
 

      
 

City of Sonoma  
Design Review and Historic  

Preservation Commission 
AGENDA 

Meeting of January 20, 2015 - 6:30 P.M. 
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West 

Sonoma, CA  95476 
 

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

 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Kelso Barnett, Chair 
 

              
Commissioners:   Tom Anderson  
                             Robert McDonald  
                             Micaelia Randolph 
                             Leslie Tippell 
                             Christopher Johnson (Alternate) 

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

 
CORRESPONDENCE 

 
ITEM #1 – Sign Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of two wall signs for a 
restaurant (B&V Whiskey Bar & 
Grille). 
 
Applicant:   
Codi Binkley  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #2 – Continued Design 
Review 

  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of a trash enclosure 
area for a restaurant (El Dorado 
Kitchen). 
 
Applicant:   
Treg Finney 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 



ITEM #3 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of design review for a 
vacation rental and office building. 
 
Applicant:   
William Welch  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
20079 Broadway 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Mixed Use (MU) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
Broadway Corridor 
Base: Mixed Use (MX) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #4 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of design review for 
proposed alterations to a residence. 
 
Applicant:   
Chad Overway  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #5 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of building elevation 
details, exterior colors and 
materials, landscaping, and lighting 
for an 18-unit Planned 
Development. 
 
Applicant:   
Ledson Development  
 
Staff:  Rob Gjestland 

Project Location: 
821-845 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. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #6 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of building elevation 
details, exterior color and materials, 
and outdoor lighting for a mixed-use 
building (CocoaPlanet). 
 
Applicant:   
Anne and Jeff McKibben  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
921 Broadway 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Mixed Use (MU) 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #7 – Discussion Item 
  
ISSUE: 
Discussion and review of sign 
regulations related to portable 
freestanding signs. 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 
 

 RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Discuss and provide direction. 
 



 

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 January 16, 
2015.    
 
CRISTINA MORRIS, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
 
Rights of Appeal: Any decision of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission may be 
appealed to the City Council.  Appeals must be filed with the City Clerk within fifteen (15) calendar days following 
the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission’s decision, unless the fifteenth day falls on a weekend or 
a holiday, in which case the appeal period ends at the close of the next working day at City Hall. Appeals must be 
made in writing and must clearly state the reason for the appeal. Appeals will be set for hearing before the City 
Council on the earliest available agenda.  
 
Copies of all staff reports and documents subject to disclosure that relate to any item of business referred 
to on the agenda are available for public inspection the Monday before each regularly scheduled meeting 
at City Hall, located at No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA, (707) 938-3681.  Any documents subject to disclosure 
that are provided to all, or a majority of all, of the members of the Design Review and Historic Preservation 
Commission regarding any item on this agenda after the agenda has been distributed will be made 
available for inspection at the Administrative Assistant office, No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA during regular 
business hours. 
 
If you challenge the action of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission in court, you may 
be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described on the 
agenda, or in written correspondence delivered to the Administrative Assistant, at or prior to the public 
hearing. 
 
In accordance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this 
meeting, please contact the City Clerk (707) 933-2216. Notification 48 hours before the meeting will enable 
the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.  
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
1 
 
01/20/14 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Codi Binkley/B&V Whiskey Bar & Grille 

Project Location 

400 First Street East 

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

Consideration of sign review for a restaurant (B&V Whiskey Bar & Grille). 
Summary 
Background: On January 15, 2013, the Design Review Commission considered and approved a wall sign and eleven 
lettering signs on the awnings along First Street East and East Spain Street. 
 
Sign Review: At this time the applicant is proposing to replace an existing wall sign on the building and install a new menu 
display sign on the west facing elevation of the building.  
 
