements are consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (Class 31 – Historical Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation). 
Accordingly, the Historical Consultant conducted a subsequent evaluation of the proposed plans in terms 
of compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The analysis finds that, while the proposal 
will change part of the building, the Williams-Sonoma portion will be preserved with its historical 
configuration, appearance, and purpose, and that changes to the remainder of the building are sensitive 
to the original design but do not create a false sense of age. In conclusion, the analysis states the 
Standards are upheld as near as possible while creating usable commercial space and preserving the 
Williams-Sonoma storefront (refer to attached letter report prepared by Vicki R. Beard, M.A., dated 
August 19, 2013).  



 
 

 
Traffic: Staff does not anticipate a significant increase in vehicle trips when considering that the existing 
and proposed uses are substantially similar in type and intensity. 
 
DISCUSSION OF PROJECT ISSUES 
Formula Business: As noted above, there are compelling reasons why the proposal does not qualify as a 
“Formula Business” as defined under the City’s Development Code. However, if the Planning 
Commission feels this definition is met, then the proposal would be subject to two additional Use Permit 
findings for approval, which have been included in the attached draft “Findings for Project Approval” 
for consideration. 
 
Compatibility with Surrounding Uses: As previously noted, the existing and proposed uses are similar in 
type and intensity. Aside from façade changes, the most significant modification to the property is the 
provision of a parking lot accessed by First Street West. This may contribute to additional vehicle trips 
on this frontage but would also address a major deficiency. Considering the mixed-use setting and 
proposed hours of operation, the parking lot off First Street West does not raise significant compatibility 
concerns from staff’s perspective. 
 
Required Improvements: The building would benefit from improvement/renovation as the residential 
portion is over 100 years old and the commercial portion roughly 70 years old. Accordingly, the project 
would require a substantial investment in the property and also trigger a number of upgrades, which 
were identified at a Project Advisory Committee meeting held in November 2012. Required 
improvements include the following and are reflected in the project plans and/or draft conditions of 
approval: 
 

 Sprinklers throughout the structure with separate fire service water line, meter and backflow 
prevention device. 

 Parking lot and landscape improvements on west side of property, including handicap space with 
accessible path of travel to the building. 

 Improvement of First Street West property frontage, including installation of sidewalk and 
driveway.  

 The provision of ADA accessible entrances, including the front entrance, which currently has a 
raised threshold. 

 A minimum of two accessible bathrooms serving the commercial use. 
 Occupancy separation (i.e., firewall) between commercial and residential portions of building. 

 
Additional sewer and water fees may also apply as well as compliance with the pertinent requirements 
of the Environmental Health Division and Sanitation Division of Sonoma County. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends approval of the Use Permit and Parking Exception subject to the attached conditions 
of approval. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
Attachments: 
1. Draft Findings of Project Approval 
2. Draft Conditions of Approval 
3. Definition of “Formula Business” 
4. Location map 
5. Project Narrative 
6. Correspondence 
7. Letter report prepared by Vicki R. Beard, M.A., dated August 19, 2013 
8. Historic Evaluation of the Property at 599 Broadway, dated December 13, 2013 
9. Architectural Plans including Site Plan, Property Plan, Parking Plan , and Building Elevations 
 
 
cc: Max Crome (via email) 

Chrome Architecture 
905 Fourth Street 
San Rafael, CA 94901 



 
 

DRAFT 
City of Sonoma Planning Commission  

FINDINGS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 
Williams-Sonoma Use Permit and Parking Exception  

599 Broadway 
 

October 10, 2013 
 
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. 
 
Additional Use Permit Findings for Formula Businesses (if applicable): 
 
5. The formula business establishment will promote diversity and variety to assure a balanced mix of 

commercial uses available to serve both resident and visitor populations; and 
 

6. The proposed use, together with its design and improvements, is consistent with the unique and 
historic character of Sonoma, and will preserve the distinctive visual appearance and 
shopping/dining experience of Sonoma for its residents and visitors. 

 
 
Parking Exception Approval 
 
1. That 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. That the 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. That the granting of 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. 



 
 

DRAFT 
City of Sonoma Planning Commission  

CONDITIONS OF PROJECT APPROVAL 
Williams-Sonoma Use Permit and Parking Exception  

599 Broadway 
 

October 10, 2013 
 

  
1. The building and property shall be improved and used in conformance with the project narrative, and approved site plan, 

property plan, parking plan, and building elevations except as modified by these conditions and the following: 
  

a. The retail store, cooking school and café shall be allowed to operate between the hours of 8a.m. and 10p.m. daily. 
b. The cooking school and café shall not operate concurrently. 
c. Seating capacity for the restaurant shall be limited to 24 indoor seats. 
d. The maximum class size for the cooking school shall be 14 students. 
e. The residential unit shall not be used as a vacation rental. 
f. This permit does not constitute an approval for a Music Venue or Special Event Venue as defined under Section 

19.92.020 of the Development Code 
 

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department 
                          Timing: Ongoing 
 
2. Improvement plans, including a grading and drainage plan, shall be prepared by a licensed Civil Engineer and approved 

by the City Engineer and the Sonoma County Water Agency prior to issuance of a grading permit or building permit. All 
drainage improvements shall be designed in accordance with the Sonoma County Water Agency “Flood Control Design 
Criteria” and shall ensure that surface runoff is conveyed appropriately and does not drain onto adjoining properties. 
Plans and engineering calculations for drainage improvements, and plans for sanitary sewer facilities, shall be submitted 
to the Sonoma County Water Agency (and a copy of submittal packet to the City Engineer) for review and approval. The 
following improvements shall be required and shown on the improvement plans and are subject to the review of the City 
Engineer, Planning Administrator, Building Official, an Fire Chief. Public improvements shall meet City standards: 

 
a. Parking improvements shall be implemented on the west side of the site as shown on the parking plan. 
 
b. The property frontage on First Street West shall be improved with sidewalk and existing curb and gutter along this 

frontage that is damaged or deemed by the City Engineer to be substandard or in disrepair shall be replaced to City 
standards. In addition, paving upgrades and/or a slurry seal shall be required on First Street West if trenching or 
excavation is necessary within the roadway for utility connections or other improvements. The new project driveway 
shall be constructed in conformance with the City’s standard specifications and meet ADA requirements. 
 

c. Existing curb, gutter, and sidewalk along the property frontage on Broadway (SR 12) that is damaged or deemed by 
the City Engineer to be substandard or in disrepair shall be replaced to City standards, in conjunction with an 
encroachment permit from Caltrans. 
 

d. Storm drains and related facilities, including off-site storm drain facilities as necessary to connect to existing storm 
drain facilities and on-site drainage systems. 

 
e. The parking and driveway areas shall be surfaced with a City-approved material and striped. Gravel or other loose 

material shall be prohibited. Concrete curbs or alternative barriers shall be provided between the parking facility and 
any adjoining landscape planting areas. 
 

f. Sewer main extension and/or laterals and appurtenances, as required by the Sonoma County Water Agency to serve 
the site; water conservation measures installed and/or applicable mitigation fees paid as determined by the Sonoma 
County Water Agency. 

 
g. A separate fire service water line/connection with meter and approved backflow prevention device shall be required 

in accordance with City standards, subject to review and approval by the Fire Chief and City Engineer. 
 



 
 

h. The existing water meter/service shall be upgraded to current standards and appropriate size as necessary. In 
addition, a separate water meter shall be provided for landscape irrigation (typically taken off of the fire line). The 
Applicant shall pay any required increased water fees applicable to the changes in use in accordance with the latest 
adopted rate schedule. 

 
i. All necessary sidewalk, street, storm drainage, water, sewer, access and public utility easements shall be dedicated 

to the City of Sonoma or to other affected agencies of jurisdiction, as required. 
 

j. The applicant shall show proof of payment of all outstanding engineering plan check fees within thirty (30) days of 
notice for payment and prior to the approval of the improvement plans, whichever occurs first. 
 

k. All grading, including all swales, etc., shall be performed between April 1st and October 15th of any year, unless 
otherwise approved by the City Engineer 

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

Fire Department: Water Operations Supervisor; SCWA 
             Timing: Prior to issuance of the encroachment permit and commencement of grading 
 
3. All Building Department requirements shall be met, including Building Code requirements related to compliance with 

CALGreen standards, exiting requirements, occupancy separation between the commercial and residential portions of the 
structure, firewall requirements, the provision of commercial kitchen hood(s), and ADA requirements (i.e. disabled 
access including at entrances, handicap parking, accessible path of travel from handicap parking space through building 
to the commercial space, bathrooms, etc.). A building permit shall be required. 

  
Enforcement Responsibility: Building Department 

                          Timing: Prior to construction 
 
4. All Fire Department requirements shall be met including the provision of commercial kitchen hood(s) and fire sprinklers 

throughout the structure (a commercial sprinkler system with residential component shall be required). A separate fire 
service water line/connection with meter and approved backflow prevention device shall also be required in accordance 
with City standards, subject to review and approval by the Fire Chief and City Engineer. 

  
Enforcement Responsibility: Fire Department; City Engineer; Building Department 

                          Timing: Prior to issuance of any building permit 
 
5. An encroachment permit from the City shall be required for all work within the public right of way on First Street West 

and an encroachment permit from Caltrans shall be required for all work within the Broadway (SR 12) right of way. 
  

Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Caltrans; 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 Sonoma County Environmental 

Health Division and the State Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) for the cooking school and restaurant 
use. Food/beverage preparation, cooking, and service shall conform to the limitations of those permits.  

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

                          Timing: Prior to occupancy; 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 any food or beverage service. 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. In addition to those already identified, the following agencies must be contacted by the applicant to determine permit or 

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

 
a. Sonoma Valley Unified School District [For school impact fees) 
b. Sonoma County Water Agency [For grading, drainage, and erosion control plans] 
c. Caltrans [For encroachment permit for work within SR 12/Broadway right of way] 

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Building Department 

                          Timing: Prior to issuance of a building permit 
 
9. The project shall be subject to architectural review by the Design Review Commission (DRC), encompassing elevation 

details, exterior materials and colors, the trellis feature, trash enclosure, lighting, and the type of bicycle parking. 
 

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Design Review Commission 
                          Timing: Prior to the issuance of a building permit 
 
10. At the discretion of the Design Review Commission, new perimeter fencing may be required along the north and south 

property lines. The fence design, location and height shall be subject to the review and approval of the Design Review 
Commission (DRC) as part of the landscape plan. 

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Design Review Commission 

                          Timing: Prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit 
 
11. A landscape plan shall be prepared by a licensed landscape architect. The plan shall be subject to the review and 

approval of the Design Review Commission (DRC). The plan shall address site landscaping, tree plantings, 
fencing/walls, and hardscape improvements. The landscape plan shall comply with City of Sonoma’s Water Efficient 
Landscaping Ordinance (Municipal Code §14.32) and Development Code Sections 19.46 (Fences, Hedges, and Walls), 
19.40.060 (Landscape Standards), and 19.48.090 (Landscaping of Parking Facilities). 

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Design Review Commission 

                          Timing: Prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit 
 
12. Onsite lighting shall be addressed through a lighting plan, subject to the review and approval of the Design Review 

Commission (DRC). All proposed exterior lighting for the buildings, parking lot, and/or site shall be indicated on the 
lighting plan and specifications for light fixtures shall be included. The lighting shall conform to the standards and 
guidelines contained under Section 19.40.030 of the Development Code (Exterior Lighting). No light or glare shall be 
directed toward, or allowed to spill onto any offsite areas. All exterior light fixtures shall be shielded to avoid glare onto 
neighboring properties, and shall be the minimum necessary for site safety and security. 

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department; Design Review Commission 

                          Timing: Prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit 
 



 
 

13. As normally required, signage for the business/property shall be subject to review and approval by City Staff or the 
Design Review Commission (DRC) as applicable. 

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department or Design Review Commission 

                          Timing: Prior to installation of signage 
 
14. The applicant/business shall obtain a Sidewalk Seating Permit from the Planning Department for seating proposed on the 

sidewalk directly in front of the business on Broadway. The sidewalk seating shall comply with the standards and 
limitations set forth under Chapter 12.06 of the Sonoma Municipal Code, including proof of insurance. 

 
Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Department 

                          Timing: Prior to use of sidewalk seating; Ongoing 
 
15. All stormwater requirements of the MS4 General Permit shall be met and implemented on site prior to final occupancy. 
  

Enforcement Responsibility: Stormwater Coordinator; City Engineer 
                          Timing: Prior to final occupancy 
 
16. All garbage/recycling bins shall have lids, which shall remain closed at all times. 
  

Enforcement Responsibility: Stormwater Coordinator 
                          Timing: Prior to operation; Ongoing 
 
 



 
 

19.92.020 Definitions of specialized terms and phrases. 
 
“Formula business” is hereby defined as auto parts sales, building material stores, furniture, furnishings 
and equipment stores, general retail uses, grocery stores, personal services, or restaurants, as defined 
in this section, which are required by contractual or other arrangement or affiliation to maintain a 
standardized (“formula”) array of services and/or merchandise, menu, employee uniforms, decor, 
facade design, signage, color scheme, trademark or servicemark, name, or similar standardized 
features, which cause them to be substantially identical to 10 or more other businesses in the United 
States regardless of ownership or location at the time that the application is deemed complete. 

1. “Standardized array of services” shall be defined as a common menu or set of services priced 
and performed in a consistent manner. 

2. “Standardized array of merchandise” shall be defined as 50 percent or more of in-stock 
merchandise from a single distributor bearing uniform markings. 

3. “Trademark” shall be defined as a word, phrase, symbol or design, or a combination of words, 
phrases, symbols or designs, that identifies and distinguishes the source of the goods of one 
party from those of others. 

4. “Servicemark” shall be defined as a word, phrase, symbol or design, or a combination of words, 
phrases, symbols or designs, that identifies and distinguishes the source of a service of one party 
from those of others. 

