City of Sonoma City Council Agenda Item: 6A

City Council
Agenda Item Summary

Meeting Date: 10/03/16

Department Staff Contact

Planning and Community Services David Goodison, Planning Director

Agenda Item Title

Discussion, consideration and possible action on an appeal of the Design Review and Historic
Preservation Commission’s decision to approve the application of Studio 101 Designs for design
review of two commercial buildings and a trash enclosure at 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Highway.

Summary

On July 14, 2005, the Planning Commission approved a Planned Development Permit and Use
Permit for a mixed-use development at 19370 Sonoma Highway, now known as Villas de Lunas.
The approved project consisted of two commercial buildings placed toward Sonoma Highway with
16,936 square feet of gross commercial floor area, eight attached townhomes in the middle of the
site, and seven single-family homes to the east. Construction of the residential elements of the
project began in 2006. The public improvements, residential buildings, and associated landscaping
were substantially completed, as was a portion of the parking lot associated with the commercial
component. However, the property fell into foreclosure and construction was halted prior to final
building permit sign off. In 2012, the project was acquired by Kibby Road, LLC, which proceeded to
bring the residential portion of the project to completion.

Following the completion and sale of the residential units, Kibby Road turned their attention to the
commercial portion of the development. On May 31, 2016, the Design Review and Historic
Preservation Commission (DRHPC) considered an application for design review of two commercial
buildings, consistent with the 2005 approval, and an associated landscape plan. The initial design
concept was not accepted by the DRHPC and the Commission also wanted the applicant to
consider modifications to the landscaping plan to respond to neighbor requests for improved
screening between the commercial parking lot and adjoining townhomes. In response to the
feedback received from the DRHPC, the applicant worked to modify the building designs and the
landscaping plan, including consultations with interested neighbors.

A revised proposal was developed and considered by the DRHPC at a public meeting held on
August 16, 2016. The revised design review submittal addressed the architectural detailing, colors,
and materials of two 2-story commercial buildings with a combined 5,969 square feet of gross floor
area, a reduction of 967 square feet relative to the maximum allowed by the 2005 Use Permit. The
design employs a Mission-style architecture with stucco siding, double-hung windows, and a clay tile
roof. Ultimately, the DRHPC voted 5-0 to approve the building design and the design of the trash
enclosure, subject to the condition that the trash enclosure ftrellis incorporate a solid fence. On
August 30, 2016, a number of residents of Villas de Luna filed an appeal of the DRHPC’s decision to
approve the design of the commercial buildings. Further details are provided in the attached
Supplemental Report.

Recommended Council Action

Deny the appeal, thereby upholding the decision of the Design Review and Historic Preservation
Commission.

Alternative Actions

Council discretion. Based on the direction given by the City Council, staff will return on the following
Council meeting with a Resolution formalizing the Council’s decision, including the necessary
findings.



Financial Impact

N.A.

Environmental Review Status
[] Environmental Impact Report [ ] Approved/Certified
[] Negative Declaration X No Action Required
X Exempt [] Action Requested

[] Not Applicable

Alignment with Council Goals
N.A.

Compliance with Climate Action 2020 Target Goals:
N.A.

Attachments:

Supplemental Report

Findings for Design Review Approval

Location Map

2005 Use Permit Approval: Site Plan and Elevations

DRHPC Staff Report, dated August 16, 2016 (includes approved building elevations)
Minutes of the DRHPC meeting of August 16, 2016

Appeal Submittal

Developer Submittal

Nk WN =

cc: Sonoma Highway Neighbor List (via email)
Alicia Hansel, Kibby Road (via email)




SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT

Discussion, consideration and possible action on an appeal of the Design Review and Historic
Preservation Commission’s decision to approve the application of Studio 101 Designs for

design review of two commercial buildings and a trash enclosure at
19366 and 19370 Sonoma Highway

For the City Council meeting of October 3, 2016

Property Description

The project site is composed of two adjoining parcels with a combined area of 12,654 square feet
(0.29 acres). The property fronts Sonoma Highway and is bounded by Lyon Street on the north.
The site is currently vacant except for a partially-completed parking lot intended for the future
commercial development of the site. Adjoining uses are as follows:

North: Single Family homes/Housing Opportunity

South: Single-family homes/Mixed Use Residential

East: Multi-family homes/Mixed Use Residential

West: Vineyard, limited commercial, and a single-family residence/Mixed Use Residential

The site is designated Medium Density Residential by the General Plan and has a corresponding
R-M zoning.

Background

On July 14, 2005, the Planning Commission approved a Planned Development Permit and Use
Permit for a mixed-use development at 19370 Sonoma Highway. (At that time, the development
was known as “Sonoma Village West” and “Orchard Park”, but the residential component is now
called “Villas de Luna”.) The approved project consisted of two commercial buildings placed
toward Sonoma Highway with £6,936 square feet of gross commercial floor area, eight attached
townhome condominiums in the middle of the site, and seven single-family homes to the east.
Site circulation is provided by a 28-foot wide public street off of Sonoma Highway that
transitions into an 18-foot wide private road connecting to the stub of Palou Street on the east
side of the site. A gate marks the transition of the public and private road section and is in place
to prevent cut-through traffic.

Construction of the residential elements of the project began in 2006. The public improvements,
residential buildings, and associated landscaping were substantially completed, as was a portion
of the parking lot associated with the commercial component. However, the property fell into
foreclosure and construction was halted prior to final building permit sign off. In 2012, the
project was acquired by Kibby Road, LLC, which proceeded to bring the residential portion of
the project to completion. To facilitate this process, in 2012, Kibby Road applied for and
received Planning Commission approval for amendments in the use permit conditions of
approval addressing the number of affordable units and the removal of a requirement for a play



structure in one of the two open space areas within the project. In approving these revisions, the
Planning Commission required the following: 1) the planting of three oak trees along the
Sonoma Highway property frontage; 2) the planting of trees within the undeveloped portion of
the commercial property as a form of temporary visual screening; and 3) the placement of picnic
tables/seating within one of the open space areas in lieu of the play structure. As part of this
action, the Planning Commission accepted the landscaping of the two open space areas as
complete. Contrary to assertions in the appeal materials, the conditions of approval were
implemented and are in place.