Illuminated  Wall Sign: The existing wall sign language (above the front entrance of the building) is proposed to be modified 
from “Burgers & Vine” to “B&V Whiskey Bar & Grille At the Historic Sonoma Creamery”. The proposed sign size is ±18 
square feet in area (101.25 inches wide by 25.5 inches tall). It is unclear to staff if the applicant is proposing new sign 
material or if the new language is proposed on the existing sign face.  It is also unclear to staff as to the font type and size for 
the proposed sign. The DRHPC should determine the sign material and font size and type and include this information in 
any motions made related to the application. It is also unclear to staff how the sign will be illuminated. It should be noted 
that the existing sign illumination (in the form of three 50 watt halogen narrow beam focus light bulbs) was approved by the 
Design Review Commission in 2013. The applicant is proposing to illuminate the sign from 5 p.m. to 10 p.m. Normal 
business hours are from 12 p.m. to 1 a.m. daily. The DRHPC should determine the form of illumination and include the form 
and the hours of illumination allowed in any motions related to the application. 
 
Illuminated Menu Wall Sign: The applicant is proposing a new wall sign, which would be located on First Street West 
(between the front door and windows). The proposed sign is ±9.3 square feet in area (54 inches wide by 21 inches tall). It is 
unclear to staff as to the proposed material that would be used to enclose the menu itself.  The DRHPC should determine the 
sign material and include it in any motions made related to the application. Illumination is proposed in the form of silver 
ultra-thin string lights (see attached manufacturer information) on the top portion of the sign. The applicant is proposing to 
illuminate the sign from 5 p.m. to 10 p.m. Normal business hours are from 12 p.m. to 1 a.m. daily. 
 
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. 
 
Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s frontage on First Street West (48 feet), and secondary frontage on East Spain 
Street (80 feet) the maximum aggregate sign area allowed for the parcel is 41.2 square feet. The total aggregate sign area for 
the property would be ±45.2 square feet, including the two wall signs (27.3 square feet of aggregate sign area) and the 
awning signs (17.9 square feet of aggregate sign area). The proposal is not consistent with this requirement. The applicant is 
requesting a variance from this requirement. 
 
Size Limitations: No sign shall exceed 48 square feet in total area (§18.16.022). The proposal is consistent with this 
requirement in the wall sign would have an area of 18 square feet and the menu wall  sign would have an area of 9.3 square 
feet. 
 
Number of Signs: 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 three signs are proposed for the business. The applicant is requesting a variance from 



this requirement. 
 
Variances: As noted above, the proposed wall signs would exceed the allowable aggregate sign area and exceed the number 
of sign normally allowed. The DRHPC may grant variances from the provisions of the sign ordinance provided that certain 
findings can be made (see below). 
 
1. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions, not resulting from any act of the owner or applicant, apply to 

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

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

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

 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action
  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 
3. Picture  
4. Lighting manufacturer information 
5. Sign drawings 
6. Example menu 

 
 
cc: Codi Binkley 
 400 First Street East 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 400 First Street LLC 
 PO Box AA 
 Sonoma, CA  95476-1219 
 
 Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 
 
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Alice Duffee, via email 
 
 SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
2 

 
01/20/15 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Treg Finney 

Project Location 

405 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: 1843 
 
Request 

Consideration of a trash enclosure area for a restaurant (El Dorado Kitchen) located at 405 First Street West. 

Summary 
Background: At the December, 17, 2014, Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC) meeting the 
DRHPC continued the review of a trash enclosure area for the El Dorado Kitchen and recommended that the applicant 
present additional options to the DRHPC including an option of a steel frame with wood slates (see attached draft minutes). 
 
At this time the applicant is proposing a revised trash enclosure area, which would involve the following: 1) removing the 
existing damaged wooden/lattice fence; 2) removing the broken concrete pad and replacing it with a new smooth concrete 
pour; and, 3) flanking the sides of the enclosure with a cinder block fence and facing it with a rolling gate to conceal the 
garbage area. The rolling gate would include mounting brackets at the top of the gate, a steel frame, and a wooden plank 
fence material that would match the existing fence design. The gate portion of the enclosure is proposed to be 6 feet tall by 
21.6 feet long (see attached sample image). The applicant is proposing to paint the gate the same color as the existing 
fencing, which is a golden yellow color. 
 