5. “Decor” shall be defined as the style of interior furnishings, which may include but is not limited 
to style of furniture, wallcoverings or permanent fixtures. 

6. “Color scheme” shall be defined as selection of colors used throughout, such as on the 
furnishings, permanent fixtures, and wallcoverings, or as used on the facade. 

7. “Facade” shall be defined as the face or front of a building, including awnings, looking onto a 
street or an open space. 

8. “Uniform apparel” shall be defined as standardized items of clothing including but not limited to 
standardized aprons, pants, shirts, smocks or dresses, hat, and pins (other than name tags) as 
well as standardized colors of clothing. 

9. “Signage” shall be defined as a sign pursuant to SMC Titles 18 and 19 

 

http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Sonoma/html/Sonoma18/Sonoma18.html#18
http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Sonoma/html/Sonoma19/Sonoma19.html#19


P

R-O

C

MX

Pk
BR

O
A

D
W

AY
MAPLE STREET

NATHANSON CREEK 

MCDONELL STREET  

FI
R

ST
 S

TR
E

ET
 W

ES
T

AU
S

TI
N

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

Project Name: William-Sonoma Proposal

Property Address: 599 Broadway

Applicant: Williams Sonoma, Inc.

Property Owner: Same

General Plan Land Use: Commercial

Zoning - Base: Commercial

Zoning - Overlay: Historic

Summary:
Application for a Use Permit and Parking Exception to 
establish a cooking school and café with a retail component 
and industry accommodation residential unit within an 
existing building.
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September 13, 2013 

Rob Gjestland 
Senior Planner 
City of Sonoma 
1 The Plaza 
Sonoma, California 95476 

Dear Mr. Gjestland, 

As required for the Conditional Use Permit submittal for the proposed 
project at 599 Broadway in Sonoma, please find the following project 
narrative: 

Narrative for 599 Broadway Project 

In 1956 Chuck Williams purchased a hardware store on Broadway, a few blocks 
south of Sonoma Plaza. Over the next two years he gradually converted its 
stock from hardware to French cookware, filling a niche in the market as 
European cookware was difficult to buy in America at the time. The concept was 
successful and he moved his operations to San Francisco in 1958. This humble 
beginning led to the creation of a brand that is now recognized worldwide and 
continues to be a special Sonoma success story. 

The primary purpose of this project is a restoration, or recreation, of the original 
shop that Chuck built . The shop only occupied the southernmost tenant space, 
and the restored store will match that original footprint. Cabinets and finishes 
will be recreated based on interviews with Chuck and his associates at the 
time. The facade and sign age will match archival photos and records. The 
shop will not resemble any other stores within the brand, and will be 
purposefully 'uniquely Sonoma' from the vintage logo and awning to the interior 
cabinetry and finishes . Even the product on offer is planned as a curated 
shopping experience, an edited assortment compared to other stores due to 
space constraints yet will also feature one-of-a-kind finds only available at the 
original store. Additionally, there is a heritage of customer service within the 
Williams Sonoma company that was born in this original store. It has been an 
important culture in Will iams Sonoma to bring this sense of community to all of 
its stores. 

The remainder of the building fronting Broadway will be developed as a culinary 
center and cafe, supplementing your experience when visiting the restored 
shop, and also acting as a separately functioning entity. The culinary center 
will accommodate a maximum class size of 14 students. The cafe will offer both 
indoor and sidewalk seating, with 32 seats total. There will be 12 table seats 
and 14 counter seats indoors, and 6 table seats outdoors. 

Crome Architecture 



The residence on the property, wh ich Chuck Williams lived in with his mother for 
just over two years in the late 1950's, will be restored and continue as an 
accessory res idential use. It will not be rented or leased out, and will be used 
primarily by chefs , executives and guests visiting the property . 

A new parking area will be provided, accessed from First Street West. A total of 
9 parking spaces, including 1 accessible, are shown in the drawings. We are 
requesting an exception to the parking requirement to allow 9 spaces in lieu of 
the 12 required by the code. The break down of required spaces is as follows 
per the Sonoma Development Code Table 4-4: 7 parking spaces to be provided 
for the cafe, based on 26 seats, 12 at tables and 14 at the bar (Restaurant land 
use type = 1 space per 4 seats) . The outdoor seating (6 seats) for the cafe are 
not included in the count as they fall below the 25% requirement to not need 
additional on-site parking. The culinary center with maximum of 14 students will 
require 9 parking spaces. This total has been used in the required count in lieu 
of those required for the cafe, since these uses are not concurrent (Trade 
School land use type = 2 spaces per classroom [1 classroom] plus 1 space for 
every 2 students) . 1 parking space is provided for the residence, which will 
typically be occupied by the chef and/or students of the school (Single-Family 
Housing land use type = 1 space). 2 parking spaces are provided for the retail 
space, based on 556 square feet of gross sales floor area (Retail Sales land 
use type = 1 space for each 300 sq. ft . gross sales area). The 9 spaces shown 
allow for a landscape buffer and vegetable garden to service the culinary center. 
This is also an improvement on the existing condition which has no on-site 
parking. The proposed reduction is consistent with the intent of all plans and 
codes, and will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, or to 
the property or adjacent properties. We feel that the exception to the normal 
standards of the Development Code is justified by the interest in promoting 
creativity and personal expression in site planning and development through 
maintaining the open space between the parking lot and structures for garden 
and landscape use. 

In regards to staffing and operating hours, the store may be staffed by one or 
two associates and operate from 10am to early evening. The culinary center 
may be staffed by one chef and one or two associates and offer scheduled 
classes when the cafe is not in operation . The cafe may be staffed by 2 servers 
and 2 or 3 cooks and may serve lunch and dinner when the culinary center is 
not in session. The cafe will be open for lunch and dinner daily, unless there is 
a class for the culinary center. The hours of operation for the cafe would be 
from 1 Oam to 9pm. Two accessible toilet rooms will be shared between the 
shop, cafe and culinary center. 

Attached is a Historical Evaluation of the property for historic preservation of the 
original Williams-Sonoma store. In summary, "whi le the proposed design of the 
building at 599 Broadway will change part of the building, the Williams-Sonoma 
portion will be preserved with its historical configuration, appearance, and 
purpose. Proposed changes to the remainder of the building are sensitive to 
the original design but do not create a false sense of age. The Secretary's 
Guidelines state that the Standards 'are to be applied to specific rehabilitation 



projects in a reasonable manner, taking into consideration economic and 
technical feasibil ity .' As applied to this project, the Standards are upheld as 
near as possible while creating usable commercial space and preserving the 
Williams-Sonoma storefront. " 

599 Broadway is located within the Historic Overlay Zone, and therefore special 
findings for Use Permit would be required if the project is considered a 'formula 
business.' The ordinance defines a 'formula business' as one that is 
'substantially identical to 10 or more other businesses within the United States.' 
The project is unique to the City of Sonoma for a host of reasons, and is not 
'substantially identical' to any other business. It is a restoration of the original 
store and will bear little resemblance to other Williams-Sonoma stores: it has a 
unique fa~ade , use of materials, sign age, layout, fixtures and product. The 
retail portion will work on a historic preservation platform, with a portion of the 
display dedicated to educational materials on European cookware and goods, 
and their impact on the American home cook. The retail space will have a 
museum component along with limited inventory of imported European 
cookware and goods that will reflect what was offered in the original Williams 
Sonoma store. No individual brand will comprise of more than 50% of the retail 
stock. In fact, the merchandise will be an array of brands, as it was when the 
original store was opened . It will also showcase the breakthroughs that Chuck 
Williams made in terms of merchandise display. A typical Williams-Sonoma 
store has approximately 5,000 square feet of sales floor space and 1,000 
square feet of stock; the proposed sales floor for this project is approximately 
550 square feet with 100 square feet of storage. The culinary center and cafe 
elements bolster this position of distinctiveness - A singular project built around 
authentic Sonoma history. 

Max Crome, Architect 
Crome Architecture 



Planning Commission 

Sonoma City Hall 

#1 The plaza 

Sonoma Ca 95476 

9/23/2013 

Re: William-Sonoma use permit 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

RECEIVED 

SEP 272013 
C:irv OF SONOMA 

I am writing in support of the application of William-Sonoma to be issued a permit to establish a cooking 

school with a cafe and retail at 599 Broadway, Sonoma CA. 

• I think having this respected retailer as part of the retail/restaurant mix in Sonoma would 

elevate our status and increase visitors from surrounding communities. 

• I think that having a cooking school in the community would benefit the other kitchen related 

retailers in the area, and would drawing food tourists from around the world to the town. 

• I think that the location of the school would benefit myself and the other retailers on Broadway, 

with increased foot traffic and awareness of the businesses on Broadway. Sonoma is not just the 

square! 

• I also think the chance to partner with William Sonoma, who has vast resources to help 

advertise and promote Sonoma ... his home town, is an opportunity that is not to be missed. 

I hope you approve this permit. 

Thank you, 

Deborah Harder 
Bossa Nova 
Sonoma Court Shops 
524 Broadway 
Sonoma CA 95476 
707.343.1228 
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August 19, 2013 
 
 
Max Crome 
Crome Architecture 
905 Fourth Street 
San Rafael, California 94901 
 
 
Dear Mr. Crome: 

At your request, we completed a review of planned changes to the building at 599 Broadway in Sonoma. 
This building appears eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) 
under Criteria 1 and 2. Criterion 1 is met because the building is the original storefront for Williams-
Sonoma, an enterprise that was "at the forefront of cookware marketing as American foodways changed 
after World War II" (Beard 2012). Criterion 2 is met through the building's association with Chuck Wil-
liams, founder of Williams-Sonoma and a key person in America's culinary shift after World War II. 
 
Our assessment of project plans was informed by The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treat-
ment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing 
Historic Buildings (hereafter, Standards and Guidelines). The Standards and Guidelines have been adopt-
ed by many local agencies for use in determining the proper treatment for buildings considered historical-
ly significant. The Standards focus on maintaining historical integrity by reusing materials, when possi-
ble, or materials in-kind, when reuse is not possible; using existing space rather than build additional 
space, when feasible; and being mindful of the overall historic character of a structure in terms of materi-
al, size, space, and setting. The Standards “are to be applied to specific rehabilitation projects in a reason-
able manner, taking into consideration economic and technical feasibility.” Below are the Standards for 
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, and a discussion of how they apply to the Williams-Sonoma rehabilita-
tion. 
 
Standards for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings 
 

1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal 
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment. 
 

2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic mate-
rials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided. 
 

3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that 
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural 
elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken. 
 

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their 
own right shall be retained and preserved. 
 



Max Crome 
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5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that 
characterize a property shall be preserved. 
 

6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterio-
ration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, 
color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing 
features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 
 

7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials 
shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the 
gentlest means possible. 
 

8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved. If such 
resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken. 
 

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials 
that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be 
compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity 
of the property and its environment. 
 

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that 
if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environ-
ment would be unimpaired. 
 
 

Discussion 
 
The existing configuration of the building at 599 Broadway is a large, rectangular building divided into 
four storefronts. There is symmetry on this facade in the placement of the doors and display windows, 
even though the two entries at the south end of the building are recessed. For discussion purposes, the 
four storefronts will be referred to as Bays 1 through 4 with the southernmost store (Williams-Sonoma) 
being Bay 1.  
 
Plans for Bay 1 maintain the original store-front configuration. This part of the building remains retail and 
will house a Williams-Sonoma outlet. This is in keeping with the Secretary's Standards. 
 
Bays 2, 3, and 4 will be consolidated into one large space for use as a cooking school and restaurant. Ma-
jor exterior changes include the following: 
 

 The existing setback at the entry to Bay 2 will be increased by twice again its depth. 

This modification serves to make the Williams-Sonoma storefront more prominent but 
does not change the original four-bay configuration. This is in keeping with the Secretar-
y's Standards.  

 Existing doorways to Bays 3 and 4 will be eliminated. 

Eliminating the two doorways changes the symmetry detracts from the original four-bay 
appearance of the building. While this does not fully comply with the Secretary's Stand-
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ards, the proposed design is a sensitive effort to keep the overall storefront "feel" of the 
building so that the setting of the Williams-Sonoma storefront is not destroyed.  

 The existing display windows of Bays 2, 3, and 4 will be reconfigured. As a result, north 
end of the building will have the appearance of a single storefront. Windows will be di-
vided to suggest an older display window, and will be similar in height and width to those 
used for Bay 1.  

This modification changes the original four-bay look of the building but is executed in a 
way that does not detract severely from the overall image of a mid-20th century retail 
building, while at the same time it is clear that it is not part of the older building. This 
does not conflict with the Secretary's Standards. 

 A pergola will be constructed above the window-wall and over the inset door of Bay 2. 

Historically, this building featured various embellishments across the tops of the door-
ways but review of a circa 1960s photograph in the County Assessor's records found a 
distinct lack of symmetry at the roof line and upper part of the main facade. In the photo-
graph, Bays 1, 2, and 4 were topped by a tall parapet extending above the roofline and 
there was a stripped awning across the front of these bays. The parapet likely ran the 
length of the building but is obscured above Bay 3 where there was a large, stripped awn-
ing resembling a circus tent. Since there was no symmetry in the past, use of the pergola 
does not conflict with the Standards. 

 
In summary, while the proposed design of the building at 599 Broadway will change part of the building, 
the Williams-Sonoma portion will be preserved with its historical configuration, appearance, and purpose. 
Proposed changes to the remainder of the building are sensitive to the original design but do not create a 
false sense of age. The Secretary's Guidelines state that the Standards “are to be applied to specific reha-
bilitation projects in a reasonable manner, taking into consideration economic and technical feasibility.” 
As applied to this project, the Standards are upheld as near as possible while creating usable commercial 
space and preserving the Williams-Sonoma storefront. 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or need additional information. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Vicki Beard 
Senior Associate 
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ABSTRACT 
 
Tom Origer & Associates completed an architectural and historical evaluation of the buildings at 599 
Broadway in the city of Sonoma, Sonoma County, California. The study was requested by Jennifer 
Hoover on behalf of Williams-Sonoma, who proposes to renovate the buildings. The study was de-
signed to determine the property’s potential for inclusion on the California Register of Historical Re-
sources based on the eligibility criteria set forth in Title 14 CCR, §4852, and follows guidelines for 
the California Environmental Quality Act. 
 