In November 2012, Kibby Road filed new building permits to complete the residential units,
which received final inspection sign-off in March 2013. Following the completion and sale of the
residential units, Kibby Road turned their attention to the commercial portion of the
development. In August of 2015, the developer came before the Planning Commission in a study
session with a proposal to modify the approved commercial component by scaling it back to a
single 2-story building with 2,547 feet of ground-floor commercial space and three upper-floor
condominium units. However, this proposal lacked neighbor support and Kibby Road ultimately
decided to proceed with the commercial component as allowed for under the 2005 use permit.

Status of Project Approvals

Prior to acquiring the project, Kibby Road asked about the status of the project approvals. After
conferring with the City Attorney’s Office and the Building Official, planning staff responded as
follows:

Use Permit. The City Attorney’s Office concluded that the Use Permit for the entirety of project
remained valid, based on the following factors: 1) the Use Permit and Planned Development
permit addressed the project as whole, encompassing both the residential and the commercial
elements; 2) building permits had been issued for the residential units and the construction of the
residential elements of the project were substantially complete; 3) site and public improvements
associated with the entirety of the project—including the commercial component—had been
implemented, including frontage improvements on Sonoma Highway, the construction of the
public and private street, the grading of the commercial parcels, and the construction of a portion
of the commercial parking lot.

Building Permits. The building permits for the residential units had expired and new building
permits were required demonstrating conformance with current code standards.

Design Review/Landscaping Plan for Commercial Component. The design review approval for
the two commercial buildings and the landscaping plan for the commercial lots, both of which
were granted in 2005 following the use permit approval, were deemed to have expired and Kibby
Road was advised that they would need to re-apply for these approvals.

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Review

On May 31, 2016, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC)
considered an application for design review of two commercial buildings, and an associated



landscape plan. The initial design concept was not accepted by the DRHPC and the Commission
also wanted the applicant to consider modifications to the landscaping plan to respond to
neighbor requests for improved screening between the commercial parking lot and adjoining
townhomes. Based on these concerns, the item was tabled, with direction given to the applicant
on suggested changes.

In response to the feedback received from the DRHPC, the applicant worked to modify the
building designs and the landscaping plan, including consultations with interested neighbors. A
revised proposal was developed and was considered by the DRHPC at a public meeting held on
August 16, 2016. The revised design review submittal addressed the architectural detailing,
colors, and materials of two 2-story commercial buildings with a combined 5,969 square feet of
gross floor area, a reduction of 967 square feet relative to the maximum allowed by the Use
Permit. As described in the project narrative and elevations (attached as part of the DRHPC
packet), the design employs a Mission-style architecture with stucco siding, double-hung
windows, and a clay tile roof. Detailing includes wood-timber balconies, wrought-iron guardrails
with insets, and wood brackets. Exterior colors consist of off-white, light sand stucco siding,
chocolate brown painted wood members, windows, and doors, and dark bronze wrought-iron
guardrails and light fixtures.

The DRHPC discussion focused on the design of the two commercial buildings, the trash
enclosure, and the landscaping plan. Ultimately, the DRHPC voted 5-0 to approve the building
design and the design of the trash enclosure, subject to the condition that the trash enclosure
trellis incorporate a solid fence. The landscaping plan, however, was denied, as the DRHPC felt
that it was still not adequate with respect to providing screening for the adjoining townhomes.
The findings associated with the DRHPC approval of the commercial elevations are attached.

Limitations on the Scope of Design Review

Since the appellants are requesting substantial changes in the commercial component, it is
important to have a clear understanding of the scope of design review, as that is the action which
has been appealed. The Use Permit/Planned Development Permit for the Sonoma Village
West/Villas de Luna project, which includes both the commercial buildings and the two
residential components, was approved by the Planning Commission in 2005. The conditions of
approval (attached) include condition #24, which reads as follows:

“The development shall be subject to the review and approval of the Design Review Commission
(DRC). This review shall encompass site plan adjustments as required by these conditions or as
deemed necessary by the DRC (except no modifications substantially altering the approved site
plan or at variance with the conditions of approval shall be made), and building elevations,
colors, and materials.”

In staff’s view, this condition remains valid as part of the 2005 Use Permit approval, meaning
that in its review of the design of the commercial buildings, the DRHPC did not have the latitude
to require significant changes in the approved site plan, such as those requested by the appellant.
If, as staff believes, that limitation applied the DRHPC in its review of the commercial building
elevations, then it also applies to the City Council in its review of the appeal of the decision to



approve the building elevations. As a staff interpretation, this is a legitimate subject of an appeal,
but the condition of approval seems quite clear. Staff would add that this condition of approval is
consistent with the City’s general procedures in the review of projects that require a land use
permit from the Planning Commission followed by a design review approval from the DRHPC,
as set forth in section 19.54.080.D.2 of the Development Code. The purpose of this limitation is
to assure continuity and consistency in the review process.

Issues Raised in the Appeal and Requested Actions

On August 30, 2016, a number of residents of Sonoma Villas de Luna filed an appeal of the
DRHPC’s decision to approve the design review of the commercial buildings. As noted in the
attached appeal letter, the appellants assert that the approval will have an adverse effect on
parking, that the development is too intense, that a landscape buffer should be required along the
edge of the parking lot adjoin the townhomes, and that certain required improvements associated
with the development are incomplete or longer working correctly. As outcomes of the appeal, the
appellants request that the size of the commercial buildings be reduced, that the development
incorporate underground parking, that a landscape plan be required, that the gate on Lyon Street
be repaired, and that the site be used for open space purposes instead of commercial
development. Staff’s assessment of the issues raised in the appeal is as follows:

e Parking/Size of Commercial Buildings: The appellants state in the appeal letter that parking
problems already exist in the area as a result of the Sonoma Valley Oaks affordable
development, a project that shares access with Lyon Street and that was under construction at
the time that the residences within Villas de Luna were first put on the market. To address
this issue, the appellants request that the size of the commercial buildings be substantially
reduced (or eliminated altogether) or that underground parking be utilized. As discussed
above, it is staff’s view that substantial changes to the site plan, such as those suggested by
the appellants, are outside of the scope of design review for the commercial buildings, which
is generally confined to colors, materials, and architectural details pursuant to the conditions
of approval as well as section 19.54.080.D.2 of the Municipal Code, which reads as follows:

For projects subject to discretionary review by the planning commission, the planning
commission shall be responsible for reviewing and acting upon the project site plan, building
massing and elevation concepts to the extent it deems necessary. Subsequent review by the
design review and historic preservation commission shall be limited to elevation details,
colors and materials, landscaping (including fences and walls), lighting, site details (such as
the placement of bike racks and trash enclosures), and any issues specifically referred to the
DRHPC by the planning commission.