Findings for Project Approval: For projects within the Historic Overlay zone or a Local Historic District and projects 
involving historically significant resources, the Design Review Commission may approve an application for architectural 
review, provided that the following findings can be made (§19.54.080.G): 
1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code, other City 

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

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

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

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

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

of Historic Properties. 
 
Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, all signs and building improvements shall be in 
conformance with applicable requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California 
Building Code, shall obtain a building permit prior to installation. An Encroachment Permit shall be required for all work 
performed in the public right-of-way. Please contact Lisa Sevilla at (707) 933-2205 for information regarding City 
Encroachment Permits.  



 
 

 
 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 
 

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

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments  
1. Project narrative 
2. Pictures 
3. Historic Resources Inventory 
4. Draft minutes from the December 17, 2014 DRHPC meeting 

 
 
 
cc: Treg Finney 
 405 First Street West 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 E D I Associates 
 835 5th Avenue 
 San Rafael, CA  94901 
 
 Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 
  
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Yvonne Bowers, via email 
 
 SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
3 
 
1/20/15 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

William Welch 

Project Location 

20079 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 build 1949) 
         
Request 

Consideration of design review for a vacation rental and office building. 
Background 
 
On February 14, 2013, the Planning Commission considered and approved an application for a Use Permit to convert a 
commercial building into a two-bedroom vacation rental including a 350 square-foot addition at the rear of the building. 
 
On March 26, 2013, the Design Review Commission (DRC) considered and approved design review for a vacation rental. 
 
On September 26, 2014, the Planning Director administratively approved the conversion of the unit to a one-bedroom 
vacation rental unit including 900 square feet of office use. 
 
Summary 
 
At this time the applicant is proposing to remodel the exterior façade of the building to accommodate a vacation rental use 
and an office use. The proposal is similar to what the DRC approved in 2013, with the addition of an entry door and revised 
windows. 
 
Design Review: The applicants are proposing to redesign the front façade to feature a recessed entry. In addition, the 
windows are proposed to be raised from the ground level to provide privacy while still providing light and a view to the 
interior of the loft. The exterior finish materials are proposed to be a cement plaster wall finish, clear gazed aluminum store 
front windows, and a group off freestanding planters at the base. The doors are proposed to be solid wood plank style with 
obscure glass sidelights.  
 
Paint color: The applicant is proposing to paint the main body of the structure Benjamin Moore dry sage (2142-40), the area 
below the windows would be painted Benjamin Moore topaz (070), and the entry door elements would be painted Benjamin 
Moore eggplant (1379) (see attached color brush samples).  
 
Windows and doors: The applicant is proposing to replace the existing windows with Ultra Series Windows (see attached 
specification sheets) and doors with Rogue Valley Doors (see attached specification sheets). 
 
Lighting: Outdoor lighting is proposed in the recessed entry.  Two H4 LED adjustable square gimbals are proposed (see 
attached specification sheets). The applicant has indicated the proposed hours of illumination for all of the gimbals would be 
from sunset to 1 a.m. and the normal operating hours for the business are 24-hours per day. 
 
Findings for Project Approval: For projects within the Historic Overlay zone or a Local Historic District and projects 
involving historically significant resources, the Design Review Commission may approve an application for architectural 
review, provided that the following findings can be made (§19.54.080.G): 
1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code, other City 

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



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

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

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

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

of Historic Properties. 
 
Signs: Any proposed signs shall be subject to DRHPC review of staff review, as applicable. 
 
Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, the project shall be in conformance with applicable 
requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California Building Code, shall obtain a 
building permit prior to installation.  

 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

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

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

 
 
 

Attachments 
1. Project narrative 
2. Correspondence 
3. Site plan and elevations 
4. Exterior paint color options(new exterior paint) 
5. Lighting specification sheets 
6. Doors and windows specification sheets 

 
 
cc: William Welch 
 19465 Arnold Drive 
 Sonoma, CA  95476-6325  
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
4 
 
 
01/20/15 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Chad Overway 

Project Location 

116 Chase 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: circa 1890-1900+/- 
  
Request 

Design review of a proposed addition and exterior modifications to the residence located at 116 Chase Street. 