Historical research was conducted at the Sonoma County Recorder’s Office, the office of the County 
Assessor, the Sonoma County Library History Annex, the Sonoma Valley Historical Society, and var-
ious on-line databases. The buildings were examined and photographs were taken of the exterior. In 
addition to this report, Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms were completed and are ap-
pended to the report. 
 
The study found that the retail building meets the eligibility criteria for inclusion on the California 
Register of Historical Resources. Documentation pertaining to this study is on file at Tom Origer & 
Associates (File No. 12-098). 
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Finds: Appears eligible for the California Register 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Tom Origer & Associates completed an architectural and historical evaluation of the buildings at 599 
Broadway in the city of Sonoma, Sonoma County, California (Figure 1). Buildings on this property 
include a one-story commercial structure fronting on Broadway that is attached to a 1-1/2-story 
dwelling at the rear. The study was requested by Jennifer Hoover on behalf of Williams-Sonoma.  
 
In 1979, an inventory of historic buildings in Sonoma was completed by the Sonoma League for His-
toric Preservation. The buildings at 599 Broadway were not included in the list of historic buildings.  
 
In 2002, an architectural survey along part of Broadway was conducted for a proposed visual en-
hancement project (Galvin 2002). Architectural historian Andrea Galvin with the California Depart-
ment of Transportation completed the survey and documented the Broadway Street Historic District, 
which extends from near Patten Street at the north end to near Chase Street on the south end. The 
buildings at 599 Broadway were not contributors to the district. 
 
During this study, buildings and structures were examined and photographed, and research was com-
pleted to determine if the property met criteria for inclusion on the California Register based on the 
guidance set forth in Title 14 CCR, §4852. The results of the study are presented in this report and on 
the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms provided in Appendix A. Documentation per-
taining to the study is on file at Tom Origer & Associates (File No. 12-098).  
 
 

REGULATORY CONTEXT 
 
This study adhered to requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which 
mandates that cultural resources be considered as part of the environmental review process. This is 
accomplished by an inventory of resources within a study area and assessing the potential that im-
portant cultural resources could be affected by a project.  
 

Figure 1. Project vicinity (adapted from the USGS 1980 Santa Rosa 1:250,000-scale map). 
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Significance Criteria 

Under CEQA, when a project might affect a cultural resource (i.e., site, building, structure, object, or 
district) the project proponent is required to conduct an assessment to determine whether the effect 
may be one that is significant. Consequently, it is necessary to determine the importance of resources 
that could be affected. The importance of a resource is measured in terms of criteria for inclusion on 
the California Register (Title 14 CCR, §4852) listed below. A resource may be important if it meets 
any one of the criteria below, or if it is already listed on the California Register or a local register of 
historical resources. 
 
An important historical resource is one which: 
 

Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of lo-
cal or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States. 

 
Is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history. 
 
Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction, or repre-
sents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values. 
 
Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of the local 
area, California or the nation. 
 
In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, eligibility for the California Register requires 
that a resource retains sufficient integrity to convey a sense of its significance or importance. Seven 
elements are considered key in assessing a property’s integrity: location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association.  
 
 

STUDY PROCEDURES 
 
Archival Research 

Archival research was completed at the Sonoma County Recorder’s Office, the office of the County 
Assessor, the Sonoma County Library History Annex, the Sonoma Valley Historical Society, the of-
fices of Tom Origer & Associates, and various online archives (such as Ancestry.Com and Family 
Search).  
 
Field Survey 

A field examination of the subject buildings was conducted on December 5, 2012. The building exte-
riors were photographed and notes were made regarding style, construction techniques, and modifica-
tions. Descriptions are provided in the Property Description section of the report. 
 
 

HISTORICAL SETTING 
 
The property at 599 Broadway is located 0.1 miles south of the plaza in downtown Sonoma, as shown 
on the Sonoma 7.5’ USGS topographic map (Figure 2). Historically, the study area is situated on 
lands once claimed by the Mission San Francisco Solano de Sonoma (hereafter, the Sonoma Mis-
sion).  
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Figure 2. Study location (adapted from the 1980 USGS Sonoma 7.5’ map). 
 

 

Study Location 
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This mission was the last of 21 missions established in California by Franciscan missionaries between 
1769 and 1823. In 1833, the Mexican government began secularizing California mission lands. After 
futile starts in the Petaluma and Santa Rosa areas, Governor José Figueroa commissioned General 
Mariano Vallejo, former Commandante of the San Francisco Presidio and comissionado of the Mis-
sion San Francisco de Solano, to establish a presidio and pueblo at Sonoma. About 6,064 acres of 
mission lands were set aside for the pueblo in 1834, excluding a two-acre parcel containing the mis-
sion buildings and the 12-acre mission vineyard.  
 
The Mexican pueblo of Sonoma grew and prospered between 1835 and 1846, in part due to a steady 
influx of Americans. Many of the American men married into prominent Mexican families. Through 
these unions, Americans became landowners, and they brought with them many American attitudes 
regarding land use and business dealings. This phenomenon occurred throughout California and 
served to weaken the Mexican government’s grasp on region. During the mid-1840s, the United 
States government actively pursued nonviolent acquisition of California as a U.S. territory, but pro-
gress toward that end was too slow for some. In early 1846, disgruntled Americans in the Sacramento 
Valley rallied around U.S. explorer John C. Fremont and in June of that year, a group of men seized 
Mariano Vallejo and imprisoned him in Sacramento. A crude flag with the image of a bear was raised 
in the Sonoma plaza, giving rise to the name Bear Flag Revolt. The year 1846 marked the end of 
Mexican domain and the beginning of the American era in Sonoma, and in September 1850, the Mex-
ican pueblo of Sonoma officially became a United States town as California was admitted to the un-
ion. 
 
The buildings at 599 Broadway are considered part of Block 71 of Jasper O’Farrell’s 1850 plat of 
Sonoma, although the actual layout of the town is somewhat different than what O’Farrell planned. 
Figure 3 shows a section of the original plat with Patten/England Street crossing Broadway and form-
ing the northern boundary of Block 71. Figure 4 is adapted from the County Assessor’s map and 
shows the actual configuration of Block 71. The study parcel, outlined in black, is Lot 1. 
 
Block 71 became D.H. Twining’s subdivision addition to the Town of Sonoma recorded in 1904 
(Sonoma County Recorder’s Office [SCRO] Map Book 71, page 1). In 1906, Jane I. Green purchased 
the east half of Lot 1, where she and her husband Louis built the existing residence. The 1911 
Sanborn insurance map shows the 1-1/2-story Green dwelling set back from Broadway with one-story 
addition at the rear.  
 
Louis Green was a lumber merchant for many years (United States Bureau of Census (USBC) 1900, 
1910) and later the proprietor of a feed store (USBC 1920, 1930). Jane Green was a noted community 
volunteer who was instrumental in establishing a private mental hospital in the town during the early 
1900s (Sonoma Index Tribune 1931). After her death in 1931, Louis Green remained in the house, as 
a lodger in later years after the property was purchased by Joseph and Therrad Ghiggioli.  
 
During the 1940s, a retail building was added to the front of the parcel, adjoining the east side of the 
house. This section was used as a hardware store throughout the 40s. In 1952, the property was pur-
chased by Charles E. (Chuck) Williams. Williams was a bit of a rambling man having spent time as a 
hired hand on farms in the Central Valley, a stint overseas with Lockheed Aircraft during World War 
II, and as a self-taught house builder after the war (Jacobson and Teiser 1995).  
 
Williams moved to Sonoma in 1947 and continued his carpentry work. In 1952, friends convinced 
him to join them on a trip to Europe, where he was introduced to a variety of foods and cooking 
methods. During his trip abroad, Williams formulated the idea of opening a specialty store in Sono-
ma. On his return to Sonoma, he purchased the hardware store on Broadway in 1954 and began reno-
vating the large open space, eventually creating three retail outlets. A fourth storefront was created 
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Figure 3. Lot 71 as it was originally platted. 
 

Figure 4. Lot 71 and current divisions (adapted 
from Sonoma County Assessor’s parcel map). 

Study Loca-
tion 
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Figure 5. 1911 Sanborn Insurance map showing a dwell-
ing and garage on the study parcel.  

 
with an addition to the north side of the building. A florist occupied one space, a beauty parlor was 
located in another, and in 1956, Williams began selling cookware out of a third space. The fourth 
space remained unfinished. Williams-Sonoma remained at the Broadway location for two years, with 
Williams acquiring cookware from a San Francisco importer at first. In 1958, he relocated the Wil-
liams-Sonoma enterprise to San Francisco, retaining the original name. The property at 599 Broad-
way has housed a variety of commercial and retail business since 1958, including a laundry, restau-
rants, various offices, and a frame shop. 
 
 

HISTORIC CONTEXT 
 
To evaluate the significance of a resource, it is necessary to understand historic patterns and themes 
that are important on national, state, and local levels. National Register Bulletin 15 provides insight 
into the use of historic contexts. 
 

The significance of a historic property can be judged and explained 
only when it is evaluated within its historic context. Historic contexts 
are those patterns or trends in history by which a specific occurrence, 
property, or site is understood and its meaning (and ultimately its 
significance) within history or prehistory is made clear. 

 
Preliminary research found that the house could best be evaluated within the context of the Evolution 
of Residential Architecture, 1835 to1950, as it was realized in the city of Sonoma. That context and 
the types of properties associated with it are presented below. 
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The Evolution of Residential Architecture, 1835 to 1950. 

Sonoma is marked by a wide range of architectural styles reflecting the lives of many economic clas-
ses. The earliest dwellings were adobe houses and rustic cabins built from locally available materials. 
As time went by and the town grew and prospered, homes became more sophisticated. Architecturally 
defined styles such as the Italianate, Second Empire, Gothic, Greek Revival, Queen Anne, and 
Craftsman are well represented, as are vernacular forms that sometimes take on attributes of true 
styles.   
 
Early Sonoma revolved around mission life and establishing a military presence, with priests residing 
at the mission, while the soldiers were housed in barracks. After the missions were secularized in 
1834 and lands began to be parceled out to private citizens, adobe houses were built, primarily around 
the plaza. Two notable adobe homes in Sonoma are the former Jacob P. Leese and Salvador Vallejo 
adobes. When Leese built his adobe in 1836 there were no other private residences in the area. Salva-
dor Vallejo built a two-story adobe the same year and resided there for about 10 years. Both of these 
homes are used for commercial pursuits at present. 
 
In the mid-19th century, people from all over the world flocked to California. Until that time, life in 
California revolved around ranching on a grand scale, with vast acres of land tied up in Mexican ran-
chos. The typical rancho home was an adobe-brick structure, often one-storied, and L- or U-shaped or 
built around a courtyard. Where two stories were present there was sometimes a cantilevered, second-
story porch. It was during this time that the town of Sonoma was platted by Jasper O’Farrell, with 
small town lots surrounding the central plaza and larger lots on the periphery.  
 
With the influx of people during the mid-nineteenth century, new house forms were added to the Cali-
fornia building stock. People tended to bring with them regional ideas of what a house should be. His-
torian Harold Kirker writes of that time, “[t]he coming together of a score of cultures on a rich and 
isolated frontier produced the California Renaissance” (Kirker 1986:55). The nineteenth century was 
a time of romantic revivals and eclecticism in architecture. California experienced a lag in adopting 
new styles because of its relative isolation, especially away from metropolitan areas, but with the ar-
rival of the railroad in 1869 the state was able to close the gap.  
 
In the decades preceding the population boom in California the architectural world experienced a pe-
riod of Greek Revival architecture (circa 1790 to 1850) during which time homes often featured clas-
sic elements such as columns, pediments, and other details inspired by Greek forms. Toward the end 
of that period, industrialization brought many innovations to architecture resulting in Victorian Archi-
tecture (circa 1840 to 1900) with such popular forms as Gothic Revival, Italianate, Stick, Eastlake, 
Queen Anne, Shingle, Romanesque, and Second Empire. 
 
Beginning with Georgian Revival toward the end of the 19th century, Colonial Revival styles cap-
tured America’s imagination and for the most part remained at the forefront of popularity through the 
first half of the 20th century. The earliest Colonial Revival homes generally were interpretations of 
colonial styles imposed on Victorian and post-Victorian forms, but as the 20th century progressed 
more attention was paid to historical accuracy. This eclectic period in American architecture included 
such revival forms as Dutch Colonial, French Eclectic, Spanish Eclectic, and Tudor. 
 
Interrupting the Colonial Revival period, the Modern movement turned away from imitation with re-
newed concern for handicraft and interest in the surrounding environment. The architectural atmos-
phere of the time was one of simplification rather than elaboration, and new homes emphasized effi-
ciency, informality, and neatness. The resulting homes reflect the principles of “structural simplicity, 
balanced proportions, and minimal decoration” (Clark 1986:132). Ornate house styles of the preced-
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ing Victorian era were considered European imitations, and America and its architects were seeking 
their own identity. The Craftsman and Prairie styles grew out of this movement, as did a more generic 
group of homes that borrowed minimally from specific styles. Architectural historians Massey and 
Maxwell (1996:211) offer the term “Builder Style” to describe these working-class homes of the late-
19th and early-20th centuries, homes that were “long on function, and short on stylistic effects and 
architectural grandeur.” These homes were widespread throughout the United States, chiefly because 
they were promoted by pattern book designers, constructed in great numbers by early developers, and 
were readily available through mail-order catalogs after about 1908.  
 