Staff would also note that: 1) the applicant has voluntarily reduced the area of commercial
buildings by nearly 1,000 square feet; 2) the number of parking spaces provided for the
commercial buildings complies with the City’s parking standards; and, 3) in 2015, the
applicant proposed a less intense development alternative, featuring a reduced commercial
area and three upper floor residences within a single building, but it was not supported by
neighbors.



e Landscape Buffer: The appellants state that a landscape buffer should be provided between
the commercial parking lot and the adjoining townhomes on the east. As noted above, the
revised landscaping plan reviewed by the DRHPC at the August 16, 2016 meeting was
denied. Because the landscaping plan was denied, it is outside of the scope of the DRHPC’s
approval of the commercial building design, which is the decision that has been appealed. In
addition, due to the denial, the applicant is already required to develop and submit a new
landscaping plan. The applicant has consulted with interested neighbors on a revised plan
intended to resolve the screening issue, which is scheduled for review by the DRHPC on
October 18, 2016. While there continues to be disagreement as to whether the latest solution
proposed by the applicant is adequate, the City Council cannot take action on that matter
until after the DRHPC review process has been completed and then only if an appeal of the
final decision is made.

As a related issue, the appellants raise the issue of landscaping in planter wells associated
with the townhomes. According to the 2005 landscaping plan, one 5-gallon dwarf strawberry
tree (an evergreen shrub that typically grows to a height of six feet) and one 1-gallon sage
leaf rockrose (a low, spreading shrub) was called for in each of the planter wells built into the
townhomes. These wells were left unplanted with the completion of the townhomes in 2013,
because the planters were not designed with automatic irrigation and staff was concerned that
any plantings might not survive through the sale of the homes. Therefore, they were left open
for future homeowners to plant as they saw fit, which is what has happened. If fully
satisfying this condition is a concern, then Kibby Road could provide each townhome with a
dwarf strawberry tree and a sage leaf rockrose and they have stated that they are willing do
so upon homeowner request. However, these planter wells were not designed were never
presented as being able to accommodate actual trees.

e Gate: The appeal application states that the gate on Lyon Street, required as a means of
preventing cut-through traffic, should be repaired or upgraded by the applicant, as it was
installed with an electric motor that no longer functions. Since the gate is an existing feature,
installed in conjunction with the residential components of the project, it was not an element
in the design review application for the commercial buildings and is therefore, in staff’s
view, outside of the DRHPC’s scope of review of the design of the commercial buildings.
That said, regardless of the outcome of this appeal, staff will continue to work with the
residents and the applicant to facilitate a solution to this matter in conformance with the
project approvals.

o Use of the Property as Open Space: As discussed above, it is staff’s view that the use permit
for the project—including the commercial component—remains valid. Therefore, the
applicant has the right to proceed with the development of the two commercial buildings,
consistent with the requirements and limitations set forth in the Use Permit conditions of
approval, including design review and the submittal of building plans.

In summary, it is staff’s view that issues raised in the appeal have little connection to the subject
of the appeal: namely, the approval by the DRHPC of the design, colors, and materials of two
commercial buildings that are consistent with the Use Permit approval for the project granted by
the Planning Commission in 2005.



Revoking or Modifying a Use Permit

The appellants suggest that the 2005 Use Permit for the commercial component of the project
could be revoked or modified pursuant to section 19.90.090.A of the Development Code. This
section of the Development Code is found in the “Enforcement” Chapter and would normally be
invoked as part of an enforcement action of some kind. With respect to the Sonoma Village
West/Villas de Luna project, the City is not engaged in any enforcement action. While it is
possible, as an example, that the City could bring an enforcement action with respect to the gate,
this is not the type of issue that rises to a level where the revocation a use permit would be
considered. The revocation or modification of a Use Permit is a significant legal action that
should not be undertaken lightly. A Use Permit confers a land use entitlement on a property and
to subsequently revoke or scale back a previously approved entitlement may raise a taking issue
susceptible to legal challenge. While the appellants note that the Use Permit was modified in
2012, that occurred not as an enforcement action but as a result of an application initiated by the
property owner. In any event, this process is not an appeal remedy as it is entirely unrelated to
the decision of the DRHPC to approve the design of the commercial buildings.

Recommendation

The issues raised by the appellants as well as their proposed remedies fall outside of the scope of
the DRHPC’s review of the design of the commercial buildings, which is the action that has been
appealed. Therefore, staff recommends that the City Council uphold the decision of the DRHPC,
thereby denying the appeal. Based on Council direction, a resolution will be prepared
implementing the City Council’s decision, for adoption as a consent calendar item at the meeting
of October 17, 2016.

Note: Although in staff’s view this appeal does not provide an opportunity to require significant
changes to the commercial component as allowed for in the 2005 use permit, staff will continue
to work with neighbors and the developer to achieve a resolution of issues such as landscape
buffer adjoining the townhomes and the gate.



Findings for Design Review Approval

In approving the architectural design of the commercial buildings, the DRHPC had to make three
findings. These findings, along with staff’s analysis of them are set forth below. Staff would
emphasize that these findings are limited to the architectural design, colors, and materials of the

commercial buildings, as that was the scope of the design review application heard by the
DRHPC.

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 architectural design, colors, and materials of the two commercial buildings do not raise
any issues with respect to consistency with the General Plan and The Development Code.

For the project as a whole, this finding was made in the 2005 approval of the Use Permit and
the Planned Development permit. The proposed building setbacks are consistent with the site
plan approved in 2005 and the buildings themselves comply with limitations on height,
coverage, and Floor Area Ratio. The amount of parking provided for the commercial
buildings complies with Development Code standards.