Summary 
 
Site Description: The subject property is a 6,750-square foot parcel located on the north side of Chase Street, midblock 
between Broadway and Austin Avenue. The property is currently developed with a ±1,549 square-foot residence (including 
an attached 368 square-foot garage and a 173 square-foot shed) and a ±495 square-foot detached accessory building. The 
residence was built circa 1890-1900 +/- and is eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources (refer to 
enclosed Historical Evaluation, CEQA Findings, Secretary of The Interior Evaluation of the Property at 116 Chase Street 
Sonoma, Sonoma County, California). The property is zoned Low Density Residential (R-L) and lies within the City’s 
Historic Overlay Zone. Directly adjoining land uses consist of single-family homes to the north, south, east, and west. 
 
Proposed Project: The main elements of the project are as follows: 1) replace the two existing wood double hung windows 
with similar style wood double hung windows on the south facing elevation (double paned to enhance energy conservation); 
2) replace the non-original windows in both the north and the south facing gables with ones more compatible with the 
architecture style of the house, 3) add a 383 square-foot addition to the rear portion of the house, and 4) add a 24 square-foot 
addition to the west side portion of the house; and, 5) modify the eve line of the existing garage to achieve a similar roof 
pitch as the existing house, as recommended by the Historic Evaluation. In total, the proposed would increase the floor area 
of the residence by 407 square feet. Further details can be found in the attached project narrative and accompanying 
materials. 
 
Zoning Requirements: The standards of the Low Density Residential  zone applicable to the proposal are as follows: 
 
 Setbacks: The new addition meets or exceeds the normal setback requirements.  
 Coverage: At 31%, site coverage is less than the 40% maximum allowed in the Low Density Residential zone. 
 Floor Area Ratio: The project would result in a F.A.R. of 0.31, which is less than the 0.35 maximum allowed.  
 Parking: One covered parking space is provided in an attached garage. This meets the requirement for a single-family 

residence. 
 Height: The one-story addition would have a maximum ridge height of 17.5 feet, which is less than the 30-foot height 

limit allowed in the zone. 
 
In summary, the project complies with all applicable requirements of the Development Code and is not subject to Planning 
Commission approval. 
 
Design Review: Alterations to existing structures that increase floor area by 10% or 200 square-feet, whichever is greater 
located within the Historic Overlay Zone are subject to architectural review in order to assure that the new construction 
complies with the following: (1) the required standards, design guidelines, and ordinances of the city; (2) minimize potential 
adverse effects on surrounding properties and the environment; (3) implement General Plan policies regarding community 



 
 

design; and, (4) promote the general health, safety, welfare, and economy of the residents of the City. (§19.54.080.A). 
 
Factors to be considered: In the 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; 
         A survey and evaluation was completed for the property in December, 2014. This evaluation found that the 

residence is eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic, which means that the residence is an 
“historical resource” under CEQA. 

 
2.     Environmental features on or adjacent to the site; 
        Staff is not aware of any environmental features on or adjacent to the site. 
 
3.     The context of uses and architecture established by adjacent development; 

The adjacent properties to the north, east, and west are developed with single family residences. The proposed 
project will not alter street views of the residence from the street, except with respect to enhancements to its 
historic integrity (e.g., replacement of non-original windows with windows that are more compatible with the 
architecture style of the residence, and modifying the eve line of the existing garage to achieve a similar roof pitch 
as the existing house, as recommended by the Historic Evaluation). Setback, coverage, and FAR limitations are all 
met in the proposal.  
 

4.     The location, design, site plan configuration, and effect of the proposed development. 
An analysis of the proposed addition was completed for the property in December, 2014. This report determined 
that the location, design, site plan configuration, and effect of the proposed development are compatible with 
surrounding uses. As noted above, the addition will not be visible from the street (except with respect to 
enhancements to its historic integrity) and it complies with all applicable requirements of the Development Code. 
The adjoining property owners on the north and south have expressed support for the proposal. 

 
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. 
 