Traditional, architect-designed homes also continued during the twentieth century as modern styles 
began to take hold. Between 1920 and 1940, two distinct modernistic styles evolved: the zigzagging 
patterns and vertical lines of Art Deco architecture and the smooth, white walls and the streamlined 
appearance of Art Moderne architecture. Contemporaneous with these was the International style 
which continues into the present. This style featured asymmetrical facades, flat roofs, flush windows, 
and unadorned wall surfaces, doorways, and windows. During World War II, house construction in 
the United States declined sharply but resumed with vigor in the post war years. New home designs 
were initially based on the Tudor design of the 1920s and 1930s, but were replaced in the 1950s by 
the long, rambling Ranch style, which became the dominant house form in the United States.  
 
Sonoma’s house stock shows that it followed a similar evolution in residential architecture. As the 
town grew and prospered, homes became more sophisticated, and while some neighborhoods reflect 
affluence and social stature through high-style homes, most do not. Sonoma’s housing inventory in-
cludes many modest homes belonging to those who worked in stores, factories, canneries, and support 
industries. These houses tend to be smaller, wood-frame buildings (often referred to as vernacular 
buildings) that exhibiting little or no architectural detailing.  
 
 
City Development, 1945 to 1960 

After World War II, like many other towns, Sonoma witnessed tremendous population growth requir-
ing additional infrastructure and supporting services. Grocery stores, service stations, and other retail 
outlets began infilling vacant lots in town, and as in the case of the study parcel, retail spaces were 
added to existing residential lots. These new facilities diverged from the architectural styles of Sono-
ma, opting instead for modern and expedient designs. Most often this translated into one-story, rec-
tangular, concrete-block structures with large glass windows and awnings at the front. Several of the-
se were constructed along Broadway. 
 
 
The American Appetite After World War II  

During World War I and World War II, many American citizens spent time oversees either in the mil-
itary or in supporting roles. Exposure to foreign, and especially European, culture broadened the 
world view of many, who acquired appreciation for different architectural styles and appetites for new 
cuisine. While the idea of gourmet eating was introduced after the Depression, the trend toward inter-
national dishes spread rapidly after World War II. American tastes after World War II were no longer 
fixed on mom's chicken soup and apple pie. People were offered a greater variety of foods through 
the teachings of an innovative group of chefs and others who made gourmet foodways accessible and 
affordable. 
 
At the forefront of this gastronomic wave were chefs like Dione Lucas, Julia Child, and James Beard, 
who brought French cooking to the American household via the radio and television and through their 
numerous cookbooks. These chefs were aided in their efforts by the likes of MFK Fischer and Craig 
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Claiborne, whose writings brought even greater exposure, and entrepreneurs such as Chuck Williams, 
who was among the first retailers to make "exotic" cookware available to the common household.  
 
The broadening of American foodways was an important cultural change that also had economic im-
plications. For example, chefs in search of specialty items inspired a change in agricultural practices, 
prompting some farmers to produce smaller, though still lucrative crops of baby greens, zucchini 
flowers, and organic foods in general. Before long, supermarkets demanded the same things for their 
customers. The need for new cookware and appliances led to both greater international trade and 
technological innovations. Overtime, and with the help of the media, these same items were sought 
after for the home, and international cooking became part of the American culture. To understand the 
significance of changing American foodways after World War II one needs look no further than the 
popularity of the Food Network on television.  
 
 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 
 
The property at 599 Broadway contains an early 20th century vernacular dwelling with an attached 
1940s retail building. The house is a 1-1/2-story, frame structure built on a rectangular plan. The roof 
is gabled with open eaves and an added gabled dormer on the south side. Cladding is lapped siding 
with wood shingles in the gable ends. Windows are primarily one-over-one, double-hung sashes. The 
front of the house is obscured by the added retail building. The house is now divided into multiple 
apartments with entries built onto the sides of the house.  
 
The retail building was constructed in two phases. The initial phase dates to the mid-1940s, and con-
sists of a wood-frame structure attached to the dwelling. Portions of this addition are clad with lapped 
siding and other portions are stucco. At present, it is divided into three separate storefronts, each with 
a large window and doorway. The second phase consists of a rectangular, concrete-block structure 
attached to the north side of the retail building. The addition was made circa 1954, and mimics the 
other three storefronts. 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
The purpose of this evaluation was to determine if buildings on this property are historically signifi-
cant based on the California Register criteria provided in an earlier section of the report. Restated 
briefly, a building (or any other cultural resource) acquires significance from its association with an 
important event or pattern in history; through its association with an important person; because it rep-
resents a particular type, period, region or method of construction, the work of a master, or possesses 
high artistic values; or because it contains information that can be studied to enhance our understand-
ing of history. 
 
In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, eligibility for the California Register requires 
that a resource retain sufficient integrity to convey a sense of its significance or importance. As de-
fined by the State, “Integrity is the authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evidenced 
by the survival of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance” (California 
Office of Historic Preservation 2001:11). Seven elements are considered key in considering a proper-
ty’s integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.  
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Residence 

Within the contexts of the Evolution of Residential Architecture, 1835 to 1950, it was necessary to 
determine whether the house on the parcel illustrates and conveys the importance of that context, and 
whether it retains sufficient integrity to be a good representative. The following conclusions were 
reached with regard to each of the California Register criteria. 
 
Criterion 1. In order to be considered important under Criterion 1, the property needs to be able to 
convey its importance in events or patterns that are significant in federal, state, or local history. That 
Criterion is not met. 
 
Criterion 2. Under Criterion 2, a property can be significant because of its association with an im-
portant person but the association must be one that reflects the reason for the person’s importance. 
While the Green family, and especially Jane Green, was active in the community for a long time, nei-
ther family nor family members are of particular note in local, state, or national history, and Criterion 
2 is not met.  
 
Criterion 3. Criterion 3 speaks to the architectural significance of a property. This house is a vernac-
ular structure with no clear architectural styling, and does not meet Criterion 3.  
 
Criterion 4. Criterion 4 generally applies to archaeological resources or resources that, through study 
of construction details, can provide information that cannot be obtained in other ways. This building 
possesses no intrinsic qualities that could answer questions or provide important information about 
our history, and Criterion 4 is not met. 
 
 
Retail Building 

The retail portion of the property was evaluated within the context of Commercial Development, 1945 
to 1960, and The American Appetite After World War. The following conclusions were reached. 
 
Criterion 1. In order to be considered important under Criterion 1, the property needs to be able to 
convey its importance in events or patterns that are significant in federal, state, or local history. This 
building was constructed during Sonoma’s post-war commercial development, a time of rapid growth 
marked by construction of expedient buildings to house needed commodities and services. It is also 
the original location of the Williams-Sonoma enterprise, one of the first stores in America catering to 
the needs of cooks focused on international cuisine. While the building meets Criterion 1 as a repre-
sentative of Sonoma's commercial development, there are many such buildings in the area and this is 
not an especially notable example. However, it is the original storefront of the iconic Williams-
Sonoma enterprise, which was at the forefront of cookware marketing as American foodways 
changed after World War II. As the original store, it appears eligible for inclusion on the California 
Register under Criterion 1.  
 
Criterion 2. Under Criterion 2, a property can be significant because of its association with an im-
portant person but the association must be one that reflects the reason for the person’s importance. 
This building is associated with Williams-Sonoma founder Chuck Williams, who was important to 
the culinary shift in America that occurred after World War II. The building appears eligible for in-
clusion on the California Register under Criterion 2.  
 
Criterion 3. Criterion 3 speaks to the architectural significance of a property. The building is similar 
to many of mid-20th century retail spaces in this area and does not meet Criterion 3.  
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Criterion 4. Criterion 4 generally applies to archaeological resources or resources that, through study 
of construction details, can provide information that cannot be obtained in other ways. This building 
possesses no intrinsic qualities that could answer questions or provide important information about 
our history, and Criterion 4 is not met. 
 
 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
Summary 

Tom Origer & Associates completed an architectural/historical evaluation of the buildings at 599 
Broadway in the town of Sonoma, Sonoma County, California. The study was requested by Jennifer 
Hoover on behalf of Williams-Sonoma. Based on eligibility criteria set forth in the CEQA guidelines, 
this study found that the retail building on the property appears eligible for inclusion on the California 
Register under Criterion 1 and 2.  
 
 
Recommendations 

Future use of the property should be sensitive to the historical importance of the retail building. 
Changes to the exterior should maintain a similar 1950s storefront appearance, and in-kind materials 
should be used if preservation of original materials is not feasible.  
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PRIMARY RECORD Primary # P- 
 HRI #  
 Trinomial:  
Other Listings:  NRHP Status Code:  
Review Code:  Reviewer:   Date:  Resource Name or #: Williams-Sonoma 
Page 1 of 12   
P1. Other Identifier: APN 018-301-007 
 
P2. Location: Unrestricted a. County: Sonoma 
 b. USGS 7.5' Quad: Sonoma Date: 1980 
 T  N/R  W;  1/4 of  1/4 of Sec.  ; MDBM Pueblo Lands of Sonoma 
 c. Address: 599 Broadway City: Sonoma Zip: 95476 
 d. UTM: Zone: 10 547350 mE 4238140 mN 
 e. Other Locational Information:  
 
P3a. Description: The property at 599 Broadway contains an early 20th century vernacular dwelling with an attached 1940s retail 

building. The house is a 1-1/2-story, frame structure built on a rectangular plan. The roof is gabled with open eaves and an 
added gabled dormer on the south side (Figures 1 and 2). Cladding is lapped siding with wood shingles in the gabled ends. 
Windows are primarily one-over-one, double-hung sashes. The front of the house is obscured by the added retail building. 
The house is now divided into multiple apartments with entries built onto the sides of the house.  

 
 The one-story, flat-roofed retail building was constructed in two phases. The initial phase dates to the mid-1940s, and 

consists of a wood-frame structure attached to the dwelling. Portions of this addition are clad with lapped siding and other 
portions are stucco. At present, it is divided into three separate storefronts, each with a large window and doorway (Figure 
3). The second phase consists of a rectangular, concrete-block structure attached to the north side of the retail building. The 
addition was made circa 1954, and mimics the other three storefronts. 

 
P3b. Resource Attributes: HP6 (1-story commercial building) P4. Resources Present: Building 
 
P5. Photograph or Drawing:  P5b. Description of Photo: View of the retail building  
 

P6. Date Constructed/Age 
 and Sources:  
 1906 House 
 c.1940-1954 Retail  
  
P7. Owner and Address:  
 Williams-Sonoma 
 3250 Van Ness Ave. 
 San Francisco, CA 94109 
 
P8. Recorded by:  
 V. Beard 
 Tom Origer & Associates 
 P.O. Box 1531 
 Rohnert Park, CA 94927 
 
P9. Date Recorded:  
 December 2012 
  
P10. Type of Survey: 
 Property specific 
 
 

 
P11. Report Citation:  
 Beard, V. 2012 
 Historical Evaluation of the Property at 599 Broadway, Sonoma, Sonoma County, California. 
 
P12. Attachments: Building, Structure, and Object Record; Continuation Sheets; Location Map 
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P3a. Description: (continued from page 1) 

Figure 1. North and west 
elevations of house. 

Figure 2. West elevation 
(rear) of house.  

Figure 3. View of storefronts 



BUILDING, STRUCTURE,  Primary # P- 

AND OBJECT RECORD HRI #  
 NRHP Status Code:  
 Resource Name or #: Williams-Sonoma 
Page 3 of 12   
 
B1. Historic Name: Williams-Sonoma B2. Common Name:  
 
B3. Original Use: Commercial B4. Present Use: Commercial 
 
B5. Architectural Style: Vernacular 
 
B6. Construction History: The dwelling was constructed in 1906. Circa 1945 a retail building was affixed to the front of the 

house. In 1954, an addition was made to the north side of the retail building, and the store was divided into three retail 
spaces. Phases of construction are shown in the following diagram 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B7. Moved? No Date: NA Original Location: NA 
 
B8. Related Features: None 
 
B9a. Architect: None known B9b. Builder: Louis H. Green 
 
B10. Significance:  Theme: The Evolution of Residential Architecture, 1835 to 1950  Area: Sonoma 
   Commercial Development, 1945 to 1960  Area: Sonoma 
   The American Appetite After World War II  Area: United States 
 
 Period of Significance: 1835 to 1950; 1945 to 1960; 1945 to 1970 
 Property Type: Building 
 Applicable Criteria: Retail portion meets California Register Criteria 1 and 2 
 
Context Statement  
 See Page 4 
 
 
 
B11. Additional Resource Attributes:  
 
 
B12. References: 
 See Continuation Sheet page 9 
 
B13. Remarks: 
 
B14. Evaluator: V. Beard 
 Date of Evaluation: December 2012 

    
 

1906 dwelling 
1954 addition 

1940's retail 

See Figure 5 
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B10. Significance: (Continued) 
 
Context Statements  
 
The Evolution of Residential Architecture, 1835 to 1950. 
Sonoma is marked by a wide range of architectural styles reflecting the lives of many economic classes. The earliest dwellings were 
adobe houses and rustic cabins built from locally available materials. As time went by and the town grew and prospered, homes 
became more sophisticated. Architecturally defined styles such as the Italianate, Second Empire, Gothic, Greek Revival, Queen 
Anne, and Craftsman are well represented, as are vernacular forms that sometimes take on attributes of true styles.   
 
Early Sonoma revolved around mission life and establishing a military presence, with priests residing at the mission, while the 
soldiers were housed in barracks. After the missions were secularized in 1834 and lands began to be parceled out to private citizens, 
adobe houses were built, primarily around the plaza. Two notable adobe homes in Sonoma are the former Jacob P. Leese and 
Salvador Vallejo adobes. When Leese built his adobe in 1836 there were no other private residences in the area. Salvador Vallejo 
built a two-story adobe the same year and resided there for about 10 years. Both of these homes are used for commercial pursuits at 
present. 
 
