
 

      
 

City of Sonoma  
Design Review and Historic  

Preservation Commission 
AGENDA 

Regular Meeting of February 18, 2014 - 6:30 P.M. 
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West 

Sonoma, CA  95476 
 

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

 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Leslie Tippell, Chair 
 

              
Commissioners:   Tom Anderson  
                             Kelso Barnett 
                             Robert McDonald  
                             Micaelia Randolph 
                             Christopher Johnson (Alternate) 

  
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
Presentations by audience members on items not appearing on the agenda. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Minutes from the meetings of December 17, 2013, and January 21, 2014. 

 
CORRESPONDENCE 

 
 
ITEM #1 – Discussion Item 
  
ISSUE: 
Review of the qualifications of 
Baseline Consulting and McKale 
Consulting to prepare historic 
evaluations. 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 
 

  
RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Receive and provide 
feedback. 
 

 
ITEM #2 – Sign Review  
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of sign review for a 
retail/service business (Patt’s Copy 
World). 
 
Applicant:   
Charles and Patricia Bettinelli 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

 
Project Location: 
677 First Street West 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Mixed Use (MU) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
Downtown District 
Base: Mixed Use (MX) 
Overlay: None 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 



 
ITEM #3 – Sign and Design 

Review  
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of sign and design 
review for a mobile coffee service 
trailer (Coffee & Coco). 
 
Applicant:   
Rocio Fuentes  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

 
Project Location: 
195 West Napa Street 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Commercial (C) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
West Napa/Sonoma Corridor 
Base: Commercial (C) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 

ITEM #4 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of an exterior color 
change for a restaurant (General’s 
Daughter). 
 
Applicant:   
Virginia Lemoyne  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
400 West Spain Street 

 
General Plan Designation: 
Low Density Residential (LR) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Northwest Area 
Base: 
Low Density Residential (R-L) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 

ITEM #5 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of design review for 
three residential units on a mixed-
use property. 
 
Applicant:   
Victor Conforti, Architect  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
830 Broadway 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 

 
ITEM #6 – Demolition Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of a Demolition 
Permit to allow the demolition of the 
main house, water tower, garage, 
and hatchery buildings. 
 
Applicant:   
Caymus Capital 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

 
Project Location: 
800 West Spain Street 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Medium Density Residential (MR) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Northwest Area 
Base
Medium Density Residential (R-M) 
Overlay: None 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 

 
ITEM #7 – Discussion Item 
  
ISSUE: 
Review of the changes related to 
Certified Local Government and 
recent Municipal Code revisions. 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 
 

  
RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Receive and provide 
feedback. 
 



 
ITEM #8 – Discussion Item 
  
ISSUE: 
Review possible policy changes with 
regard to historic evaluations. 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 
 

  
RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Receive and provide 
feedback. 
 

 

ISSUES UPDATE 

COMMENTS FROM THE COMMISSION 

COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

ADJOURNMENT 

 
I do hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing agenda was posted on the City Hall bulletin board on February 14, 
2014.    
 
ROBIN EVANS, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
 
Rights of Appeal:  Any decision of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission may be 
appealed to the City Council.  Appeals must be filed with the City Clerk within fifteen (15) calendar days following 
the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission’s decision, unless the fifteenth day falls on a weekend or 
a holiday, in which case the appeal period ends at the close of the next working day at City Hall. Appeals must be 
made in writing and must clearly state the reason for the appeal. Appeals will be set for hearing before the City 
Council on the earliest available agenda.  
 
Copies of all staff reports and documents subject to disclosure that relate to any item of business referred 
to on the agenda are available for public inspection the Monday before each regularly scheduled meeting 
at City Hall, located at No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA, (707) 938-3681.  Any documents subject to disclosure 
that are provided to all, or a majority of all, of the members of the Design Review Commission regarding 
any item on this agenda after the agenda has been distributed will be made available for inspection at the 
Administrative Assistant office, No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA during regular business hours. 
 
If you challenge the action of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission in court, you may 
be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described on the 
agenda, or in written correspondence delivered to the Administrative Assistant, at or prior to the public 
hearing. 
 
In accordance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this 
meeting, please contact the City Clerk (707) 933-2216. Notification 48 hours before the meeting will enable 
the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.  



February 18, 2014 
Agenda Item #1 

 
 

M E M O  
 
 
To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission 
 
From: Associate Planner Atkins 
 
Subject: Requirements to Prepare Historic Evaluations  
 
 
When a project requires a historic evaluation to determine if the project meets CEQA’s definition 
of a historical resource and if the project significantly impacts or affects the historical resource, 
staff directs applicants to the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) 
Consultants List to find qualified consultants to prepare the evaluations. Further, staff directs 
applicants that the discipline that should be selected is “architectural history” or “historical 
architect”, as staff has determined that these disciplines appear to contain qualifications to 
prepare evaluations for properties within the City of Sonoma. 
 
The CHRIS List is not a listing of all individuals who qualify as professionals in these disciplines 
under the Secretary of Interior's Standards and does not constitute an endorsement of any listed 
individual or consulting firm by the Office of Historic Preservation or CHRIS Information 
Centers. However, the list is useful because the firms on the list have been identied as having the 
qualifications required to prepare cultural resource evaluations. 
 