Site Design & Architectural Review: While the proposal complies with the quantitative zoning standards noted above, the 
project is subject to site plan and architectural review by the DRHPC because the residence was constructed prior to 1945 
and lies within the Historic Overlay Zone. In this case, because review by the Planning Commission was not necessary, the 
DRHPC is responsible for reviewing and acting upon the project site plan, building massing and elevations, elevation 
details, and exterior materials.  
 
CEQA Compliance: As a discretionary project, the proposal is subject to the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). As previously noted, a historic evaluation, CEQA findings, and Secretary of the Interior Evaluation 
was prepared for the residence and suggested that it meets the CEQA definition of a historical resource. Pursuant to Section 
15331 of the CEQA Guidelines, rehabilitation and additions to 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, 
an analysis was conducted to determine whether the proposal is consistent with the Standards (refer to attached Historical 
Evaluation, CEQA Findings, Secretary of the Interior Evaluation of the Property at 116 Chase Street Sonoma, Sonoma 
County, California, prepared by Juliana Inman Architect). The analysis that the proposed project meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards, which means that application is considered to be categorically exempt from CEQA. 
 
Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.080.H of the Development Code, in order to approve an application for design 
review in the Historic Overlay Zone, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission must make the following 
findings: 
 

1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code (except for 
approved Variances and Exceptions), other City ordinances, and the General Plan. 
The project complies with the applicable policies and regulations set forth in the Development Code. 

2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in this Development 
Code. 
The project is consistent with the applicable design guidelines of the Development Code in that the existing 
residence will be rehabilitated to return integrity to the house. In addition, the new addition will be located behind 



 
 

the existing structure to not change the appearance of the structure from the public right-of-way (except with 
respect to enhancements to its historic integrity). 

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

4. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings.  
The front and side elevations of the original residence will not be altered, except for minor changes (e.g., window 
replacement) that will improve its historic integrity. The project includes a proposed residential addition at the 
back of the residence. This addition will not alter public views of the original residence and it complies with height, 
setback, coverage and other applicable limitations of the Development Code.  

5. The project substantially preserves the qualities of any significant historic structures or other significant historic 
features on the site. 
A historic evaluation was conducted for the property, which has been developed with a residence that has been 
determined to be eligible for listing on the State Register. This evaluation also addressed the proposed addition to 
the residence and determined that the proposed project, as modified, complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and will actually improve the historic integrity of the residence. 

6. The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in Chapter 19.42 SMC (Historic 
Preservation and Infill in the Historic Zone). 
In staff’s view, the project complies with SMC 19.42 in that the existing structure will be rehabilitated to improve 
the historic integrity to the house. Furthermore, the new addition will be placed at the rear of the existing structure 
as to not alter the appearance of the residence from the public right-of-way. 

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

In summary, it is staff’s view that the modified project is consistent with the findings required for approval of the application 
for Site Design and Architectural Review. 
 
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 installation.  
 

Commission Discussion 

 
 

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

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

 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 

Attachments: 
1. Project Narrative. 
2. Architectural Materials Information. 
3. Historic Resources Inventory 



 
 

2. Historical Evaluation, CEQA Findings, Secretary of the Interior Evaluation of the property at 563 Second 
Street East Sonoma, Sonoma County, California, dated July, 2014. 

3. Elevations. 
4. Site and Roof Plan. 
5. Elevations  

 
 
 
 
cc:  Chad Everway 

233 Chase Street 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Juliana Inman Architect 
2133 First Street 
Napa, CA  94559 

 
Patricia Cullinan, via email 

 
  Alice Duffee, via email 
 
  SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
 
  Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall  
 
 

 













































































January 16, 2015 
Agenda Item 5 

 
 

M E M O  
 

Date:          January 16, 2015 
 
To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commisison 
 
From: Associate Planner Atkins 
 
Subject: Nicora Place Design Reveiw (821-845 West Spain Street). 
 
 
The staff report for the Nicora Place Design Review submittal can by view at the following 
address: http://www.sonomacity.org/default.aspx?Pageid=455. 
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01/20/15 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Anne and Jeff McKibben 

Project Location 

921 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: ±1954 
 
Request 

Consideration of building elevation details, exterior color and materials, and outdoor lighting for a mixed-use building 
(CocoPlanet) located at 921 Broadway. 