In the mid-19th century, people from all over the world flocked to California. Until that time, life in California revolved around 
ranching on a grand scale, with vast acres of land tied up in Mexican ranchos. The typical rancho home was an adobe-brick 
structure, often one-storied, and L- or U-shaped or built around a courtyard. Where two stories were present there was sometimes 
a cantilevered, second-story porch. It was during this time that the town of Sonoma was platted by Jasper O’Farrell, with small 
town lots surrounding the central plaza and larger lots on the periphery.  
 
With the influx of people during the mid-nineteenth century, new house forms were added to the California building stock. People 
tended to bring with them regional ideas of what a house should be. Historian Harold Kirker writes of that time, “[t]he coming 
together of a score of cultures on a rich and isolated frontier produced the California Renaissance” (Kirker 1986:55). The 
nineteenth century was a time of romantic revivals and eclecticism in architecture. California experienced a lag in adopting new 
styles because of its relative isolation, especially away from metropolitan areas, but with the arrival of the railroad in 1869 the state 
was able to close the gap.  
 
In the decades preceding the population boom in California the architectural world experienced a period of Greek Revival 
architecture (circa 1790 to 1850) during which time homes often featured classic elements such as columns, pediments, and other 
details inspired by Greek forms. Toward the end of that period, industrialization brought many innovations to architecture resulting 
in Victorian Architecture (circa 1840 to 1900) with such popular forms as Gothic Revival, Italianate, Stick, Eastlake, Queen Anne, 
Shingle, Romanesque, and Second Empire. 
 
Beginning with Georgian Revival toward the end of the 19th century, Colonial Revival styles captured America’s imagination and 
for the most part remained at the forefront of popularity through the first half of the 20th century. The earliest Colonial Revival 
homes generally were interpretations of colonial styles imposed on Victorian and post-Victorian forms, but as the 20th century 
progressed more attention was paid to historical accuracy. This eclectic period in American architecture included such revival forms 
as Dutch Colonial, French Eclectic, Spanish Eclectic, and Tudor. 
 
Interrupting the Colonial Revival period, the Modern movement turned away from imitation with renewed concern for handicraft 
and interest in the surrounding environment. The architectural atmosphere of the time was one of simplification rather than 
elaboration, and new homes emphasized efficiency, informality, and neatness. The resulting homes reflect the principles of 
“structural simplicity, balanced proportions, and minimal decoration” (Clark 1986:132). Ornate house styles of the preceding 
Victorian era were considered European imitations, and America and its architects were seeking their own identity. The Craftsman 
and Prairie styles grew out of this movement, as did a more generic group of homes that borrowed minimally from specific styles. 
Architectural historians Massey and Maxwell (1996:211) offer the term “Builder Style” to describe these working-class homes of 
the late-19th and early-20th centuries, homes that were “long on function, and short on stylistic effects and architectural grandeur.” 
These homes were widespread throughout the United States, chiefly because they were promoted by pattern book designers, 
constructed in great numbers by early developers, and were readily available through mail-order catalogs after about 1908.  
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Traditional, architect-designed homes also continued during the twentieth century as modern styles began to take hold. Between 
1920 and 1940, two distinct modernistic styles evolved: the zigzagging patterns and vertical lines of Art Deco architecture and the 
smooth, white walls and the streamlined appearance of Art Moderne architecture. Contemporaneous with these was the 
International style which continues into the present. This style featured asymmetrical facades, flat roofs, flush windows, and 
unadorned wall surfaces, doorways, and windows. During World War II, house construction in the United States declined sharply 
but resumed with vigor in the post war years. New home designs were initially based on the Tudor design of the 1920s and 1930s, 
but were replaced in the 1950s by the long, rambling Ranch style, which became the dominant house form in the United States.  
 
Sonoma’s house stock shows that it followed a similar evolution in residential architecture. As the town grew and prospered, 
homes became more sophisticated, and while some neighborhoods reflect affluence and social stature through high-style homes, 
most do not. Sonoma’s housing inventory includes many modest homes belonging to those who worked in stores, factories, 
canneries, and support industries. These houses tend to be smaller, wood-frame buildings (often referred to as vernacular buildings) 
that exhibiting little or no architectural detailing. 
 
Commercial Development, 1945 to 1960 
After World War II, like many other towns, Sonoma witnessed tremendous population growth requiring additional infrastructure 
and supporting services. Grocery stores, service stations, and other retail outlets began infilling vacant lots in town, and as in the 
case of the study parcel, retail spaces were added to existing residential lots. These new facilities diverged from the architectural 
styles of Sonoma, opting instead for modern and expedient designs. Most often this translated into one-story, rectangular, concrete-
block structures with large glass windows and awnings at the front. Several of these were constructed along Broadway. 
 
The American Appetite After World War II  
During World War I and World War II, many American citizens spent time oversees either in the military or in supporting roles. 
Exposure to foreign, and especially European, culture broadened the world view of many, who acquired appreciation for different 
architectural styles and appetites for new cuisine. While the idea of gourmet eating was introduced after the Depression, the trend 
toward international dishes spread rapidly after World War II. American tastes after World War II were no longer fixed on mom's 
chicken soup and apple pie. People were offered a greater variety of foods through the teachings of an innovative group of chefs 
and others who made gourmet foodways accessible and affordable. 
 
At the forefront of this gastronomic wave were chefs like Dione Lucas, Julia Child, and James Beard, who brought French cooking 
to the American household via the radio and television and through their numerous cookbooks. These chefs were aided in their 
efforts by the likes of MFK Fischer and Craig Claiborne, whose writings brought even greater exposure, and entrepreneurs such as 
Chuck Williams, who was among the first retailers to make "exotic" cookware available to the common household.  
 
The broadening of American foodways was an important cultural change that also had economic implications. For example, chefs in 
search of specialty items inspired a change in agricultural practices, prompting some farmers to produce smaller, though still 
lucrative crops of baby greens, zucchini flowers, and organic foods in general. Before long, supermarkets demanded the same things 
for their customers. The need for new cookware and appliances led to both greater international trade and technological 
innovations. Overtime, and with the help of the media, these same items were sought after for the home, and international cooking 
became part of the American culture. To understand the significance of changing American foodways after World War II one needs 
look no further than the popularity of the Food Network on television.  
 
Property History 
 
The buildings at 599 Broadway are considered part of Block 71 of Jasper O’Farrell’s 1850 plat of Sonoma, although the actual 
layout of the town is somewhat different than what O’Farrel planned. Figure 4 shows a section of the original plat with 
Patten/England Street crossing Broadway and forming the northern boundary of Block 71. Figure 5 is adapted from the County 
Assessor’s map and shows the actual configuration of Block 71. The study parcel, outlined in black, is Lot 1. 
 
Block 71 became D.H. Twining’s subdivision addition to the Town of Sonoma recorded in 1904 (Sonoma County Recorder’s 
Office [SCRO] Map Book 71, page 1). In 1906, Jane I. Green purchased the east half of Lot 1, where she and her husband Louis 
built the existing residence. The 1911 Sanborn insurance map shows the 1-1/2-story Green dwelling set back from Broadway with 
one-story addition at the rear (Figure 6).  
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Figure 5. Lot 71 and current divisions (adapted from 
Sonoma County Assessor’s parcel map). 

Study Location 

Figure 4. Lot 71 as it 
was originally platted 
by O'Farrell (1850). 
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Louis Green was a lumber merchant for many years (United States Bureau of Census (USBC) 1900, 1910) and later the proprietor 
of a feed store (USBC 1920, 1930). Jane Green was a noted community volunteer who was instrumental in establishing a private 
mental hospital in the town during the early 1900s (Sonoma Index Tribune 1931). After her death in 1931, Louis Green remained in 
the house, as a lodger in later years after the property was purchased by Joseph and Therrad Ghiggioli.  
 
During the 1940s, a retail building was added to the front of the parcel, adjoining the east side of the house. This section was used 
as a hardware store throughout the 40s. In 1952, the property was purchased by Charles E. (Chuck) Williams. Williams was a bit of 
a rambling man having spent time as a hired hand on farms in the Central Valley, a stint overseas with Lockheed Aircraft during 
World War II, and as a self-taught house builder after the war (Jacobson and Teiser 1995).  
 
Williams moved to Sonoma in 1947 and continued his carpentry work. In 1952, friends convinced him to join them on a trip to 
Europe, where he was introduced to a variety of foods and cooking methods. During his trip abroad, Williams formulated the idea 
of opening a specialty store in Sonoma. On his return to Sonoma, he purchased the hardware store on Broadway in 1954 and began 
renovating the large open space, eventually creating three retail outlets. A fourth storefront was created with an addition to the 
north side of the building. A florist occupied one space, a beauty parlor was located in another, and in 1956, Williams began selling 
cookware out of a third space. The fourth space remained unfinished. Williams-Sonoma remained at the Broadway location for two 
years, with Williams acquiring cookware from a San Francisco importer at first. In 1958, he relocated the Williams-Sonoma 
enterprise to San Francisco, retaining the original name. The property at 599 Broadway has housed a variety of commercial and 
retail business since 1958, including a laundry, restaurants, various offices, and a frame shop. 
 
 

Figure 6. 1911 Sanborn Insurance map showing a dwelling 
and garage on the study parcel.  
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B10. Significance: (Continued) 
 
Statement of Significance 
This building was evaluated for inclusion on the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register). Briefly, a 
resource eligible for the California Register is one that meets one of the following criteria.  
 

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

 
2. Is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history. 
 
3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction, or represents the work of a 

master, or possesses high artistic values. 
 
4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the 

nation. 
 
In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, eligibility to the California Register requires that a resource retain 
sufficient integrity to convey a sense of its significance or importance. As defined by the State, “Integrity is the authenticity of an 
historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of 
significance” (California Office of Historic Preservation 2001:11). Seven elements are considered key in considering a property’s 
integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.  
 
The following conclusions were reached regarding the property’s eligibility for the California Register as an individual resource. 
 
Residence 
Within the contexts of the Evolution of Residential Architecture, 1835 to 1950, it was necessary to determine whether the house on 
the parcel illustrates and conveys the importance of that context, and whether it retains sufficient integrity to be a good 
representative. The following conclusions were reached with regard to each of the California Register criteria. 
 
Criterion 1. In order to be considered important under Criterion 1, the property needs to be able to convey its importance in events 
or patterns that are significant in federal, state, or local history. That Criterion is not met. 
 
Criterion 2. Under Criterion 2, a property can be significant because of its association with an important person but the association 
must be one that reflects the reason for the person’s importance. While the Green family, and especially Jane Green, was active in 
the community for a long time, neither family nor family members are of particular note in local, state, or national history, and 
Criterion 2 is not met.  
 
Criterion 3. Criterion 3 speaks to the architectural significance of a property. This house is a vernacular structure with no clear 
architectural styling, and does not meet Criterion 3.  
 
Criterion 4. Criterion 4 generally applies to archaeological resources or resources that, through study of construction details, can 
provide information that cannot be obtained in other ways. This building possesses no intrinsic qualities that could answer questions 
or provide important information about our history, and Criterion 4 is not met. 
 
 
Retail Building 
The retail portion of the property was evaluated within the context of Commercial Development, 1945 to 1960, and The American 
Appetite After World War. The following conclusions were reached. 
 
Criterion 1. In order to be considered important under Criterion 1, the property needs to be able to convey its importance in events 
or patterns that are significant in federal, state, or local history. This building was constructed during Sonoma’s post-war 
commercial development, a time of rapid growth marked by construction of expedient buildings to house needed commodities and 
services. It is also the original location of the Williams-Sonoma enterprise, one of the first stores in America catering to the needs of  
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cooks focused on international cuisine. While the building meets Criterion 1 as a representative of Sonoma's commercial 
development, there are many such buildings in the area and this is not an especially notable example. However, it is the original 
storefront of the iconic Williams-Sonoma enterprise, which was at the forefront of cookware marketing as American foodways 
changed after World War II. As the original store, it appears eligible for inclusion on the California Register under Criterion 1.  
 
Criterion 2. Under Criterion 2, a property can be significant because of its association with an important person but the association 
must be one that reflects the reason for the person’s importance. This building is associated with Williams-Sonoma founder Chuck 
Williams, who was important to the culinary shift in America that occurred after World War II. The building appears eligible for 
inclusion on the California Register under Criterion 2.  
 
Criterion 3. Criterion 3 speaks to the architectural significance of a property. The building is similar to many of mid-20th century 
retail spaces in this area and does not meet Criterion 3.  
 
Criterion 4. Criterion 4 generally applies to archaeological resources or resources that, through study of construction details, can 
provide information that cannot be obtained in other ways. This building possesses no intrinsic qualities that could answer questions 
or provide important information about our history, and Criterion 4 is not met. 
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October 10, 2013 
Agenda Item 5 

 
M E M O 

 
To: Planning Commission 
 
From: Associate Planner Atkins 
 
Re: Study session on a proposal to construct 10 apartments, including retaining the existing 

single-family residence on a 1-acre site at 840 West Napa Street 
 
Property Description 

 
The subject property is a 1.01-acre site (43,996 square feet) located on the north side of West 
Napa Street, midblock between Seventh Street West and Sonoma Highway. The parcel, which 
has a width of only 72.5 feet, extends from West Napa Street to West Spain Street, with frontage 
on both roadways. Development on the site consists of a single-family residence, a detached ac-
cessory structure, and a well. There are a number of trees on the site, but most are fruit trees and 
acacias (along with a small pine tree), which are not considered significant. There are two 18” 
maple trees located west of the existing residence. The property frontage on West Napa Street is 
not improved, but the frontage along West Spain Street has been improved with curb, gutter and 
sidewalk. Adjoining uses are as follows: 
 
• North: A triplex and a 14-unit condominium development are located to the north, across 

West Spain Street. 
 