There are two consultants who would like to prepare historic evaluations for the City of Sonoma 
that are not of the CHRIS list: Baseline Consulting and McKale Consulting. The following 
requirements are those used by the National Park Service, (for the disciplines “architectural 
history” and “historical architecture”) and have been previously published in the Code of Federal 
Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61: 
 

Architectural History 
The minimum professional qualifications in architectural history are a graduate degree in 
architectural history, art history, historic preservation, or closely related field, with 
coursework in American architectural history, or a bachelor's degree in architectural 
history, art history, historic preservation or closely related field plus one of the following:  
 
1. At least two years of full-time experience in research, writing, or teaching in 

American architectural history or restoration architecture with an academic 
institution, historical organization or agency, museum, or other professional 
institution; or  

 
2. Substantial contribution through research and publication to the body of scholarly 

knowledge in the field of American architectural history.  



 
Historic Architecture 
The minimum professional qualifications in historic architecture are a professional degree 
in architecture or a State license to practice architecture, plus one of the following:  
 
1. At least one year of graduate study in architectural preservation, American 

architectural history, preservation planning, or closely related field; or  
 

2. At least one year of full-time professional experience on historic preservation 
projects.  

 
Such graduate study or experience shall include detailed investigations of historic 
structures, preparation of historic structures research reports, and preparation of plans and 
specifications for preservation projects. 
 

The qualifications define minimum education and experience required to perform identification, 
evaluation, registration, and treatment activities. The DRHPC should determine if Baseline 
Consulting and McKale Consulting meet the requirements in the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines to prepare evaluations in the City of Sonoma. 
 
Attachments: 
1. Archeology and historic preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines 
2. Baseline Consulting Qualifications 
3. McKale Consulting Qualifications 
 
 
 
 
 
cc: Baseline Consulting (Arthur Dawson), via email 
 
 George McKale, via email 
 

Mary Martinez 
 P.O. Box 534 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Yvonne Bowers, via email 
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
2 
 
02/18/14 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Charles and Patricia Bettinelli 

Project Location 

677 First Street West 

Historical Significance 
   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
        Year Built: 1960 
  
Request 

Consideration of new freestanding, wall, and window signs for a retail business (Patt’s Copy World). 

Summary 
Proposal: The applicant is requesting approval of new freestanding, wall, and window signs for a retail business.  
 
Freestanding Sign: A two-sided freestanding sign is proposed on the northeast portion of the property with an area of 12 
square feet per side (1.5 feet tall by 8 feet wide). The sign would consist of medium density overlay with 2 ml vinyl 
lettering. The sign is proposed to be placed on an existing two inch metal pipe frame. The maximum height of the sign 
would be 8.75 feet. Copy on the sign would consist of brown and white lettering on a white background. 
 
Freestanding Sign Regulations (§18.20.120): Freestanding signs shall be limited to one per parcel or property. The top of a 
freestanding sign, including the sign structure, shall not exceed 12 feet. Every freestanding sign shall be wholly on the 
property occupied by the use or uses identified or advertised, not within six feet of any vehicular right-of-way, and not over 
any part of the public pedestrian walkway. The freestanding sign would be located 4 feet from the driveway on the north 
side of the adjoining property. The DRHPC should determine if the driveway to the north is a vehicular right-of-way and if 
the proposal is consistent with this requirement. 
 
Illuminated Wall Sign: A one-sided wall sign is proposed on the east facing elevation facing First Street West. The proposed 
sign is 8 square feet in area (1.5 feet tall by 4 feet wide). The sign would consist of medium density overlay with 2 ml vinyl 
lettering. Copy on the sign would consist of brown lettering on a white background. Illumination is proposed in the form of 
an existing unshielded flood light. The applicant has stated that the sign will be illuminated from 8:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
 
Exterior Illuminated Sign Regulations (§18.20.131): Exteriorly illuminated signs shall not exceed 32 square feet in area. 
Each face of a two-sided exteriorly illuminated sign shall not exceed 21 square feet in area.  Exterior illumination of signs or 
exterior business areas shall be accomplished through lights concealed from all public areas so that the light sources is not 
visible. Flood lights shall be shielded on all sides by that facing the sign or exterior area. Flood lights for exterior lighting 
must be concealed in some manner (including landscaping or a building feature) and be directed only towards where 
specifically needed. No light spillage or glare shall be allowed into areas not intended to be lit or onto neighboring 
properties. It is recommended that the surface brightness shall not be greater than 100 foot-lamberts. The applicant has not 
provided a specification sheet on the light or indicated if the surface brightness will be less than one hundred (100) foot-
lamberts.  
 
Wall Sign Regulations (§18.20.180): Wall signs projecting over the property line, including a light box or other part thereof, 
shall not exceed a thickness of 12 inches. The proposal is consistent with this requirement. 
 
Illuminated Window Sign: The “OPEN” window sign is 3 feet wide by 1.5 tall (4.5 square feet), utilizing red and blue copy 
on a clear background. The sign would be displayed in the front window facing First Street West.  
 



 
 

Illuminated Window Sign Regulations (§18.20.013.B.4): One illuminated window sign no more than two square feet in area 
may be permitted. Such a sign shall be counted as one sign, and shall be included in the aggregate sign area. A neon sign 
shall be considered an illuminated sign. The proposed sign does not meet this requirement. The applicant is requesting a 
variance from this requirement. 
 
Size Limitations: Each face of a one-sided sign shall not exceed 48 square feet in area (§18.16.022). The proposal is 
consistent with this requirement. 
 
Number of Signs: Only one monument sign is allowed per property, and a maximum of two signs are normally permitted for 
any one business (§18.16.010). The proposal does not comply with these requirements in that there would be three signs for 
the business including the freestanding sign, wall sign, and illuminated window sign. The applicant is requesting a variance 
from this standard. 
 
Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s frontage on First Street West (63 feet), the maximum aggregate sign area 
allowed for the parcel is 31.2 square feet. The total aggregate sign area for the property would be ±30.5 square feet, 
including the freestanding sign (18 square feet of aggregate sign area) the wall sign (8 square feet of aggregate sign 
area), and illuminated window sign (4.5 square feet of aggregate sign area). It should be noted that when calculating the 
aggregate area of a two-sided sign, each face is multiplied by 0.75 (§18.16.021). The proposal is consistent with this 
requirement.  
 
Variances: As noted above, the proposal would exceed the number of signs normally allowed for a business and exceed the 
maximum area allowed for an illuminated window sign. The DRC may grant variances from the provisions of the sign 
ordinance provided that certain findings can be made (see below). 
 
1. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions, not resulting from any act of the owner or applicant, apply to 

the location under consideration and not generally to other businesses or properties in the vicinity; 
 
2. Strict adherence to a regulation may cause unnecessary hardship or prohibit the exercise of creative design, and the 

application submitted is extraordinary and outstanding in design; 
 
3. The exception is the minimum necessary to serve its intended use; 
 
4. The exception is in conformance with the purpose and intent of this title; 
 
5. The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public interest or welfare, or injurious to properties or 

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

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action
  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 

   

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

 
 
 
 

 
Attachments 
1. Project narrative 
2. Pictures of existing conditions 
3. Sign drawings 
 

 
cc: Patt’s Copy World 
 Attn: Charles and Patricia Bettinelli 
 500 West Napa Street, Suite 504 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Lester and Elinor Matthews 
 P.O. Box 879 
 Sonoma, CA  95476-08798 
  



677 First Street West 
Picture of existing metal pipe freestanding sign frame 

 
 
Existing lights to illuminate wall sign 
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 
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2/18/14 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Ricio Fuentes (Coffee & Coco) 

Project Location 

195 West Napa Street  

Historical Significance 
   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
         
Request 

Design and sign review for a mobile coffee service trailer (Coffee & Coco). 

Summary 
Background: On January 17, 2006, the Design Review Commission approved three signs for the Sonoma 76 gas station: two 
new wall signs (34.3 square feet in area each); and, one new freestanding sign (21 square feet in area per side). On January 
19, 2014, the Planning Commission approved a Use Permit allowing the applicant to locate and operate a mobile coffee 
service trailer (Coffee & Coco) on the property.  
 
Design Review: The applicant is proposing to operate a mobile coffee service trailer on the west portion of the property, 
west of the Sonoma 76 building. The coffee service trailer would consist of a silver colored metallic food trailer with wood 
trim painted white in color. Accessory structures on commercial use properties that are in public view are subject to 
architectural review in order to assure that the structure complies with the following: (1) the required standards, design 
guidelines, and ordinances of the city; (2) minimize potential adverse effects on surrounding properties and the environment; 
(3) implement General Plan policies regarding community design; and, (4) promote the general health, safety, welfare, and 
economy of the residents of the City. (§19.54.080.A). 
 
Findings for Project Approval: For projects within the Historic Overlay zone or a Local Historic District and projects 
involving historically significant resources, the DRHPC may approve an application for architectural review, provided that 
the following findings can be made (§19.54.080.G): 
1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code, other City 

ordinances, and the General Plan. 
2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in the Development Code. 
3. The project responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as well as existing site conditions and 

environmental features. 
4. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings. 
5. The project substantially preserves the qualities of any significant historic structures or other significant historic 

features on the site. 
6. The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in Chapter 19.42 (Historic preservation and 

infill in the Historic Zone). 
7. The project substantially complies with any applicable preservation plan or other guidelines or requirements pertaining 

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

of Historic Properties. 
 
Sign Review: The applicant is proposing three signs in conjunction with the mobile coffee service trailer: one freestanding 
sign and two wall signs.  
 
Freestanding sign: A new, two-sided monument sign 16 square feet in area per side (4 feet tall by 4 feet wide) is proposed 
in the landscape area adjacent to West Napa Street and perpendicular to the sidewalk. The sign would consist of a tongue 
and groove redwood material painted white in color with and black raised plastic letters. The sign would have a maximum 
height of 8 feet. 
 



Freestanding Sign Regulations: Freestanding signs shall be limited to one per parcel or property, the height of a freestanding 
sign shall be limited to 12 feet, and every freestanding sign shall be wholly on the property occupied by the use or uses 
identified or advertised, not within six feet of any vehicular right-of-way, and not over any part of the public pedestrian 
walkway (§18.20.120). The sign is not consistent with this requirement in that two freestanding signs would result with the 
application including the proposed freestanding sign (Coffee & Coco) and existing freestanding sign (76 Station). The 
applicant is requesting a variance from this requirement. It should be noted that the proposed sign amendments in which the 
City Council will review in March propose that freestanding signs be placed no less than six feet from the nearest roadway 
or public pedestrian sidewalk or walkway, whichever is closer. Six feet of clearance from the sidewalk would not be 
provided with this sign. Staff has concerns that the proposed freestanding sign may block visibility for vehicles entering and 
exiting the property. In addition, the landscape strip is three feet wide and the proposed sign is four feet wide, it does not 
appear that the proposed sign is compatible in relation to the area to the landscape strip (staff is concerned that vehicles may 
hit the sign while traveling through the pump island area). If the freestanding sign is approved by the DRHPC a condition of 
approval shall be included that the sign may not exceed three feet in width. Note: staff is also concerned with the precedence 
that may be set if the DRHPC approves a freestanding sigh in conjunction with a coffee trailer as none of the other food 
trucks or trailers in the City have received approval for freestanding signs. 
 