2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth
in this development code.

The design guidelines for commercial development in the West Napa/Sonoma Highway
Corridor are as follows:

a. Buildings should reinforce the scale, massing, proportions and detailing established by
other significant historic buildings in the vicinity (if any).

The architectural design, colors, and materials of the two commercial buildings do not
raise any issues with respect to scale and massing as these elements were established by
the 2005 Use Permit/Planned Development permit. (Note: The most notable historic
building in the vicinity of the site is an adobe, formerly a residence but now used for
commercial purposes, located on a property across the street at 19343 Sonoma Highway.
This building is a low, one-story structure, but because it is set well back from the street
and is almost entirely screened by vegetation, it does not establish a visual precedent for
Sonoma Highway.)

b. The massing of larger commercial and mixed use buildings (5,000 square feet or greater)
should be broken down to an appropriate scale through the use of storefronts and breaks
in the facade.

As noted above, the architectural design, colors, and materials of the two commercial
buildings do not raise any issues with respect to scale as this aspect of the project was



established by the 2005 Use Permit/Planned Development permit. That said, the
commercial area of the project has been divided into two buildings each having an area of
less than 5,000 square feet.

c. Architectural styles and details that reflect the Sonoma vernacular should be used.

The architectural design of the commercial buildings employs Mission-style features
traditional to Sonoma, while avoiding a faux historic appearance.

d. Site design and architectural features that contribute to pedestrian comfort and interest,
such as awnings, recessed entrances, paseos, alleys, and patios, are encouraged.

The commercial buildings feature sheltered entrances facing Sonoma Highway that are
directly accessible from the public sidewalk.

e. Potential impacts on adjacent residential uses shall be considered and addressed through
the site planning of new commercial and mixed use development.

The east elevations of the two commercial buildings face the adjoining townhomes. The
lower levels of the two buildings are parking courts, which is consistent with the 2005
Use Permit approval. The upper floors are detailed with windows, doors, balconies, and
trim details intended to provide architectural interest and a level of quality and detailing
that is consistent with the street face of the buildings. The commercial buildings are set
back approximately 62 feet from the face of the townhomes and while they are two-story
structures, they are not as tall as the townhomes. In an enhancement from the original
approval, the developer is creating a four-foot landscaped strip along the east edge of the
parking lot that is proposed to be completed with a trellis and trees. This application is
pending before the DRHPC.

f. In renovations involving historic buildings, authentic details should be preserved and any
new detailing and materials should be compatible with those of the existing structure.
Pre-existing alterations that diminish a building’s historic qualities should be removed
when the opportunity arises. (See Chapter 19.42 SMC, Historic Preservation and Infill in
the Historic Zone.)

Not applicable.

3. The project responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as well as
existing site conditions and environmental features.

With regard to their architectural design and detailing, the commercial buildings will be clad
in stucco, which is compatible with the townhomes, and will feature high-quality wooden
detailing. While the commercial buildings are differentiated from the townhomes in their
design, the architectural styles do not clash with one another. The site is largely vacant, but
partially improved with a parking lot.
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Project Name: Studio 101 Designs
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Sonoma Highway

Applicant: Studio 101 Designs
Property Owner: Kibby Road, LLC
General Plan Land Use: Mixed Use
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City of Sonoma o DRHPC Agenda 1
Design Review and Historic Item:
Preservation Commission Mesting Date: 08/16/16

Agenda Item Summary

Applicant Project Location
Studio 101 Designs 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Highway

Historical Significance

] Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant)
[] Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant)

[] Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant)

] Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant)

Request

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

Summary

Background: On July 14, 2005, the Planning Commission approved a Use Permit and a Planned Development Permit for
the property located at 19370 Sonoma Highway (see attached Final Conditions of Project Approval). On September 20,
2005, the Design Review Commission (DRC) approved building elevations and exterior materials for a mixed-use project on
the properties. On March 21, 2006, the DRC approved a landscape plan and on April 18, 2006 approved a revised landscape
plan. On September 13, 2007, the Planning Commission approved a revision to the Planned Unit Development. On
September 18, 2007 the DRC approved modifications to the landscape plan. The approved landscaping associated with the
two commercial buildings was not completely installed.

On May 31, 2016, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC) considered design review for two
commercial buildings and continued the item to a future meeting. In addition, the DRHPC encouraged the developer to
attend the next meeting, make a good faith effort to work with the neighborhood to come up with a revised development
solution, return with a full landscape plan that addresses buffering with the existing development, highway frontage, and
Lyon Street frontage, and strongly encourage repairs be made to the gate.

In an attempt to address issues raised by the DRHPC at the May meeting, staff has provided the following feedback:

1.

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

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

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

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

Trash Enclosure: A wooden trellis structure is proposed be constructed around the refuse enclosure on the south side of the



southern building.

Outdoor lighting is proposed in the form of eight each Craftmade wall mounted (Z3724-92) light fixtures (see attached
manufacture specification sheet) 4 each on the west facing elevation and 2 each on the north and south facing elevations.

Findings for Project Approval: The DRHPC may approve an application for architectural review, provided that the
following findings can be made (819.54.080.G):

1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Development Code, other City
ordinances, and the General Plan.

2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in the Development Code.

3. The project responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as well as existing site conditions and
environmental features.

Landscape Plan: Landscape plans have been provided (Sheets L-1.0, L-1.1, L-2.0, and L-3.0) including a comprehensive
plant list identifying trees, grasses, ferns, vines/groundcovers, and succulents.

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

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

a. Trees removed from the project site shall be replaced on-site at a ratio of 2:1, with a minimum box size of 24
inches.
The fruiting olive trees shall be relocated from the site and replaced in quantity on-site with non-fruiting olives.
The developer shall adhere to the tree protection measures and pruning guidelines presented in the arborist report.
Four street trees, with a minimum box size of 48 inches, shall be planted along the Sonoma Highway frontage.
The 15-in DBH coast live oak located in the center of the site (identified as tree No. 36 in the arborist report) shall
be preserved if feasible.