• South: Commercial buildings (Sonoma Solutions/Benjamin Moore/My Pal Pets) are located 

to the south, across West Napa Street. 
 
• East: A commercial building and Sonoma Gardens, a 12-unit condominium development, are 

located to the east. The condominium development includes one and two-story building ele-
ments and a swimming pool. 

 
• West: A commercial barn  and Palm Court, a 20-unit planned development, are located to the 

west. The planned development includes two-story buildings elements. 
 

The portion of the site fronting West Napa Street is designated Commercial by the General Plan 
and has a corresponding C zoning, which allows a maximum residential density of 20 dwelling 
units/acre. This portion of the site has a depth of 186 feet and an area of 13,340 square feet. The 
portion of the site fronting West Spain Street has a General Plan designation of Medium Density 
Residential. This portion of the site, which has a depth of 422 feet and an area of 30,595 square 
feet, has a corresponding R-M zoning, which allows a residential density of 7-11 dwelling 
units/acre. 
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Background 
 
At is meeting of August 8, 2013, the Planning Commission reviewed a preliminary proposal for 
the project and gave the following feedback to the applicant: 
 
• Traffic safety concerns with ingress and egress. One commissioner suggested a right-turn 

only limitation from West Napa Street. Sight-lines from West Spain Street were also dis-
cussed, as there is a hedge on the property frontage that could obscure views. A 20-foot red 
curb on either side of the driveway cut was recommended. 

• One commissioner suggested eliminating one unit and internal setbacks could be improved. 
• The carport structures may be too narrow, especially with structures on both sides. This 

could lead to neighbor compatibility issues (i.e. clipping vehicle doors when doors are 
opened). Note: the driveway aprons associated with the carports were not widened on the re-
vised site plan submitted by the applicant. 

• Future site plans should indicate bicycle parking. 
• Neighbor compatibility is a key issue. Attention needs to be paid to building and setback re-

lationships with neighboring properties, as well as potential noise issues such as garbage 
pick-up. 

• While the Planning Commission discussed the concept of placing the driveway on the east, 
as suggested by the residents of Palm Court, the Commission did not reach a conclusion on 
that question. One Commissioner felt that keeping the driveway on the east would be prefer-
able with respect to Palm Court, as noise and activity associated with the driveway would be 
screened. (Note: switching the driveway location would require the demolition of the exist-
ing residence, which had been proposed in the initial site plan.) 

• There was some concern about trash container location and pick up and that individual trash 
and recycling containers should be provided and that the containers should be collected along 
the private driveway area. With regard to trash and recycling container location, perhaps a 
screened area could be provided for in each yard area near the sidewalk.   

• Additional neighbor outreach and consultation is strongly recommended.  
 
Following the Planning Commission study session, the Design Review Commission (DRC), at 
its meeting of August 20, 2013, considered an application for a Demolition Permit to demolish 
the single-family residence and detached accessory structure. After holding a public hearing on 
the matter, the DRC tabled the Demolition Permit to give the applicant time to explore options 
for retaining the buildings on the property. While the DRC acknowledged that the residence did 
not qualify as a significant historic structure, they felt that as a remnant of old Sonoma its 
preservation would be desirable, if possible, and that it would add to the character of the project. 
 
Summary of Changes from the August 8, 2013, Planning Commission Meeting 
 
The following is a list of changes to the project that resulted from the Planning Commission 
meeting on August 8, 2013, and the Design Review Commission meeting on August 20, 2013: 
 

• The number of apartments has been reduced from twelve units to eleven units. 
• The existing residence will be retained and rented as part of the development. 
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• Unit A in Building 4 and Unit B in Building 3, which border the central common area, 
have been redesigned as one-story affordable units. The orientation of the units has been 
changed to provide for a larger rear yard setback area and improve compatibility with 
neighboring units in Palm Court. 

• Trash bin storage areas have been added to all yard areas, adjacent to the private street. 
• Bicycle parking has been added to the common open space area. 
• The gates adjacent to West Napa Street and West Spain Street have been replaced with a 

series of speed bumps along the driveway in an attempt to discourage the use of the pri-
vate drive as a short cut. 

• Guest parking has been reduced from six spaces to five spaces. 
 
Proposed Development 
 
The proposal involves developing the 1-acre site with 11 residential apartments. No subdivision 
into individual lots or condominiums is proposed. The project narrative indicates that the devel-
opment is intended to provide “an opportunity for rental housing that is not often available in 
Sonoma”. The apartments would take the form of ten duets divided between five detached build-
ings, with the existing residence serving as the 11th unit. The apartments are arranged along a 
private drive on the east side of the site that would access the development from both West Napa 
Street and West Spain Street. The entrance on West Spain Street will allow for traffic to enter 
and exit the site; whereas, the entrance on West Napa Street would be an entrance-only. Speed 
bumps along the driveway are proposed to prevent cut-through traffic.  
 
Eight of the apartments would be two-story structures featuring 2 bedrooms and 2½ baths. Two 
of the apartments, designated as affordable units, would be single-story structures with two-
bedroom one bath. Living areas for the units would range from 924 to 1,320 square feet, with the 
existing residence having an area of 1,320 square feet. Building heights range from 16 feet (for 
the one-story units) to 27 feet measured to the roof peak. Each apartment unit would have a one 
car attached carport with a parking apron in front of the carport, while the existing residence 
would be provided with a two-car detached carport with a parking apron (located to the north of 
the residence). In addition to carport and apron parking, five guest parking spaces are proposed 
along the driveway. For the new construction, the two unit types employ similar elevation con-
cepts that, according to the project applicant, draw from a “traditional Sonoma” architectural 
style. Each unit would have a private patio and yard area. A common open space area is pro-
posed in the center of the site to provide easy access to all residents and to provide open sight 
lines for properties on adjacent sites. Building setbacks are set forth in a table under “Project Is-
sues.” The setbacks comply with Development Code standards. 
 
Development Standards 
 
Project Design: The Commercial zoned portion of the project site is located in the West Napa 
Street/Sonoma Highway Corridor area, while the Medium Density Residential portion of the 
project site is located in the Northwest Area. For these Planning Areas, the Development Code 
indicates that new development should incorporate any desirable site features, especially trees 
and existing buildings having a street presence. Driveway cuts should be minimized, especially 
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through the use of shared access, and new parking should be located in the back of properties 
and screened from adjacent residential zoning districts and land uses.  
 
Consistency with Density Limitations. The site has dual General Plan land use designations of 
“Commercial” and “Medium Density Residential and is split between two planning areas. The 
southern portion of the site adjacent to West Napa Street has a Commercial land use designation, 
which allows a maximum density of 20 units per acre. As proposed the Commercial zoned por-
tion of the site would have a density of 9.23 units per acre. The northern portion of the site adja-
cent to West Spain Street has a Medium Density Residential land use designation, which allows 
a maximum density of between 7 and 11 units per acre. As proposed, the Medium Density Resi-
dential zoned portion of the site would have a density of 11.6 units per acre. Taken as a whole, 
the project would have a density of 10.8 units per acre. In comparison, adjacent apartment and 
condominium complexes have higher densities, ranging from 12.4 to 19.5 units per acre (see ta-
ble below). Staff would note that these developments were constructed prior to the current densi-
ty allowances in the Development Code and under a different zoning designation. In and of 
itself, the proposed project density does not raise any issues from staff’s perspective, but of 
course issues of site planning and compatibility need to be considered and these may ultimately 
have a bearing on density. 
 

Comparison of Surrounding Density 
 Name  Location  Site Acres  # of Units  DU/Acre 

Palm Court Apartments  West  1.18  20  17.0 
Mulberry Gardens PUD  West  0.9  12  13.3 
Triplex  North  7,500  3  17.6 
Sun Valley Cluster Homes  North  1.84  14  7.6 
Sonoma Gardens Condominiums  East  1.03  12  11.7 
Sonoma Park Condominiums  East  1.94  24  12.4 
De Smet Apartments  East  0.5  9  18.0 
840 West Napa Street (Proposed)  NA  1.015  12  11.8 

 
Zoning Regulations (Commercial portion of property): For two-story buildings of this height in 
the West Napa Street/Sonoma Highway Corridor area, the Commercial C zone requires a 25-foot 
front yard setback, no rear yard setback, and no side yard setback, except when abutting a resi-
dential zone (this portion of the property does not abut a residential zone). In addition, the max-
imum building height is 30 feet. The Commercial C zone Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is limited to 
0.80 and a 70% lot coverage maximum applies. Open space requirements call for 300 square feet 
per unit, any combination of shared or private open space per unit. The proposed development 
within the Commercial portion of the property complies with applicable zoning regulations. 
 
Zoning Regulations (Medium Density Residential portion of property): For two-story buildings 
of this height in the Northwest area, the Medium Density Residential R-M zone requires a 20-
front/streetside setback, a 20-foot rear yard setback, and a side yard setback of 5 to 7 feet with 15 
feet combined. In addition, the maximum building height is 30 feet. The Medium Density Resi-
dential FAR is limited to 0.50 and a 60% lot coverage maximum applies. Open space require-
ments call for between 72 and 225 square feet per unit of private open space per units plus 300 
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square feet of common open space per unit. Development proposed on the Medium Density Res-
idential portion of the property complies with applicable the zoning regulations. 
 
On-Site Parking. For multi-family development the Development Code requires 1.5 parking 
spaces per unit (including one covered space), plus an additional 25% for guest parking. Accord-
ingly, 21 spaces are required for the project, including 11 covered spaces and 10 uncovered 
spaces. All units in the project are provided with one-car carports and each home would have 
apron parking within driveways. In addition, five guest parking spaces are provided along the 
driveway. The carport for the existing residence will provide for a two-car carport and two apron 
parking spaces within the driveway Overall, the 29 proposed parking spaces exceeds the amount 
required by the Code. 
 
Internal Circulation: A private drive would access to the development connecting with both 
West Napa Street and West Spain Street. A 75-foot length of the driveway adjacent to West Na-
pa Street is proposed with a 14-foot road width, limiting it to one-way traffic, as the West Napa 
Street driveway would be an entrance only. The remaining portion of the driveway is proposed 
with a 20-foot width, allowing for two-way traffic. These widths comply with the minimum re-
quirements of the Fire Department for emergency vehicle access. The street would be identified 
as a fire lane with parking prohibited, except for the designated guest parking spaces. The Fire 
Safety Officer has reviewed and accepted the site plan. Speed bumps are proposed along the 
driveway to discourage vehicles from using the private driveway as a short cut. A traffic study 
will be required for the project, which will in part address the following: 
 

− Adequacy of the private drive for EVA access per current Fire Department standards, in-
cluding the driveway width. 

− Any safety issues and/or turning conflicts associated with the proposed one and two-way 
driveways. 

− Adequacy of the proposed number of guest parking spaces. 
− Adequacy of proposed speed bumps to control through traffic from using the private 

driveway as a short cut. 
− Cumulative traffic impacts on West Spain Street and West Napa Street. 

 
Inclusionary Units: Developments with five or more units must provide that at least 20% of the 
total number of units are affordable to households in the low and moderate-income categories 
(§19.44.020.B). Accordingly, a minimum of two units within the development must be afforda-
ble. The applicant has identified the two units adjacent to the common area (building #4, unit A 
and building #3, unit B) as affordable units. 
 
Bicycle Parking:  Bicycle parking is required in all new multi-family development subject to re-
view and approval by the Planning Commission. The project narrative indicates that bicycle 
parking will be provided for by hanging bikes in carports and the site plan indicates bicycle 
parking in the common open space for guests.  
 
Use Permit: A Use Permit is required for five or more multi-family dwellings on a Commercial 
or Medium Density Residential zoned property. 
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Environmental Review 
 
The proposal is a discretionary project subject to the requirements of the California Environmen-
tal Quality Act (CEQA). In accordance with CEQA, an Initial Study will be prepared by staff to 
identify any potential environmental impacts that could result from the project. As part of this 
review, a traffic impact study and cultural resource study (addressing both archaeological and 
built resources as there are known archaeological sites in the area) will be commissioned con-
sistent with recommendations from Caltrans and the Northwest Information Center. A sewer ca-
pacity analysis and a Stormwater Mitigation Plan will also be necessary for this review. In 
addition, an acoustical analysis will be required for the unit located adjacent to West Napa 
Street. Finally an arborist report will be commissioned to address tree removal and replacement 
recommendations. The Initial Study will be reviewed by the Environmental Review Committee 
and will be referred to the Sonoma Valley Citizens Advisory Commission prior to consideration 
by the Planning Commission. 
 
Project Issues 
 
Setbacks in Relation to Adjacent Development: Because the proposal is an infill project it must 
be evaluated carefully in terms of how it relates to existing development on adjoining properties, 
especially considering that two-story apartments are proposed. The table below summarizes the 
proposed setbacks to those of existing development for purposes of comparison: 
 
Site 

Boundary 

Adjoining Development  840 West Napa Street (Proposed) 

Complex Name  Improvement Type  (E) Setback  (P) Setback 
Improvement 

Type (P) 

West Edge 

Palm Court Planned Unit De‐
velopment 

2‐story buildings  5' to 75’  5’  2‐story apart‐
ments 

5’ to 11’  1‐story apart‐
ments 

Hass Warehouse  1‐story warehouse  5’  6’ to 24’  Existing resi‐
dence and 2‐

story apartments 

East Edge 

Sonoma Gardens Condomini‐
ums 

1 & 2‐story buildings  38’  33’  1 and 2‐story 
apartments 

Community pool  50’  33’  1 and 2‐story 
apartments 

Fisch Commercial Building  1‐story building  34”  33’  Existing resi‐
dence and 2‐

story apartments 
 
The project’s relationship to the condominiums and commercial building to the east does not 
raise any significant concern because existing driveways help provide a substantial separation 
between existing and proposed development (a minimum distance of 67 feet would result and 
existing trees along the driveway would help provide screening). However, conditions to the 
west are different since some buildings within the Palm Court PUD and the adjoining warehouse 
are closer to the site. As illustrated in the table, setbacks proposed on this side of the project have 
been modified to provide for one-story units adjacent to the common open space area.  In addi-
tion rear yard setbacks have been provided for the one-story units to reduce sight line conflicts. 
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Guest Parking: As noted above, the total amount of parking within the project exceeds code re-
quirements. Regardless, at a Project Advisory Committee meeting some staff members expressed 
concern that parking, including common guest parking, might be insufficient as on-street parking 
is not available, and the Planning Commission should provide direction on this issue. 
 