Wall signs:  Two wall signs are proposed: 1) a business name sign; and a menu board sign. One business name sign is 
proposed on the front of the trailer facing Second Street West, which is 9 square feet in area (9 inches tall by 1 foot wide). 
The sign would consist of black painted metal letters applied directly to the trailer. One menu sign is proposed on the front 
of the trailer facing Second Street West (between the two trailer windows) 6 square feet in area (3 feet tall by 2 feet wide). 
The sign would consist of a black chalkboard sign with a white frame. Copy on the sign would consist of hand written chalk 
letters. 
 
Size Limitations: Each face of a one-sided sign shall not exceed 48 square feet in area (§18.16.022). The proposal is 
consistent with this requirement. 
 
Number of Signs: Only one freestanding sign is allowed per property, and a maximum of two signs are normally permitted 
for any one business (§18.16.010). The proposal is not consistent with this requirement in that two freestanding signs are 
proposed for the property and three signs are proposed for the business. The applicant is requesting a variance from this 
requirement. 
 
Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s primary frontage on West Napa Street (140 feet) and secondary frontage on 
Second Street West (150 feet), the maximum aggregate sign area allowed for the parcel is 92 square feet. The total aggregate 
sign area for the property would be ±139.1 square feet, including the existing freestanding sign (31.5 square feet of 
aggregate sign area) the existing wall signs (68.6 square feet of aggregate sign area), proposed freestanding sign (24 square 
feet of aggregate sign area), and proposed wall signs (15 square feet of aggregate sign area). It should be noted that when 
calculating the aggregate area of a two-sided sign, each face is multiplied by 0.75 (§18.16.021). The applicant is requesting a 
variance from this requirement. 
 
Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, all signs and building improvements shall be in 
conformance with applicable requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 
California Building Code, shall obtain a building permit prior to installation.  
 

 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action
  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 



   

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

 
Attachments 

1. Project narrative 
2. Drawing of proposed coffee trailer 
3. Drawings of proposed freestanding sign 
4. Example of Annex Wine Bar freestanding sign 
5. Drawing of side of coffee trailer 
6. Site Plan 
7. Example of freestanding sign material 
8. Example picture of menu board 
9. Example picture of wall sign lettering and landscaping 
10. Picture of proposed coffee trailer 

 
 
 
 
cc: Rocio Fuentes 
 88 Loma Vista Drive 
 Sonoma, CA  95476-3250 
 
 Dianna Anderson and Denise Baciocco 
 19365 Sleepy Hollow Court 
 Sonoma, CA  95476-6345 
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02/18/14 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Virginia Lemoyne (General’s Daughter) 

Project Location 

400 West Spain Street 

Historical Significance 
   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
                                   Year Build (circa 1870) 
         
Request 

Consideration of new paint colors for a restaurant (General’s Daughter). 
Summary 
 
Design Review: A color scheme that proposes to use the building’s original colors has been put forward for the Design 
Review and Historic Preservation Commission’s (DRHPC) consideration. The building walls are proposed to be painted 
Benjamin Moore minced onion (2145-60) and the building trim is proposed to be painted Benjamin Moor overcoat abrigo 
(CC-544). Color samples are attached and a color board will be presented by the applicant at the upcoming DRC meeting. 
 
Findings for Project Approval: For projects within the Historic Overlay zone or a Local Historic District and projects 
involving historically significant resources, the DRHPC may approve an application for architectural review, provided that 
the following findings can be made (§19.54.080.G): 
1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code, other City 

ordinances, and the General Plan. 
2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in the Development Code. 
3. The project responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as well as existing site conditions and 

environmental features. 
4. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings. 
5. The project substantially preserves the qualities of any significant historic structures or other significant historic 

features on the site. 
6. The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in Chapter 19.42 (Historic preservation and 

infill in the Historic Zone). 
7. The project substantially complies with any applicable preservation plan or other guidelines or requirements pertaining 

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

of Historic Properties. 
 

 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action
  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 

   

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

 
 
 

Attachments 
1. Project narrative. 
2. Paint color samples. 
3. Building drawing indicating the location of proposed colors. 
4. Historic Resource Inventory 

 
 
cc: General’s Daughter 
 Attn: Virginia Lemoyne 
 400 West Spain Street 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Darius Anderson 
 20730 Fifth Street East 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Mary Martinez 
 P.O. Box 534 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
  
 Yvonne Bowers, via email 
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 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
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02/18/14 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Victor Conforti, Architect 

Project Location 

830 Broadway 

Historical Significance 
   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
                                   Year built: 1936 
  
 
Request 

Design review for three residential units on a mixed-use property. 

Background 
On January 9, 2014, the Planning Commission considered and approved a Use Permit to construct three residential units on 
the property. The following are conditions of approval related to the DRHPC review: 

• The project shall be subject to architectural review by the DRHPC, encompassing elevation details, exterior colors 
and materials, any rehabilitation activities proposed for the existing residence, and site details, including bicycle 
parking. 