Q0T

Street Trees: Three existing coast live oaks are located in the planter strip along Sonoma Highway. The Design Review
Commission approved the reduction in number and the location of the street trees in March 2006 due to inadequate room in
the planter area for the required number of trees and the necessary utilities.

Water Budget Calculations: In compliance with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, Hydrozone and Maximum
Applied Water Allowance (MAWA) forms have been provided. Calculations on the MAWA form indicate that the project
would use 31,586 gallons or 99% of the annual water allowance of 31,602 gallons. Note: the applicant shall provide a
written statement at the DRHPC meeting, which describes the irrigation methods and design action that will be employed to
meet the irrigation specifications in the State of California Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (section 472.7).

Discussion of Project Issues: The members of the HOA of Sonoma Villas de Luna have expressed concern about the
opaque barrier. Specifically, they would like to see trees mixed in with the trellis on the east portion of the property. To
address this issue the developer has stated that she would be willing to install trees in the trellis area to minimize visual
impacts from the townhouses on the proposed buildings. The DRHPC may discuss this issue and provide feedback to the
applicant. The members of the HOA of Sonoma Villas de Luna have also requested that the developer re-seal the asphalt on
Palou Street. This issue may not be considered by the DRHPC as it is a civil matter between the property owners.

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

Commission Discussion



Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action
O Approved U Disapproved [ Referred to: U Continued to:

Roll Call Vote: Aye Nay Abstain Absent

DRHPC Conditions or Modifications

Attachments
1. Project narrative
Correspondence
Minutes from the September 20, 2005 Design Review Commission Meeting
Conditions of Project Approval and Mitigation Monitoring Program for Sonoma Village West Mixed-
Use project 19370 Sonoma Highway
Window manufacture specification sheet
Roof manufacturer specification sheet
Lighting manufacturer specification sheet
Rendering
9. Trash enclosure drawing
10. Water Efficient Landscape Worksheet
11. Legal opinion
12. Site plan
13. Floor plans
14. Building elevations
15. Building cross section
16. Color board
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cc: Studio 101 Designs
101 H Street Ste., C
Petaluma, CA 94952
Kirby Road LLC
541 Wes Main Street
Merced, CA 95340
Kirby Road LLC
2269 Chestnut Street # 242
San Francisco, CA 94123-2600
Joan Jennings, via email
Jack Ding, via email
Nick Dolata, via email
Maria Pecavar, via email

Brian Rowlands, via email

Steve Jennings, via email



Project Narrative

7/18/2016
19366 + 19370 SONOMA HIGHWAY - COMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

Assessor’s Parcel Number: 127-760-001 & 002
Project Sponsor: Alicia Hansel, Kibby Road LLC
Architect: Studio 101 Designs

The proposal includes the construction of two identical 2,987 SF, two story commercial buildings at
19366 and 19370 Sonoma Highway. The Design Review Board approved a previous rendition of this
project on 09/20/05. Our proposal complies with all of the current Development Code and General Plan
regulations and design guidelines. Our proposal also maintains nearly all aspects of the previously
approved version (i.e. massing, building height, setbacks, green space and parking placement). After the
initially proposed agrarian-inspired structures (submitted and discussed at the DRHPC May 31, 2016
meeting) were met with some resistance, we have revised the submittal after subsequent meetings with
neighbor representatives. Our new proposal draws upon other local examples of Mission-style
architecture. The massing and roof plan remain virtually unchanged, but detailing and materials now
read as Mission Revival. Our detailing (i.e. wood timber balconies, wrought-iron guardrails with inset,
and wood brackets) reinforces the compatibility with the neighboring structures while staying true to
the architectural style. The color palette, which includes primarily off-white light sand stucco siding with
2-piece clay tile roofing and chocolate brown painted wood members and windows/doors and dark
bronze wrought-iron guardrails and light fixtures, reinforces the concept as well. Keeping a roof
overhang at the first floor transition allows us to reduce the perceived mass of the 2-story structure and
mask the additional width required to accommodate parking at the rear of the first floor. Landscaping
will include engineered bioretention facilities along the front and side yards to meet the city’s storm
water management requirements. In addition, the proportions of the structures were revised
somewhat to allow for a 4’ landscape buffer zone (with a proposed wood arbor) between the rear

residential neighbors and the parking lot.




RECEIVED

July 28, 2016 JUL 28 2016

CITY OF SONOMA

Alicia Razzari
Kibby Road
Merced, California

Members of the DRHPC
City of Sonoma

David Goodison
Planning Director
City of Sonoma

Dear Ms. Razzari, Members of the Commission, and Mr. Goodison:

We approve the new, mission-style building design, and the developer has
agreed to put in a four-foot landscaped barrier. Now, we want to move the ball

forward.

The only thing left to decide is the type of opaque barrier. Because the existing
cement wall and wrought iron fence are about seven feet tall, we agree that we
do not need another wall or fence. But there should be several trees planted in
the buffer yard that will reach up through the trellis and help create the first level
of the opaque barrier between the homes and the commercial buildings. The
other part of the barrier should be suitable trees, something like Japanese
maples perhaps, in the planters. This two-tiered, leafy barrier would ensure
privacy and protection for the town homes.

Nothing much more needs to be said about this design because it sells itself.
We understand the enhanced paving, signage, and picnic table arbor are no
longer required by the city, and we are not pursuing these items. However, we

are requesting that the developer re-seal the asphalt which is a constant problem
for the neighborhood.

We hope you will agree with our minimized requests.

Respectfully,

Members of the HOA of Sonoma Villas de Luna




July 18, 2016

Alicia Razzari

Kibby Road, LLC

2334 M Street, Suite 2101
Merced, California 95344

Dear Alicia,

The City has taken a neutral position in this matter, and they have commissioned the
residents and the developer to meet and resolve their differences.

We have met twice, and we have made some progress. This has brought us closer

together, but there are still matters that are very, very important to us that have not been
settled. These matters are listed below.

Enhanced Paving.

This was promised by the original developer and approved by the City. But it was not
installed, and the asphalt that was not properly sealed has made our lives very hard. We
have been struggling with this for three years. Every time it rains or the weather is very
hot, the tar on the asphalt melts or liquefies and it comes off on our driveways and on our
shoes and on the feet of our pets. This problem has become a torment to us.