Frontage Improvements: Frontage improvements will be required on the West Napa Street front-
age. 
 
Next Steps 
 
The applicant is before the Planning Commission in a study session format to obtain feedback 
from the Commission and receive comments from the public at this time. In terms of next steps, 
the City will be conducting environmental review of the project (i.e., preparing an Initial Study) 
involving both a traffic study, and a cultural and archaeological resource evaluation. An arborist 
report will also be prepared, and subject to review by the City’s Tree Committee. The project 
will also be subject to consideration by the Environmental Review Committee and Sonoma Val-
ley Citizens Advisory Commission. Ultimately, after those steps are complete, the project would 
come back to the Planning Commission for consideration of the environmental review and Use 
Permit. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission provide direction to the applicant on the issues 
identified in the staff report, and any other issues raised through this review.  
 
 
 
 
Attachments 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Project Narrative 
3. Summary of Meetings with Neighbors 
4. Pictures of existing residence 
5. Picture of proposed bicycle rack 
6. Draft Minutes from the August 8, 2013, Planning Commission Meeting 
7. Minutes from the August 20, 2013, Design Review Commission Meeting 
8. Site Plan 
9. Floor Plans 
10. Exterior Elevations 

 
 
 
 
cc: Victor Conforti, Architect 
 755 Broadway 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Mike Rabbitt 
 1223 35th Avenue 
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 San Francisco, CA  94122 
 
 Berryl Brooks 
 905 West Spain Street, unit T 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Maree Armstorng 
 905 West Spain Street, unit N 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 

Jessica Schorr 
905 West Spain Street Unit #M 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Mike and Lori Hebner 
866 West Spain Street 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Anthony Hass, 
860 West Napa Street 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Robin and Kathleen McCartnery 
847 West Spain Street Apt. # 6 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Wendy Byrd 
935 West Spain Street Unit J  
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Jeff Paggini 
905 W Spain Street Unit Q 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Sarah Hartnett  
847 W Spain Street Apt. #4 
Sonoma, CA  95476 

 
 aeh@sonic.net, via email 
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Project Summary 

Project Name: 

Property Address: 

Vvnnov", Owner: 

Conforti Study Session--12 
Apartments 

840 West Napa Street 

Victor Conforti, Architect 

Michael Rabbitt 

Plan Land Use: CommerciallMediumDensity 

- Base: CommerciallMedium Density 

- Overlay: N/A 

session on a proposal to construct 12 apartments on 
I-acre site. 
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Zoning Designations 

Hillside Residential (1 D.U'/10acres, maximum) 
Rural Residential (2 D.U./acre, maximum) 
Low DenSity Residential (2-5 D.U./acre) 
Sonoma Residential (3-8 D.U./acre) 
Medium Denisty Residential (6-10 D.U./acre) 
High Density (9-12 D.U./acre) 
Housing Opportunity (15-20 D.U./acre) 
Mobile Home Park (7 D.U./acre, maximum) 
Mixed Use (12 D.U./acre, maximum) 
Commercial (15 D.U./acre, maximum) 
Commercial-Gateway (15 D.U./acre, maximum) 
Wine Production 
Public Facility 
Park 
Agriculture 
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VICTOR CONFORTI
Architect  

 

 
755  Broadway, Sonoma, California                       Voice: (707) 996-7923  Fax: (707) 996-8260 

Narrative 
July 9, 2013 
Rev. July 30, 2013, Rev. September 12, 2013 
 
Residential Apartments 
840 W. Napa St. 
Sonoma, CA 95476 
 
This is a proposal for a residential rental apartment development of a long narrow parcel between W. 
Napa St. and West Spain St.  The parcel is zoned Commercial, along West Napa, and the balance is RM, 
residential medium density, fronting on West Spain St. The parcel has an existing home on the West 
Napa St. frontage, which will remain.  There is a 15’ dedication to the public street Highway 12 right-of-
way required along the W. Napa St. frontage. 
 
At a recent DRC meeting the commission asked that we leave the existing historic home and 
recommended we remodel the house, and integrate it into the project, which we have done. 
 
This is a private residential apartment proposal and not a Planned Development, and therefore does not 
fall under the PD requirements.  It is held under one individual’s ownership and no subdivision into lots 
is proposed.  Density, building set backs, height limits, coverage, FAR, and open space requirements are 
established in the Development Code, and all are well within the requirements. 
 
The lot is too narrow to practically accommodate an Emergency Vehicle Access turn around, so a 
through driveway is proposed along the East side of the lot.  This places the proposed driveway next to 
an existing driveway of the residential project to the East, where it is most compatible.  Speed bumps 
along the driveway will control through traffic from using the private driveway as a short cut.  This 
creates a narrow remainder on which to develop. 
 
The apartments are planned along the West side of the private driveway, with one and two story units 
separated by a two car carport, and private yards between the buildings oriented to the North and South.  
This creates a separation between units, with no common party walls, and an outdoor yard orientation 
away from the neighboring Palm Court residential project to the West, to reduce sight line conflicts. 
 
Two one-story moderate income affordable units are planned adjacent to the central common open 
space.  Their location offers one-story elements next to the rear private yards of the adjacent Palm Court 
project. 
 
Parking is provided for each new unit with a covered carport space and one apron parking space, plus a 
two-car carport with two-car apron parking for the existing home.  Five additional guest parking spaces 
are provided along the driveway in protected bays of parallel parking.  This provides 2-1/2 parking 
spaces for each new unit, well over the required number of 1.875.  Bike parking space will be available 
inside the carports with locking racks for hanging bikes for tenants. 
 
The typical interior units have private patio and yard areas of 470 sf each. The two-bedroom affordable 
units have a private yard area of 220 SF at the rear of the units. The “C” type end Units fronting on the 
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streets, have a private 8’ wide front porch of 224 SF, exceeding the required 150 SF private open space 
for a two bedroom unit.  The Development Code allows front porches to be placed into the front yard 
area.  To insure privacy on the porches several design features are included:  A three foot high picket 
fence behind the sidewalk along the frontage with a latching gate at the entrance walk; Low landscaping 
on both sides of the fence; A railing with closely spaced pickets along the porch.  This will create a 
handsome private front yard area.  Due to the 15’ dedication, the West Napa St. unit will have an 
unusually large front setback to provide more space for landscaping and visual separation to the 
highway. 
 
A long series of carports serving Palm Court is adjacent at the East third of the site. These provide visual 
open space above the carports for proposed units along this portion of the site.  A second building at 
Palm Court has units with rear yards facing the proposed project, where the proposed project has one-
story units, and the central open space is located.  Where a proposed two-story unit abuts a side yard of 
the Palm Court project, special design considerations have been made providing a six-foot high 
windowsill at the second floor bedroom in this area, to reduce sight lines into the neighbor. 
 
The unit at the highway will have required acoustic improvements to reduce sound entering the unit, 
such as sound proof window glazing, heavier doors, special HVAC features for summer use, and other 
measures as required by State code. 
 
A central Common Open Space of 2700 SF is provided in the middle of the site to provide easy access 
to all residents, and to provide more open sight lines for the adjacent Palm Court units.  This space also 
provides for a rain garden area to help with on-site retention of storm water.  A mix of other techniques 
will be used to augment this such as an underground storm water storage system, permeable paving, and 
bio-swales, as determined during the drainage design. 
 
Individual tenant trash containers will be stored in fenced areas shared by the tenants, and placed along 
the private driveway on trash day.  Sonoma Garbage has told us that with an agreement with the owner, 
it is possible that they can access the site along the private driveway.  They have reviewed the Site Plan 
and have confirmed this. 
 
The proposed two story units are modest two bedrooms, two baths, plus powder room, with 1328 SF.  
The affordable units are two-bedroom one bath, with 924 SF.  The project will provide much needed 
rental housing in Sonoma, while maintaining the pattern of development already in existence on both 
sides of the property. 
 
A new apartment project offers an opportunity for rental housing that is not often available in Sonoma.  
Rental housing is more affordable than for-sale housing, in that the security deposit and the market rents 
are typically far less than a down payment, and mortgage, taxes, insurance and HOA monthly costs.  To 
build this project within the constraints of a rental housing budget will take careful planning and 
cooperation of the Planning Commission to make this a reality.  We look forward to your guidance and 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Victor Conforti - Architect 



VICTOR CONFORTI
Architect

755 Broadway, Sonoma, California Voice: (707) 996-7923 Fax: (707) 996-8260

Summary of Meetings with Neighbors

October 1, 2013

Proposed Residential Apartment Project
840 W. Napa St.
Sonoma, CA 95476

We mailed packages with the Narrative and Site Plans to 160 neighbors in July 2013. We received
responses from Sonoma Gardens and Palm Court, the two adjacent projects to the East and West. Robin
McCarthy from Sonoma Gardens requested PDF’s of the plans, which we sent. Berryl Brookes from
Palm Court phoned and came by the office to discuss the project and arrange a meeting with Palm Court
residents.

Meetings August 1 and September 25, 2013 at Palm Court 905 W. Spain St, Sonoma, CA:

At the first Palm Court neighbor meeting August 1, 2013, prior to the first Planning Commission Study
Session August 8, 2013, we discussed the layout of the proposed Site Plan and the impacts on units in
Palm Court that are immediately adjacent. The residents present at the meeting live in the units in the
rear half of Palm Court. There was concern over the proximity of the proposed buildings, especially the
two story elements, being too close and having too much visual impact on the units and the private rear
yards of nearby Palm Court residents. The proposed design at this point in time included removing the
existing house. The idea of relocating the driveway from the East side to the West side, to be adjacent to
Palm Court was discussed. This was predicated on getting approval from the Design Review
Commission to remove the existing house, as a West driveway location would not be possible if the
house was to remain. At the subsequent DRC meeting on August 20, 2013, the commission asked that
we leave the existing historic home and recommended we remodel the house in its’ current location,
maintaining the same appearance and exterior while integrating it into the project.

At the second Palm Court meeting, September 25, 2013, the residents were disappointed that the
driveway would not be relocated. However by changing two of the two-story units that were adjacent to
the Palm Court private yards, to one-story units, this relieved some of the impact and concerns. A
request was made to change one more unit from two-story to one-story, adjacent to the side yard of the
Palm Court unit at the South West corner of the Palm Court complex. The owner is considering this
request.

Also discussed was the one-way driveway at West Napa St. The residents suggested that a one-way
driveway exiting onto West Napa St. would be best, because it would reduce exiting on to West Spain
St., where parked cars make sight-lines difficult. Also this would meet the needs of the trash service
pick-up trucks driving from West Spain to West Napa St, from North to South to pick up trash bins on
the private sidewalk curb location, at the pick-up arm side of the vehicle.
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Comms. Edwards and Felder would not support this change. 

Comm. Felder made a motion to approve a Use Permit to convert a single-family residence into 
a two-bedroom vacation rental. Comm. Edwards seconded. The motion was approved 3-1 
Comm. Henevald opposes. Comm. Willers recused. (Comms. Tippell and Howarth absent). 

Comm. Willers returned to the dais. 

Item #5 - Study Session - Study session on a proposal to construct 12 apartments on a 1-
acre site at 840 West Napa Street. 

Applicant/Property Owner: Victor Conforti, Architect/ Michael Rabbitt 

Associate Planner Atkins presented staff's report. 

Victor Conforti, applicant/architect, explains that this rental housing infill project has certain 
characteristics; difficult site with narrow dimensions. The existing building has no significant 
historical value. Mr. Conforti met and discussed some of the issues with the neighbors on Palm 
Court. The Fire Department access drives the site plan and leads to the driveway extension 
leaving a narrow remainder. There are a series of smaller scale buildings with duplex elements. 
The enclosed yards are oriented to the North and South ends of the duplex units. 

A demolition permit is required from the Building Department and the Design Review 
Commission will review the project at a later date. If approved, the applicant is amenable to 
reversing the driveway location. He appreciated Associate Planner Atkin's table showing the 
adjacent properties. The guest parking has been expanded. A single gate would be agreeable 
on West Napa Street. The units facing West Spain Street will have private front yards (224 sq. 
ft. exceeds the private open space minimum requirement) with picket fences and landscaping 
on both sides of the gate. Trash bins may be located within the fenced yards with recycling bins 
limited to curbside pick up. 

Chair Roberson confirms that Sonoma Garbage will pick up the garbage along the driveway. 

Comm. Henevald suggested that the intent for this housing project may be for a future 
condominium conversion, 

The applicant says the project is designed for rental units not condominiums. 

Planning Director Goodison explained the process for condominium conversions. 

Chair Roberson opened the public hearing. 

Robin and Kathleen McCartney, Sonoma Garden residents, are situated between Nicora Place 
and the project. They have not discussed the following concerns with the applicant: noise, 
traffic, proportion of structures to lot size (small and narrow). They are not opposing 
development on the site however they expressed reservations for the demolition of the house 
since it represents a "piece of Old Sonoma". Sonoma Gardens backs up between two new 
proposed housing projects creating the potential for negatively impacting existing residents. A 
major concern is the density that will increase traffic in the area at the detriment to pedestrians. 
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Wendy Byrd, Palm Court resident, says her primary concern is density along with safety. She 
also discussed "affordable housing". 

Jeff Paggini, resident representing his son, is concerned about privacy, garbage, noise and 
asthetics. His opinion is that the driveway fire access does not matter. 