Summary 
Background: On December 11, 2014, the Planning Commission considered and approved a Use Permit to remodel and 
convert the commercial building at 921 Broadway to allow for the production and retail sale of chocolates (see attached 
approval letter and conditions of approval). 
 
Exterior Materials & Details: While the general form and footprint of the building would be maintained, a number of 
exterior alterations are proposed, including a new façade treatment with elimination the existing porch roof, a new storefront 
entry, a rainwater harvesting feature projecting from the middle of the building, new corrugated metal siding, and standing 
seam roofing. Modifications to the building elevations consist of the following: 

 East elevation: remove two windows and a door, install new natural stone veneer (“Craftsman” style stacked stone 
in a Placer gold color), install new Kawneer storefront framing (with clear glass glazing and clear anodized 
aluminum frames (silver in color), and install new corrugated metal siding (Galvalume plus in color). 

 North elevation: new Kawneer storefront framing (with clear glass glazing and clear anodized aluminum frames 
(silver in color) (including storefront entry) new corrugated metal siding, a new rainwater harvesting feature, and a 
new garage door (modern aluminum and glass). 

 West elevation: a new window, new corrugated metal siding, and a new garage door (modern aluminum and glass). 
 South elevation: new corrugated metal siding. 

In addition, a new standing steam metal roof for the entire building is proposed, Roman blue in color. Specification sheets 
on the garage doors, roofing material, corrugated metal siding, and stone veneer are attached for consideration. As of the 
date of the staff report manufacturer specification sheets have not be submitted for the new windows. 
 
Exterior Colors: A color scheme using subtle colors that reflect the company’s colors and design philosophy has been put 
forward for the DRHPC’s consideration. The standing seam metal roof is proposed to be Roman blue in color and the color 
for the corrugated metal siding is Galvalume plus. The stone veneer is proposed to be Placer gold in color. Color samples are 
attached and a color board will be presented by the applicants at the upcoming DRHPC meeting. 
 
Exterior Lighting: As indicted on the attached lighting plan, two each deck lights are proposed for the new low sign wall 
(details on the low sign wall will be included with the future sign application). The deck lights are proposed to be 
illuminated from 6 p.m. to 10 p.m.  In addition, as indicated on the attached lighting plan 37 each solar walk lights are 
proposed on the west, north, and east portions of the property. The solar lights are proposed to be illuminated from dusk to 
dawn. Normal business hours are from 8 a.m. to 7 p.m. daily, with invitation only events associated with the business until 
11 p.m. 
 
Findings for Project Approval: For projects within the Historic Overlay zone or a Local Historic District and projects 
involving historically significant resources, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission may approve an 



 
 

application for architectural review, provided that the following findings can be made (§19.54.080.G): 
1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code, other City 

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

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

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

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

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

of Historic Properties. 
 
Signs: As required by the Use Permit conditions of approval (number 13), proposed signs and low sign wall shall be subject 
to Planning Department staff or the DRHPC as applicable. 
 
Landscaping: As required by the Use Permit conditions of approval (number 10), the applicant will be submitting a 
landscape plan (including fences, walls, and pavers) for the DRHPC’s consideration at a later date. 
 
Trash enclosure area: As required by the Use Permit conditions of approval (number 12), the applicant will be submitting a 
trash enclosure plan for the DRHPC’s consideration at a later date. 
 
Bicycle parking: As required by the Use Permit conditions of approval (number 9), the applicant will be submitting a 
proposal for bicycling parking at a later date. 
 
Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, the project shall be in conformance with applicable 
requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California Building Code, shall obtain a 
building permit prior to installation.  

Commission Discussion 

 

 
 

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

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

1. Project narrative 
2. Use Permit conditions of approval, dated December 19, 2014. 
3. Management summary of a Historical Evaluation of the building at 921 Broadway in Sonoma, Sonoma 

County, California. 
4. Pictures of existing building. 
5. Renderings of proposed building. 