Sonoma Villas de Luna Sign. This was promised and approved.

Trees in the planters on the west side of the town homes. These were similarly
approved, and they form part of the landscaped buffer.

Landscaped buffer yard between the town homes and the commercial buildings.

A well-established legal principle of privacy rights says: “A man’s house is his castle:
his home his safest refuge.” The word “refuge” implies security and protection. The
Sonoma Municipal Code takes this basic tenet into account and provides for it by
requiring an opaque barrier (a wall or fence) as well as trees between commercial and
residential areas. The residents of the town homes are entitled to such privacy. They do
not want someone looking into their living rooms or bedrooms or kitchens. To fail to
provide an adequate opaque barrier amounts to the same thing as moving the town homes
themselves to a different location. Just as that would never be permitted, failing to
provide the buffer is not permitted.




The trellises are a nice start, but to provide adequate screening and buffering, a wall and
additional trees are required as well. And to accomplish this buffer yard contemplated by
the code, the landscaped area should be four and one-half to five feet wide.

The necessity of providing a buffer between commercial and residential uses runs
through the code. Because you are very familiar with the code, the references that follow
are intended only as reminders. The code contains provisions specific to each planning
area. In our area, the West Napa/Sonoma Highway Corridor, the code recognizes that
there will often be a union of commercial and residential uses. Code section
19.36.010(B) provides, in part, that “[b]ecause much of the corridor backs onto
residential development, site plan relationships must be carefully evaluated. Ideally, new
commercial uses should be designed to relate to the extent feasible with adjacent
residential development; at a minimum, adequate screening and buffering are required”
(Emphasis added). And specifically with regard to commercial parking, section
19.36.020(A)((5) states that “[clommercial development shall require screening and
buffering of parking areas.”

Unfortunately, one mandate of the code has not been followed in the planning process.
Section 19.40.060(D)(1)(b) provides that “[l]andscaping shall be planned as an integral
part of the overall project design and not simply located in left over space after parking
areas and structures have been planned.” The piecemeal submission of building plans,
parking, design, and, finally, a landscape plan, has not fulfilled this mandate.

Section 19.48.090(F) requires that between non-residential and residential uses there shall
be a buffer yard with a minimum six-foot wall of wood or masonry. There are to be trees
every 30 feet at a minimum. The wall must provide an opaque screen and shall be
architecturally treated on both sides (Section 19.40.100(a)(1)(2).) This code section does
not specify a width. However, a closely related provision offers guidance. Section
19.48.090(E) mandates a five-foot wide buffer between a parking lot and an adjoining
public street. Given that the code requires “at a minimum, adequate screening and
buffering,” the five-foot width provides a useful standard for the buffer yard.

Our suggestion is that the wall be placed on the commercial building side, five feet west
into the existing parking lot. This is because the raised porches of the town homes
already feature a substantial retaining wall, and placing the buffer yard wall near it will
create a narrow alley of a foot or two between the walls. Furthermore, in order for the
town homes to enjoy the maximum buffering effect, both visually and with regard to
sound, the wall should stand five feet west into the parking lot. That way, the town
homes, rather than the commercial property, can enjoy the beautiful landscaping.

We envision the buffer yard to include the six- to seven-foot wall required by the code
with trees set, at a minimum, every 30 feet on the town home side of the wall, and shrubs
and flowers in the spaces between the trees. As to the initial planting, the code requires




that trees be 15 gallons and shrubs five gallons so that there is substantial landscaping
from the very beginning. (Section19.40.060(D)(2)(a).) Some of the shrub species may
be selected with an eye to having them grow to the height of the wall.

The question may arise as to how to harvest the necessary five feet for the buffer yard.
We believe one answer is to move the commercial buildings four and one-half feet
forward toward Sonoma Highway; that is, move them from the currently designed 22.5-
foot setback to a setback line of 18 feet. Atthe DRC meeting, two of the commissioners
suggested this themselves. Commissioner Johnson expressed a concern for an adequate
buffer zone and suggested pushing the buildings forward. Commissioner Essert
advocated moving the buildings toward Highway 12 to provide more room for the buffer.
Mr. Essert also discussed the option of underground parking to make room for the buffer.
He explored this concept with your architect who ultimately conceded that underground
parking was feasible. Furthermore, an 18-foot setback is within the contemplation of the
City. In Mr. Goodison’s staff report to the Planning Commission regarding your 2015
application, he stated that an 18-foot setback could apply to the buildings then envisioned
as part commercial, part residential. An 18-foot setback is a win-win for you as well as
the neighborhood. You can maintain the current square footage of your commercial
spaces as well as supplying the parking necessary to serve them. The residents will enjoy
a five-foot wide, well-landscaped, opaque buffer with beautiful trees and shrubs, creating
privacy. Commercial and residential uses can co-exist harmoniously.

We are enclosing two photographs of an example of a landscaped buffer design which
seems to adequately comply with the code requirements. It is part of a business called
The Edge, located at 139 East Napa Strect. There are architectural features on both sides
of the fence. The fence is consistent with the exterior of the building itself. We looked
all around town at buffer yards: all of them have a width of about four and one-half to
five feet; all have trees in the strip, and there is room for the trees; all have an opaque
barrier. We saw such yards at Derringer’s own building on First Street West (which also
has beautiful and clean enhanced paving); Williams-Sonoma; Readers’ Books, Plaza del
Sol, etc.

Following our suggestions, you can make Sonoma Villas de Luna an outstanding
development--something that Sonoma will always be proud to claim.

Sincerely, % 27
~ The Residents angiv Owners Qf Sonoma Villas de Luna ‘ ;




hsiao d lieu <hdlieu@yahoo.com> ) Thu, Jul 14, 2016 at 5:37 PM
Reply-To: hsiao d lieu <hdlieu@yahoo.com>
To: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>, "hmlieu@yahoo.com" <hmlieu@yahoo.com>

Dear Joan,

| approve and aligned with the HOA position.
Thank you.