• Solid wood fencing with a minimum height of 6 feet shall be installed along the north and south property lines, 
except within the required front yard setback and creek setback areas in compliance with Development Code 
§19.40.100 (Screening and Buffering) and §19.46 (Fences, Hedges, and Walls). The fencing shall be subject to the 
review and approval of the DRHPC as part of the landscape plan, and shall be required along the specific project 
boundaries noted above except where the DRHPC determines existing fencing is adequate or may be repaired. 

• A landscape plan shall be prepared by a licensed landscape architect. The plan shall be subject to the review and 
approval of the DRHPC. The plan shall address site landscaping (including replacement tree plantings), hardscape 
improvements, and fencing. Street trees proposed along the Broadway frontage shall be consistent with the City’s 
Tree Planting Program, including the District Tree List. Landscaping within the creek setback zone shall focus on 
native riparian plantings, and the removal of exotic/non-native species within the creek setback zone and shall be 
considered subject to the appropriate permitting. The landscape plan shall comply with City of Sonoma’s Water 
Efficient Landscaping Ordinance (Municipal Code §14.32) and Development Code Sections 19.40.100 (Screening 
and Buffering), 19.46 (Fences, Hedges, and Walls), 19.40.070 (Open Space for Multi-Family Residential Projects), 
19.48.090 (Landscaping of parking Facilities), and 19.40.060 (Landscape Standards). 

• Onsite lighting shall be addressed through a lighting plan, subject to the review and approval of the DRHPC. All 
proposed exterior lighting for the buildings 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. Light standards shall not exceed a maximum of 15 
feet. 

Summary 
The architect is proposing to construct three additional residential units on the property. The new units will take the form of 
a duplex (townhouse units) toward the east side of the property adjacent to the creek setback area plus a unit over a carport 
in the middle of the site. The existing residence located on the Broadway frontage will remain (the existing accessory 
structure will be removed).  
 
Zoning Requirements: The standards of the Mixed Use  zone applicable to the proposal are as follows: 
 



 
 

1. Setbacks: The new residential units will meets or exceed the normal setback requirements.  
 

2. Coverage: At 25%, site coverage is less than the 60% maximum allowed in the Mixed Use zone. 
 
3. Floor Area Ratio: The project would result in a F.A.R. of 0.38, which is less than the 1.0 maximum allowed.  
 
4. Parking: The parking requirement is met with an attached one-car garage and a six-car carport comprising the ground 

floor of the central building. 
 
5. Height: The rear building would have a maximum height of 26 feet and the central building would have a maximum 

height of 24.5 feet, which is less than the 30-foot height limit allowed in the zone. 
 
In short, the project complies with the applicable requirements of the Development Code, and is not subject to Planning 
Commission approval. 
 
Design Review: New residential units located within the Historic Overlay Zone are subject to architectural review in order 
to assure that the new construction complies with the following: (1) the required standards, design guidelines, and 
ordinances of the city; (2) minimize potential adverse effects on surrounding properties and the environment; (3) implement 
General Plan policies regarding community design; and, (4) promote the general health, safety, welfare, and economy of the 
residents of the City. (§19.54.080.A). 
 
Factors to be considered: In the coarse of Site Design and Architectural Review, the consideration of the review authority 
shall include the following factors: 

 
1.     The historical significance, if any, of the site or buildings or other features on the site; 
         The existing residence located on the Broadway frontage has been identified on the Broadway Street Historic 

District and was included in the League for Historic Preservation’s inventory of historic structures in 1979. 
Modifications to the existing residence are not proposed at this time. 

 
2.     Environmental features on or adjacent to the site; 
        The eastern side of the property adjoins Nathanson Creek. Proposed construction is located outside of the creek 

setback area. 
 
3.     The context of uses and architecture established by adjacent development; 

The adjacent property to the north is developed with an office building, the property to the east is developed with a 
single-family home, and the property to the south is developed with a mixed-use building with offices and two 
upstairs residential units. 
 

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

 
In general, it is staff’s conclusion that the applicant has successfully applied the applicable design guidelines in developing 
the plan for the replacement structure. 
 
Building Elevations & Exterior Materials: The design of the new residential units is intended to be compatible with the 
existing residence on the site.  Proposed exterior materials consist of stucco siding at the first story with horizontal siding on 
the upper floor.  In addition, the building design includes hip roof forms in order to reduce the building height at the exterior 
wall lines. Selected colors are warm tones to relate to the adjacent buildings with off-white trim elements and dark accent 
colors for entry doors (see attached color samples). The front doors on the duplex will be composed of Masonite 9 lite 
painted steel entry door with brickmold and the front doors on the unit over the carport will be composed of Montacito 
Series stand sliding vinyl doors. Windows will consist of Montecito Series vinyl window. The roof would consist of 
Timberline Cool Series shingles barkwood in color (see attached specification sheets). 
 
Bicycle Rack: One round pipe style bicycle rack is proposed for the site, which would accommodate up to seven bicycles.  
The bicycle rack would be located on the site in between the duplex units and the unit above the carport structure. 
 
Outdoor Lighting: Outdoor lighting will consist of two each Sea Gull lighting dark sky wall-mount 1 light outdoor white 
fixtures near the front entrance of the duplex units, and five Illumine 1-light outdoor painted rust lantern with satin white 



 
 

glass panel fixtures (four on the east facing façade of the duplex, and one at the front entrance of the unit over the carport). 
 
Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.080.G of the Development Code, in order to approve an application for design 
review in the Historic Overlay Zone, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission must make the following 
findings: 
 
1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code, other City 

ordinances, and the General Plan. 
2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in the Development Code. 
3. The project responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as well as existing site conditions and 

environmental features. 
4. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings. 
5. The project substantially preserves the qualities of any significant historic structures or other significant historic 

features on the site. 
6. The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in Chapter 19.42 (Historic preservation and 

infill in the Historic Zone). 
7. The project substantially complies with any applicable preservation plan or other guidelines or requirements pertaining 

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

of Historic Properties. 
 
The applicant will return to the DRHPC with a landscape plan (including detail on proposed fencing). 
 
Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, the proposal shall be in conformance with applicable 
requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California Building Code, shall obtain a 
building permit prior to construction.  
 

Commission Discussion 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action
  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 

   

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



 
 

 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Attachments: 
1. Project narrative. 
2. Historic Resources Inventory. 
2. Material and color selections for carport and apartment. 
3. Material and color selections for duplex. 
4. Bicycle rack drawing and specification sheet. 
5. Door window and lighting specification sheets. 
7. Site plan, floor plans, elevations, second floor unit plans 
 
 
 
cc:  Victor Conforti, Architect 
  755 Broadway 
  Sonoma, CA  95476 
  
  Rich Merlo 
  19125 Seventh Street East  
  Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
  Mary Martinez 
  P.O. Box 534 
  Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
  Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
  Yvonne Bowers, via email 
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Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRC Agenda Item: 

 
Meeting Date: 

 
6 
 
02/18/14 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Caymus Capital 
Project Location 

800 West Napa Street 

Historical Significance 
   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
        Year Built: 1921 
 
Request 

Demolition of the main house, water tower, garage, and hatchery buildings located on the property at 800 West Napa 
Street. 

Summary 
Background: In 1991, a cultural resources study was conducted for the Sonoma Affordable Housing Site located at 820 
West Spain Street. As a result, the parcel at 800 West Spain Street was surveyed for cultural resources. The study identified 
buildings on the 800 West Spain Street parcel that were eventually evaluated to determine if they were eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places. The subsequent evaluation in 1993 determined that the buildings at 800 West Spain 
Street were associated with the Hansen Hatchery. The evaluation concluded that the Hansen Hatchery was eligible for listing 
on the National Register as a historic district. 
On October 30, 2013, the City of Sonoma Building Department posted a Notice of Violation(s) and Substandard Housing 
Conditions and Order to Vacate the Substandard Housing and Accessory Structures and Abate the Violations.  
 
At this time the applicant is requesting a Demolition Permit to demolish the main house, water tower, garage, and hatchery 
buildings located on the site. 
 
Historical Significance: According to the State Office of Historic Preservation, structures over 50 years old may be 
historically significant, even if not listed on a local or State/National register. Pursuant to §15064.5 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a resource is considered “historically significant” if the resource meets any one of the 
following criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (as set forth under Public Resource Code 
§5024.1): 
 

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

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

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

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

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

Given the age of the buildings and the previous evaluation that found that structures on the site were eligible for listing on 
the National Register as a historic district, in January 2014, the applicant commissioned McKale Consulting to prepare a 
historical evaluation of the property to evaluate the current property conditions to determine if the main house, water tower, 
garage, and hatchery building were historically significant. The historic resource evaluation found that the Hansen Hatchery 
lacks the integrity to convey it significance and no longer appears eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and 
subsequently would not meet the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (see attached Historic 
Resources Evaluation Report Hansen Hatchery Historic District dated January 2014). Based on the evaluation prepared by 
McKale Consulting the structures are not historical resources and demolishing them would not have a significant effect on 



 
 

the environment and the project qualifies for a Class 1 Categorical Exemption under CEQA (§15301. Existing Facilities). 
  
City Regulations for Demolition Permits: The City’s regulations for demolition permits rely heavily on the criteria for 
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources in determining whether a property is historically significant and 
can be demolished. This is reflected in both §19.54.090.F.2 (Determination of Significance) and §19.54.090.G.1 (Findings, 
Decision) of the Development Code. Based on the analysis above - that the structures do not qualify as historic resources 
under CEQA – the DRHPC will need to determine if the findings for approval of a demolition permit can be made. If the 
DRHPC chooses to approve the demolition of the structures, the DRHPC may require that  the inside and outside of the 
main house, water tower, garage, and hatchery buildings be photo documented and submitted to the Sonoma League for 
Historic Preservation and City of Sonoma.  In addition, the DRHPC has the discretion to require that the main house, water 
tower, garage, and hatchery buildings not be demolished until building permits for the replacement structure have been 
issued. Because a Notice of Violation(s) and Substandard Housing Conditions and Order to Vacate the Substandard Housing 
and Accessory Structures and Abate the Violations has been issued by the Building Department the DRHPC may not desire 
to include this as a condition of approval. 
 
Discussion of Project Issues: The Summary of Findings in the 2014 McKale Consulting evaluation (attached) conflict with 
the DPR listing of 2D2 (Contributor to a district determined eligible for NR by consensus through Section 106 process. 
Listed in CR.) This is the first project that the DRHPC has reviewed that involves conflicting evaluations. There are two 
options the DRHPC could consider in reviewing the project: 1) determine that the main house, water tower, garage, and 
hatchery buildings are not historically significant, make the demolition findings, and approve the demolition; or, 2) continue 
the review of the demolition to a future DRHPC meeting and require a peer review of the evaluation prepaid by McKale 
Consulting.  
 
Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.090 of the Development Code, the DRHPC must make the following findings to 
approve a Demolition Permit: 
 

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

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

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

 
All demolition projects require a demolition permit from the City of Sonoma Building Department prior to performing any 
demolition work. Additional clearances from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (hazardous materials ‘J’ 
number), Sonoma County PRMD (sewer disconnect permit), Sonoma County Health Department (well abandonment 
permit), Sonoma Planning Department (tree protection and storm water management best practices), and other agencies or 
departments may be required prior to issuance of a demolition permit. For further information, please contact the Building 
Department at (707) 938-3681. 
 
If commissioners wish to arrange a site visit to inspect the property independently, please contact the applicant, Ed Routhier, 
at (707) 707-509-5321 or George McKale at (707) 707-337-0788. 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 
 

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



 
 

   

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

 
Attachments: 

1. Project narrative 
2.          Historic Resources Evaluation Report Hansen Hatcher historic District 
3. Contractor’s observations 
4. DPR List 
5. Relevant California historical Resource Status Codes 
6. Historic Resource Inventory 
 
 
 
 
 
cc: Caymus Capital 
 281 Second Street East 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 George Mckale, via email 

 
Mary Martinez 
P.O. Box 534 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
Yvonne Bowers, via email 
  













































































































































































































































February 18, 2014 
Agenda Item #7 

 
 

M E M O  
 
 
To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission 
 
From: Associate Planner Atkins 
 
Subject: Project Review Changes Related to Certified Local Government and Recent 

Municipal Code Revisions 
 
In recent meetings of Commission, the question has come as to how and whether the 
City’s recently-achieved status as a certified local government affects the design review 
of projects involving historic resources (or potential historic resources). In light of these 
questions, staff has prepared this review. By way of background, on November 4, 2013, 
the City Council amended the Municipal Code with respect to historic preservation (see 
attached Agenda Item Summary). As the Commission is aware, with the adoption of 
these amendments, Sonoma will become a certified local government will respect to 
historic preservation. The three main changes resulting from these amendments are as 
follows: 
 
1. The name of the Design Review Commission was changed from the Design Review 

Commission to the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC). 
The responsibilities of the Commission were updated and clarified to reflect its role 
in historic preservation. 

2. A process was created to designate a locally-significant historic resource and 
districts. 

3. The following findings for approval were added to Architectural Review project 
applications involving historically significant resources:  

Projects Involving Historically Significant Resources. In addition to the basic findings set 
forth in paragraph 1, above, the review authority must make the following additional 
findings for any project on which site is located a resource that is listed or eligible for listing 
on the State Register of Historic Resources or that has been designated as a local historic 
resource pursuant to section 19.42.020: 

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

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

c. The project substantially complies with the applicable Secretary of Interior 
Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 

 
 



How will the above mentioned Municipal Code amendments change the method in 
which projects are reviewed by the DRHPC? The biggest immediate change is the 
additional findings for the DRHPC to make related to projects involving historically 
significant resources, whether locally-designated or otherwise.  
 
As noted above, the amendments also create a process to designate local-significant 
historic resources or districts. After a local historic resource or district is designated, any 
future projects that involve the local historic resource or district will need to comply with 
the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic 
Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines 
for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.  
 
In addition to the changes to the Municipal Code, the City Council also adopted a 
historic preservation plan (previously reviewed by the Design Review Commission). The 
plan includes an implementation section (attached) that is intended to guide future 
efforts to improve Sonoma’s historic preservation programs. 
 
Even before any of these zoning amendments were adopted, staff and the Commission 
had implemented requirements for the analysis of historic resources as part of the 
design review process. For properties on which a potentially significant historic resource 
is located, a cultural resource evaluation prepared by a qualified professional is 
routinely required. In instances where the resource has been determined to be 
significant, the analysis is expanded to include an evaluation of any proposed changes 
to the structure for compliance with the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation 
and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Apart from the additional findings 
for project approval noted above, this process does not change as a result of the City’s 
CLG status. In the future, it may be that additional design guidelines will be developed 
pursuant to the City’s Preservation Plan that could alter the review process or provide 
additional guidance in terms of project evaluation, but this would be a future project. 
 
Attachments: 
1. City Council Agenda Item Summary (11/04/13) 
2. Historic Preservation Plan: Implementation Measures 
 
 
 
cc: Mary Martinez 
 P.O. Box 534 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 George McKale, via email 
 
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Yvonne Bowers, via email 
 



















































February 18, 2014 
Agenda Item #8 

 
 

M E M O  
 
 
To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission 
 
From: Associate Planner Atkins 
 
Subject: Discussion on Policy Regarding Historic Evaluations 
 
 
The following guidance is given to applicants as part of the application requirements for Design 
Review applications that involve structures having an age of 50 years or older:  
 

If the proposed project is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
an evaluation may be required. It is recommended that projects involving structures built 
over 50 years ago be formally evaluated to determine the following: 1) whether the 
project meets CEQA’s definition of a historical resource as defined in section 15064.5; 
and, 2) will the proposed project significantly impact or affect the historical resource? 
The website for searching the Consultants List is located at www.Chrisinfo.org. The 
discipline that should be selected is “architectural history” or “historical architect.” 

 
The current City of Sonoma policy is to require a historic evaluation only on the structure that is 
part of the application and not on any other structures on the property or structures on adjacent 
properties. Staff would like feedback from the DRHPC on the current policy to find out if it 
should be changed. It is important to be consistent in the policy approach so it can be applied to 
projects on an equally basis throughout the City. For example, if the DRHPC is considering the 
design review of a structure, which is over 50 years old, and there are other structures on the 
property, which are over 50 years old and not part of the application, does the DRHPC want a 
historic evaluation on the structures that are not part of the application? In addition, if the 
DRHPC is considering the design review of a structure, which is over 50 years old, and there are 
structures on adjoining properties, which are over 50 years old, would the DRHPC want a 
historic evaluation completed for the structures on the adjoining parcels?  Note, sometimes there 
is more than one property that adjoins the subject property, which could lead to multiple historic 
evaluations. 
 