 
 

6. Site plans. 
7. Proposed elevations. 
8. Picture of equipment. 
9. Picture of inside of building. 
10. Product information. 
11. County Assessor’s Parcel Map. 
12. Kynar/Fluropon specifications data sheet. 
13. Siding information. 
14. Roofing information. 
15. Stone veneer information. 
16. Garage door information. 
17. Outdoor lighting information. 
18. Miscellaneous framing information (Kawneer storefront framing) 
19. Lighting plan 

 
 
cc: Anne and Jeff McKibben 

1198 Ingram Drive 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Tom Anderson & Co. 
822 Broadway 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Lloyd and Nancy Griffith 
921 Broadway 
Sonoma, CA  95476 

 
  Patricia Cullinan, vía email 
 
  Alice Duffee, via email 
  
  SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
 
  Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 





















































































































































January 20, 2015 
Agenda Item #7 

 
 

M E M O  
 
To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission 
 
From: Associate Planner Atkins 
 
Subject: Review of Portable Freestanding Sign Regulations 
 
 
Background 
 
Over the course of previous reviews of the Sign Ordinance, the DRHPC has worked with the 
City Council to establish a policy in which “generic” A-board signs (meaning of an A-frame 
design and fabricated from plastic) are subject to review by the DRHPC, while portable signs of 
a unique design may be approved administratively. This approach is obviously intended to 
discourage A-board signs having a generic design and to streamline the review process for those 
signs that take a more creative approach. In a recent meeting of the City Council, a local 
business-owner questioned this approach and asked that consideration be given to a process in 
which pre-approved portable freestanding sign designs would be established by the City so that a 
business-owner could employ them through an administrative review process. This is essentially 
the opposite of the current policy.   
 
On January 7, 2014, Kelso Barnet, Laurie Decker and Planning staff met with Sox de vine owner 
(Jeanette Fung). It was a productive meeting and it was agreed that the DRHPC should discuss 
modifying the Sign Regulations related to portable freestanding signs at the next DRHPC 
meeting.  The following is a list of DRHPC discussion items: 

 Consider allowing “alley” businesses that front the Plaza the ability to apply to display 
portable freestanding signs in front of the business in the interior of an alley (currently 
there is an exception to the Portable Freestanding Sign section that allows the Place des 
Pyrenees alley businesses to display portable freestanding signs on the sidewalk). 

 Discuss a more consistent approach the Portable Freestanding Signs section [allow 
provisions for alley businesses (consistent with the Plaza de Pyrenees) to display portable 
freestanding signs on the sidewalk or just allow alley businesses to display portable 
freestanding signs in front of the business in the interior of an alley]. 

 Discuss providing better guidelines on what types of portable freestanding signs are 
unique. 

 
In addition, Kelso Barnet suggested that staff include newspaper articles from the late 1990s that 
tracked the issue from beginning to end in an attempt to explain the current regulations with 
regard to portable freestanding signs.   
 
The revised Business Signage & Outdoor Displays handout has been attached, which was created 
by the Sonoma Valley Economic Vitality Partnership. The Portable Freestanding Sign section of 
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the Sign Ordinance has been provided as reference, and the Town of Westport Free Standing 
Portable Signs Guidelines Brochure have been attached as an example of guidelines the DRHPC 
may want to consider. The Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce also sent out the attached 
eBlast on January 16, 2015. 
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Portable Freestanding Sign Regulations. 
2. Newspaper articles. 
3. Business Signage & Outdoor Displays handout. 
4. Town of Westport Free Standing Portable Signs Guidelines Brochure. 
5. Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce eBlast. 

 
 
cc: Robert Sanders 

P.O. Box 1356 
Sonoma, CA 95476 
 
Architectural Signs & Associates 
Attn: Rochelle Zatkin 
918 Enterprise Way, Suite A 
Napa, CA  94558 
 
Sonoma Signs 
Attn: Neil Colwell 
254 First Street East 
Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
Jeannette Fung, via email 
 
Laurie Decker, Economic Development Project Manager 
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