Jessica Shore, resident, does not want any changes to the bucolic setting that has been her 
home for many years. She is concerned about the size of the units. In her opinion, there are 
differences between homeowners and renters assimilating in the community. She 
envisions/perceives the changes proposed for the neighborhood as "negatively changing her 
lifestyle forever". 

Sarah Hartnet, Sonoma Garden resident is concerned about an increase in area traffic. Her 
family rides bikes and more cars may jeoporadize their safety. 

Mike and Lori Hemner, resident property managers at Sun Valley (a neighboring 14 unit housing 
development) received a letter from the applicant but have not had an opportunity to voice their 
concerns until tonight's meeting. They feel that the new apartments would not be "visually 
pleasing" and that there is already enough density in the area. They suggest a senior housing 
facility may be more suitable with one level units or a smaller scale housing project. Their main 
objections stem from the demographics, traffic and noise. 

Mary Jane, Sonoma Park resident, (24 condos), has similar concerns. She is concerned with 
noise and air pollution during the construction period. "Quality of life" may be compromised 
since there would be a demand for limited valuable resources. 

Anthony Hass, adjacent property owner is surprised that there is not a denser use. His only 
concern is to have the driveway flipped to the other size so it would not limit his future 
development plans. He does not oppose the project. 

Mike Rabbitt, property owner, does not intend to have condominiums in the future. 

Berryl Brooks, 20 year resident, met with City staff. She feels that only eight units will be directly 
affected. She hopes there is a revision for either fewer units or one level to make the project 
more "livable". She has no issue with garbage trucks. Her opinion is that West Spain Street is 
"unsafe" at times. 

Chair Roberson closed the public hearing. 

Comm. Henevald is concerned with egress and thinks the hedge along West Spain Street (20 
foot sight line) should be addressed. He is concerned for the Palm Court residents living in a 
"fishbowl". He proposes a right turn only lane on West Napa Street and the repositioning of the 
driveway. 

Comm. Willers suggests that changing the driveway may cause more concerns. He has 
practical experiences from a similar development and is familiar with community involvement. 
There may be a reduction in garbage with this type of project. The neighbors are concerned 
about setbacks. He is not concerned with the density. The current layout has carports 
dimension almost 2 narrow between buildings. He feels that garbage can be solved favorably 
with adjacent properties and yards. It is preferred that dumpster trash be picked up more 
frequently. 
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Comm. Edwards confirms with staff that the new Valley Oaks affordable housing project is full 
and the demand for affordable housing has increased due to the economic climate/recession. 
The Housing Element requires some affordable units in new developments. The urban growth 
boundary dictates the perimeters for infill projects. The traffic on Spain Street is of concern and 
two people have written to the Traffic Safety Committee. He is of the opinion that the majority of 
traffic is generated from travelers through Sonoma. He envisions neighbors sharing garbage 
services. Comm. Edwards feels that the project is not being overbuilt since more units are 
allowed under the zoning/regulations. 

Comm. Edwards encourages the public to continue dialogue with the City and as a Planning 
Commissioner is happy to be a facilitator. (Planning Commission is a "bridge" to the City.) 

Comm. Felder feels the project options are limited by the constrained lots confronted with 
density issues. He agrees with Comm. Willers that carports and driveway access is problematic. 
'He is also concerned with traffic, water and the impacts on the neighborhood and community at 
large. Heis optimistic that the project has merits and will be successful. 

Comm. Roberson wants more width in the driveways and feels the configuration of units to 
single story might mitigate some of the issues. He feels that constructive feedback is very 
important in the process. 

Comm. Willers discusses the City's condo conversion policy that is not automatic. The owners 
would apply for a subdivision/tentative map that the Planning Commission reviews. The retro­
fitting would apply if it was determined to be better for rentals than for owner occupied units. 

Issues Update: 

1. The Valley Oaks affordable housing project received 450 applications for the 44 rental units-fully 
occupied 

2. The City Engineer/PW Director will present a report on water issues. 

3. The City Council meeting on August 19th will discuss the Planning Commission vacancy and the 
Hotel Ballot measure. 

4. The Chateau Sonoma Hotel project was suspended in the planning department by the 
applicant a while ago. 

5. The Sonoma County Water Agency is close to a critical water level for Lake Mendocino. The 
next meeting is September 1 st. 

Comments from the Audience: Wendy Byrd inquired about affordable housing. Staff says 
there is no longer the substantial financial subsidy offered through the City since the close of the 
State's Redevelopment Agencies. She suggested senior housing for the project at 840 West 
Napa Street. . 

Comm. Edwards made a motion to adjourn. Comm. Henevald seconded. The motion was 
approved 5-0. (Comms. Tippell and Howarth absent) 

Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 8:38 p.m. to the next regular meeting scheduled for 
6:30 p.m. on Thursday, September 12, 2013. 
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CITY OF SONOMA 
DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
August 20, 2013 

Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West 

DRAFT MINUTES 

CALL TO ORDER: Chair Tippell called the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. 

ROLL CALL: Present: 

Absent: 
Others Present: 

Comms. Anderson, Barnett, McDonald, Randolph, 
Tippell 
Comm. Baptista 
Associate Planner Atkins 

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: George McHale, City Historian, presented each 
Board member with a cultural resource study prepared by CalTrans identifying the 
Broadway Historic District. It also takes into account the evaluating effects of projects 
on the rest of Broadway. 

Comm. Anderson stated that CalTrans came to League of Historic Preservation for 
input regarding the street lights on Broadway between MacArthur and the Plaza. He 
thanked Mr. McHale for the study. 

COMMENTS FROM THE COMMISSION: None. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Comm. McDonald made a motion to approve the minutes 
of July 16, 2013, as submitted. Comm. Anderson seconded the motion. The motion 
carried unanimously. 

CORRESPONDENCE: None. 

ITEM #1 - DESIGN AND SIGN REVIEW: Consideration of new awnings and new 
awning signs for a restaurant (Sunflower Caffe) located at 421 First Street West. 
Applicant: James Hahn/Sunflower Caffe. 

Associate Planner Atkins explained that the applicant requested a continuance to a 
future meeting due to last minute discussions between the applicant and property 
owner. 

ITEM #2 - DESIGN REVIEW: Consideration of a revision to a previously approved 
design review proposal for a remodel and addition to a single-family home located at 
298 First Street West. Applicant: Victor Conforti, Architect. 

Associate Planner Atkins presented staff's report. 

Comm. McDonald asked if there was a copy of the elevations and height of the garage 
as originally approved. Comm. Anderson asked if there was a landscape plan. 
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Comm. Randolph noted that this is a very handsome property and will add a lot to the 
space that's there. She would be inclined to approve as submitted. 

Chair Tippell walked the site today and feels it will be a nice addition. The landscaping 
in lieu of parking is an excellent idea. She understands the addition of the garage and 
has no strong issue with the French doors and it makes sense as they lead out to the 
patio. She would move forward as submitted. 

Mr. Conforti noted the owners' desire to have open communication between the 
kitchen/dining/patio spaces. After looking at the proportions and comparing the existing 
to the proposed, this does preserve the feeling of the existing vertical proportions. With 
landscaping, it will create a space for the south patio and help define this as a private 
space. 

Comm. Anderson made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Comm. 
Randolph seconded the motion. The motion carried 4-1, McDonald dissenting. 

ITEM #3 - DEMOLITION REVIEW: Consideration of a Demolition Permit to demolish 
the single-family residence and detached accessory structure located at 840 West 
Napa Street. Applicant: Victor Conforti, Architect. 

Associate Planner Atkins presented staff's report. 

Comm. Anderson noticed that the last paragraph of the staff reported stated that "no 
demo could occur until a building permit for the new project has been obtained." 
Associate Planner Atkins stated that while she is not aware of an ordinance that states 
that, the Commission could make that a condition of approval. 

Chair Tippell opened the public hearing. 

Victor Conforti, project architect, was present to discuss the application. Arthur Dawson 
of Baseline Consulting performed the historic survey of the house. The house was 
originally four rooms and has been added to and modified over the years. The front 
porch is an addition, as is the added room on the porch at the front of the house. There 
is a bedroom addition on the west side. On the north side, the kitchen has been 
extended and the enclosed porch acts as a back entrance to the house. There is a 15-
foot dedication to expand the highway right-of-way. Some effort was made to try and 
find a reference to this structure in the inventory the League for Historic Preservation 
prepared in the late 1970's, but there was only a short sentence referring to the house. 

Mr. Dawson did extensive research on the property and tried to gain access to the 
League's files. He noted that the League has minimal records and it was determined 
that this is not a historically significant property. 

Comm. Randolph noted that any demolition is serious. She read the reports. She is 
curious about what's going to happen to the space. Mr. Conforti related that the 
proposal for a multi-family residential project on this site had been recently presented 
to the Planning Commission as a study session. 
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Comm. Barnett watched the broadcast of the Planning Commission meeting regarding 
this study session and heard quite a few neighbors expressing concern about the 
density of the project. This structure is a part of old Sonoma. He asked whether the 
applicant had considered retaining the house. Mr. Conforti stated the owner had 
discussed it with him. Mike Rabbitt, property owner, stated he had initially wanted to 
keep the house and is not opposed to doing so. He has not investigated the cost of 
moving the house, and its current location is too close to the street. 

Comm. McDonald asked about the location of the CalTrans public right-of-way. He 
asked Mr. Conforti how many living units are proposed (12). He suggested using some 
of the unique features of the existing residence for the new project. While he is not 
opposed to the demolition, he would encourage his fellow Commissioners to do what 
was done in the past and have the applicant save or incorporate the existing structure 
in the future design. 

Comm. Randolph commended Comm. McDonald on his open-mindedness about this 
application and expressed concern over the possible demolition when creative 
solutions are available. 

Comm. Barnett echoed Comm. Randolph's comments. A demolition is a very final 
solution, and he is not convinced that this structure needs to be demolished. He is glad 
the owner and architect are open to pursuing other options. This may go a long way in 
appeasing the neighbors. He would strongly encourage the applicant to try and save 
the structure and would support a continuance of the item. 

Comm. McDonald noted that the Design Review Commission will ultimately have to 
make the decision as to whether this building is worthy of protection. The property 
owner has an economic decision to make. He asked the applicant if he would like to 
continue the item; Mr. Conforti replied in the affirmative. 

Comm. Anderson agreed with the sentiments of his fellow Commissioners. He is not 
totally opposed to the demolition, although it does have the influence of the Sonoma 
cottage character and he would encourage the applicant to look at it from that 
perspective. He believes a continuation would be appropriate. 

Chair Tippell closed the public hearing. 

Comm. McDonald made a motion to continue this item to a date to be determined to 
allow the applicant and owner time to assess the feasibility of preserving the existing 
structure and possibly incorporating it into the proposed development. Comm. Barnett 
seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 

ISSUES UPDATE: None. 

COMMENTS FROM THE COMMISSION: None. 

COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE: None. 
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Design Review Commission Minutes August20,2013 

The meeting adjourned at 7:50 p.m. to the regular meeting scheduled for Tuesday, 
September 17, 2013. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a 
regular meeting of the Design Review Commission on the day of 2013. 

Robin Evans, Administrative Assistant 
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	10-10-13
	Memo  10-4-13
	PC_08_08_13 Draft Minutes
	Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West
	August 8, 2013
	DRAFT MINUTES
	COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC:  No Public Comments
	Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report.
	Staff notes that there have been no calls of service for noise or associated issues at the site.
	Treg Finney, applicant and General Manager, is pleased with the music license conditions of approval. There have been special events with music-seven DJ’s and seven acoustic performers.
	Chair Roberson opened the public hearing.
	No public comments
	Staff received one written complaint from a neighbor when a performance exceeded the noise limits. There have been no calls of service to the Police department.  There have been four separate reviews of the music venue license permit.
	Comm. Felder confirms with staff that moving forward the license is administratively reviewed unless issues/complaints arise then the Planning Commission would re-evaluate.
	Comm. Henevald confirms that the City has received no other calls about noise disturbances during musical performances.
	Dean Biersch, applicant, feels he has compromised and worked through many of the neighbors issues/concerns relating to music performances. He has successfully dealt with each issue as presented. The applicant responded to the recent letter from a neig...
	Chair Roberson suggests that the owner, restaurant staff and musicians become more familiar with the music limits including the type of instruments. In his view, this is a “wake up call”. An ambient noise level check list is recommended and the music ...
	Chair Roberson opened the public hearing.
	Robert Ryan, commercial property owner, (Broadway) supports the music permit and likes the ambiance at Hopmonk.
	Chair Roberson closed the public hearing.
	Comm. Felder commends Mr. Biersch for acknowledging the isolated noise issue. He wants a more complete report from the restaurant management/staff going forward. He feels the administrative review is fine and is optimistic/confident that there will be...
	Comm. Edwards agrees with Comm. Felder.
	Victor Conforti, applicant/architect, explains that this rental housing infill project has certain characteristics; difficult site with narrow dimensions. The existing building has no significant historical value. Mr. Conforti met and discussed some o...
	A demolition permit is required from the Building Department and the Design Review Commission will review the project at a later date. If approved, the applicant is amenable to reversing the driveway location. He appreciated Associate Planner Atkin’s ...
	Chair Roberson confirms that Sonoma Garbage will pick up the garbage along the driveway.
	Comm. Henevald suggested that the intent for this housing project may be for a future condominium conversion,
	The applicant says the project is designed for rental units not condominiums.
	Planning Director Goodison explained the process for condominium conversions.
	Chair Roberson opened the public hearing.
	Robin and Kathleen McCartney, Sonoma Garden residents, are situated between Nicora Place and the project. They have not discussed the following concerns with the applicant: noise, traffic, proportion of structures to lot size (small and narrow). They ...
	Wendy Byrd, Palm Court resident, says her primary concern is density along with safety. She also discussed “affordable housing”.
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