In staff’s view, requiring an evaluation of potentially significant structures on the same parcel is 
justifiable as in most cases the parcel represents the setting of a historic resource. However, 
requiring evaluations of potentially-significant structures on adjoining properties is neither 
practical nor necessary with respect to design review applications involving single-family 
residences. From time-to-time, there will be commercial development proposal that will 
necessitate reviews of historically-significant structures on adjoining properties, but this will be 
addressed as part of the environment review process for such applications, so in staff’s view, a 
new policy addressing that circumstance is unnecessary. 



 
 
Attachments: 
Submittal Requirements for Architectural (Design) Review Applications. 
 
 
cc: Mary Martinez 
  P.O. Box 534 
  Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 
  George McKale, via email 
 
  Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
  Yvonne Bowers, via email 
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City of Sonoma  
 
Planning and Community 
Development  
No. 1 The Plaza 
Sonoma, CA   95476  

Submittal Requirements for 
Architectural (Design) Review 
Applications 
 

 
 

Phone: (707) 938-3681     Fax: (707) 938-8775     E-mail: cityhall@sonomacity.org     Web: www.sonomacity.org 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC) Submittal 
Information for Architectural (Design) Review Applications and Next Steps 

 
General 
 

• A project narrative shall be submitted with the application. The project narrative should describe 
the project in a way that gives the DRHPC a visual picture of what the project will look like 
when complete. If the applicant is proposing a particular color because of a reference to the 
business branding, that information should be included in the project narrative. 

• The applicant should consider submitting options and alternatives, which help reduce the 
chances of the project being continued to a future meeting. 

• The applicant should be prepared to make a brief presentation to the DRHPC at the meeting.  
The purpose of the presentation is to summarize the information written in the project narrative 
and to essentially “sell” the proposal to the DRHPC. In addition, it is helpful to indicate to the 
DRHPC the reason why certain choices were made, how the proposal will be compatible with 
the surrounding area, and be a benefit to the community. 
 

Exterior Building Modifications 
 

• Elevations (including sign drawings) should be scaled and include a human scale as shown 
below. 
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• Color submittals:  Submit ten (10) copies each of the manufactures color samples indicating the 

manufacture’s name and color name (i.e. Benjamin Moore million dollar red 2003-10) placed on 
8.5 by 11 inch heavy stock paper. 

• Submit ten (10) black and white or color copies on heavy stock paper of an elevation drawing or 
a picture of the building indicating the exact location of all proposed colors. 

• “Brush outs” (two coats) samples are encouraged on buildings around the Plaza. If “brush outs” 
are not completed prior to the DRHPC meeting, the project may be continued to a future 
meeting. A two to three square-foot brush out area is appropriate. 

• The applicant shall bring a two to three square-foot color and material sample board to the 
DRHPC meeting. The board shall include a sample of the following materials: roof, flashing, 
siding, and exterior stone. The colors on the board shall be proportionate to the scale of the 
colors on the building. (If an architect is involved with the project, the presentation shall be 
presented in a professional manner.) The applicant shall provide a printed picture of the 
approved color and material board to the Planning Department. 
 

Projects in the Historic Overlay zone and Potential Historic Structures (structures 
built over 50 years ago) 
 

• If the proposed project is subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an 
evaluation may be required. It is recommended that projects involving structures built over 50 
years ago be formally evaluated to determine the following: 1) whether the project meets 
CEQA’s definition of a historical resource as defined in section 15064.5; and, 2) will the 
proposed project significantly impact or affect the historical resource? The website for searching 
the Consultants List is located at www.Chrisinfo.org. The discipline that should be selected is 
“architectural history” or “historical architect.” 

• In order to approve a project in the Historic Overlay Zone, the DRHPC must make the following 
findings: 

a. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings; 
b. The project substantially preserves the qualities of any significant historic structures or 

other significant historic features on the site;  
c. The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in Chapter 

19.42 SMC, Historic Preservation and Infill in the Historic Zone; and, 
d. The project substantially complies with any applicable preservation plan or other 

guidelines or requirements pertaining to a local historic district as designated through 
section 19.42.020. 

• Projects Involving Historically Significant Resources. In addition to the basic findings set forth 
above, the DRHPC must make the following additional findings for any project on which site is 
located a resource that is listed or eligible for listing on the State Register of Historic Resources 
or that has been designated as a local historic resource pursuant to section 19.42.020: 

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

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

c. The project substantially complies with the applicable Secretary of Interior’s Standards 
and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 
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Next Steps 
 
Subsequent to the review and approval by staff or the DRHPC for an application for commercial 
building painting, new signs, or an awning, the following are the next steps in the process: 
 

1. Apply for a building permit for sign or awning installation. Plan check can typically take up to 
two weeks. 

 
2. Apply for an encroachment permit if painting a building or installing signage or an awning 

where work will take place over/on the public right-of-way (sidewalk). The encroachment permit 
application and insurance requirements are available on the City’s website at 
www.sonomacity.org. An encroachment permit will not be issued until the correct insurance 
certificates and endorsements from the contractor are submitted and approved. 
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