Best,

Hsiao Dee Lieu, MD
853 Palou St, Sonoma

From: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>

To: hsjao d lieu <hdlieu@yahoo.com>; hmlieu@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2016 3:42 PM

Subject: Your approval of the letter to Alicia

[Quoted text hidden]

hmlieu@yahoo.com <hmlieu@yahoo.com> Fri, Jul 15, 2016 at 3:02 AM
To: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>
Cc: hsiao d lieu <hdlieu@yahoo.com>

Hi Joan, | approve the letter and the position of the HOA.

Hsiao-Mei Lieu
862 Palou st.

Sent from my iPhone

https://mail.google.com/mail/v/0/?ui=2&ik=d805b12633 & view=pt&q=h&search=query&t... 7/24/2016




Laurie Oharatorres <laurieoharatorres@hotmail.com> Sun, Jul 10, 2016 at 3:38 PM
To: Steve Jennings <stevejennings98@gmail.com>

Cc: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>, Nicholas <ndolata@hotmail.com>, Brian Rowlands
<browlands@fsirivet.com>, "tom.elster" <tom.elster@aol.com>, Maria Pecavar <maria.pecavar@gmail.com>,
Jack Ding <jack@unicomtax.com>, hsiao d lieu <hdlieu@yahoo.com>, hmlieu@yahoo.com, frosty here
<snowmanic13@yahoo.com> -

I agree. A barrier to code is the minimum.
Thank you,

Laurie O'Hara

415-779-5626

Sent from my iPhone
[Quoted texi hidden]

https://mail. google.com/mail/u/0/2ui=2&ik=d805b1 2633&view=pt&q=lauri&search=quer... 7/14/2016
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Design Review Commission, September 20, 2005 Page 4

Comm. Fiske asked about the truck routes through Bel Terreno to the production building. Paul
Bergna, Sebastiani Vineyards, said trucks would enter Bel Terreno through the easement on Lovell
Valley Road but exit through San Lorenzo Court, emphasizing that the disclosure to potential buyers
was required as a condition of approval. Seeing there were no additional comments, Chair
Carlson closed the public hearing.

Comm. Cribb said the site plan lacked the normal listing of plant quantities and container size.
Assistant Planner Thériault said the number of plantings could be determined from the site plan
graphics and suggested that the tree size be specified as 15 gallon rather than 24-inch containers
since there are significant mature trees on the property.

It was moved by Bernard, to approve the application as presented. Comm. Cribb amended the
motion adding: 1) accept the colors as submitted, and 2) specified that all plant material shown on
the site plan shall be 15 gallon sizes, with the same quantities as shown graphically on the site plan.
The amended motion was seconded by Comm. Carlson. The motion carried unanimously.

ITEM #6 —Design Review: Consideration of building elevations and exterior materials for a
mixed-use project (Sonoma Village West); 19370 Sonoma Highway.

Applicant: Richard Deringer

Associate Planner Gjestland presented staff’s report.

Chair Carlson opened the public hearing. Rick Deringer presented an overview of the mixed-
use project including site plan, building elevations, and exterior materials.

Comm. Fiske asked whether Palou Street would provide egress for the development. Mr. Deringer
referred to lengthy discussions between neighbors and the Planning Commission that decided
ultimately to restrict traffic and impacts to the neighborhood by only allowing residents of the SFD's
access through Palou Street via a locked gate; commercial tenants and residents of the town homes
would not have access to Palou Street. Seeing there were no additional comments, Chair
Carlson closed the public hearing.

Chair Carlson asked what kind of tenant would occupy the commercial building, whether window
coverings would be provided, and what kind of signage was proposed. Mr. Deringer said the
commercial space would be mostly office space with some retail use. Signage would be presented
later but he anticipating that only a monument sign would be needed. He said window coverings
would be provided.

It was moved by Cribb, seconded by Comm. Bernard, to accept the application for building elevations
and exterior materials as presented The motion carried unanimously.

ITEM #7 —Discussion Item: Information item of new state law applicable to design review of
solar panel installations.

Associate Planner Gjestland said that the DRC would no longer be reviewing applications for solar
panel installations, following a clarification that the City of Sonoma’s Development Code (Section
19.40.100) conflicts with State law and therefore unenforceable. Staff is looking into whether
jurisdiction of solar panels could still apply in the historical districts.

ITEM #8 —Discussion Item: Consideration of new City regulations pertinent to projects that
include partial demolition of historic structures.

Associate Planner Gjestland presented the background for design review of demolitions and recent
concerns involving renovations that raised the question of whether the current policy is effective in
protecting the historic character of Sonoma.

Staff's report included in a chart, “Potential Thresholds for the Design Review of Single-family
Residences” listing types of repairs or remodeling that would not require design review and a list of
changes, demolition, and remodeling that might trigger design review by the DRC.




FINAL
City of Sonoma Planning Commission
CONDITIONS OF PROJECT APPROVAL AND
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM
Sonoma Village West Mixed-Use Project (Use Permit & Planned Development Permit)
19370 Sonoma Highway

July 14, 2005

A Tentative Map shall be submitted in conformance with the approved site plan. The project shall be designed as a
common interest subdivision.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Administrator; Public Works; Building Division;
Timing: Prior to acceptance of the Final Map

The following are required by the City and other affected agencies prior to the issuance of the Final Map.

a. A Final Map shall be prepared and submitted to the City Engineer for approval. Upon approval and acceptance by
the City of all required dedications, the map shall be filed at the office of the Sonoma County Recorder.

b. All required sidewalk, street, storm drainage, water, sewer, access and public utility easements shall be dedicated
to the City of Sonoma or to other affected agencies of jurisdiction, as required.

c. Three-quarter inch iron pipe monuments shall be set at all tract corners and one-half inch iron pipe monuments
shall be set at all lot corners, unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer. Street centerline monuments shall
be set as directed by the City Engineer. All monuments must be approved by the City Engineer.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Administrator
Timing: Prior to acceptance of the Final Map

A grading and drainage plan and an erosion and sediment control plan shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer
and submitted to the City Engineer and the Sonoma County Water Agency for review and approval. The required plan
shall be approved prior to the issuance of a grading permit. The erosion control measures specified in the approved
plan shall be implemented during construction. Water draining offSite shall drain directly into the street with a
minimum 1% grade unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer. Retaining walls (concrete or masonry) or 2:1 cut
and fill slopes shall be constructed if required to compensate for grade differences onsite. Grade differences between
lots will not be permitted unless separated by properly designed concrete or masonry retaining walls. This requivement
may be modified or waived at the discretion of the City Engineer. The required plans shall be approved prior to the
issuance of a grading permit and/or recordation of the final map. An NPDES permit shall be required. Applicable
erosion control measures shall be identified on the erosion control plan and shall be implemented during the
construction phase of the project:

a. Soil stabilization techniques such as hydroseeding and short-term biodegradable erosion control blankets or
wattles.

b. Silt fences and/or some kind of inlet protection at downstream storm drain inlets.
¢. Post-construction inspection of all facilities for accumulated sediment.
d. Post-construction clearing of all drainage structures of debris and sediment.

Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works
Timing: Prior to acceptance of the Final Map

The following improvements shall be required as deemed necessary by the Public Works Division, City Engineer
and/or other applicable department or agency. All public improvement plans shall be prepared by a registered civil
engineer and must be approved by the City Engineer prior to recording of the Final Map. All drainage improvements
shall be designed in accordance with the Sonoma County Water Agency “Flood Control Design Criteria.” Plans and
engineering calculations for drainage improvements, and plans for sanitary sewer facilities, shall be submitted to the
Sonoma County Water Agency for review and approval.




k.

N

New public and private streets as shown on the approved site plan, including related improvements such as curbs,
gutters, and sidewalks.

Construction of curb, gutter, planting strip and sidewalk along the Sonoma Highway frontage of the project site.
The repair of reconstruction, as deemed necessary by Caltrans or the City Engineer, of the Sonoma Highway
street section along the frontage of the project site.

Modifications may be required at the interface of the private street and Palou Street in terms of the configuration
of the roadways, sidewalks, and adjacent planting areas, subject to the discretion of the City Engineer. In addition,
a sound wall or other specific fencing may be required on the eastern project boundary adjacent to APN 127-504-
001, specifically in the area directly east of the private road. The ultimate design, location and height of this
wall/fence shall be subject to the discretion of the City Engineer.

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

Sewer mains, laterals and appurtenances, including off-site sewer mains and facilities as required by the Sonoma
County Water Agency; water conservation measures installed and/or applicable mitigation fees paid as
determined by the Sonoma County Water Agency. The sanitation design for the project shall be in compliance
with the Sonoma County Water Agency’s “Design and Construction Standards for Sanitation Facilities” and
“Sanitation Code.”

Water mains and appurtenances in all streets within the subdivision including service laterals to all lots.

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

Fire hydrants in the number and at the locations specified by the Fire Chief and the City Engineer. Fire hydrants
shall be operational prior to beginning combustible construction.

Private underground utility services, including gas, electricity, cable TV and telephone, to all residential lots/units
in the subdivision.

Street lighting as required by the City Engineer.

Traffic control signs and pavement markings as required by the City Engineer.

Street trees as required by the Planning Division and the City Engineer. All street trees shall be planted
concurrently with completion of street construction and shall be consistent with the City’s Tree Planting Program,

including the District Tree List. The developer shall provide for irrigation of the trees until occupancy of houses
on a lot by lot basis within the project.

Address numbers shall be posted at the public street, and on the individual structures in a manner visible from the
public street.

Enforcement Responsibility: City Engineer; Public Works; Building Division; Planning Department; Fire

Department; County Public Works

Timing: Prior to the issuance of any grading, building, or occupancy permits, as determined
by the applicable division or agency.

The development shall be constructed in substantial conformance with the approved site plan, square foot schedule and
elevation concepts, except as modified by these conditions and the following:

a.

The 4.5-foot wide planting strip located at the eastern end of the private road shall be increased to seven feet in
width by shifting the entire southern tier of detached homes two feet to the west with a two-foot reduction in the

common open space area.

A red curb “No Parking” zone shall be painted from the access road driveway to 21 feet west of the driveway, the
equivalent of one parking space.

A planting strip with a minimum width of 5 feet shall be provided on the north side of the guest parking area, in
front of any private yard fencing,




10.

11.

12.

Enforcement Responsibility: Public Works; Planning Division; Public Works
Timing: Prior to the recordation of the final map, issuance of building permits or final
occupancy as applicable

The project shall contribute its fair share toward widening Sonoma Highway from West Napa Street to West Spain
Street, as determined by the City Engineer and consistent with recommendations in the Environmental Impact Report
for the Proposed City of Sonoma General Plan (Sonoma, 1995).

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division: Public Works; Building Division
Timing: Prior to final occupancy

An encroachnient from the Department of Transportation (Caltrans) shall be required for all work within the Sonoma
Highway right-of-way, including the proposed roadway connection to SR 12.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division: Public Works; Building Division
Timing: Prior to the issuance of any building permit

The applicant shall be required to pay for all inspections prior to the acceptance of public improvements, or within 30
days of receipt of invoice; all plan checking fees at the time of the plan checks; and any other fees charged by the City
of Sonoma, Caltrans, the Sonoma County Water Agency or other affected agencies with reviewing authority over this
project, except those fees from which any designated affordable units are specifically exempted. A

Enforcement Responsibility: Public Works; Building Division; Affected agency ,
Timing: Prior to the acceptance of public improvements, or plan check, or within 30
days of receipt of invoice, as specified above

No structures of any kind shall be constructed within the public easements dedicated for public use, except for
structures for which the easements are intended.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division; Public Works
Timing: Prior to the issuance of any building permit; Ongoing

A soils and geotechnical investigation and report, prepared by a licensed civil engineer, shall be required prior to the
issuance of a grading permit and/or approval of the improvement plans, as determined by the City Engineer.
Recommendations identified in the report shall be incorporated into the construction plans for the project and into the
building permits.

Enforcement Responsibility: Public Works; Building Division; City Engineer
Timing: Prior to issuance of a grading permit or recording of the Final Map

Best Management Practices to control the quality of surface water runoff from the site shall be used throughout the site
to capture and filter surface runoff prior to its leaving the site or entering the storm drainage system. Methods of
capturing and filtering water pollution, including the use of filters, grease traps, interceptors and biotechnical solutions
(grass-lined swales and filtering basins in landscaped areas surrounding parking areas) shall be implemented as feasible.
The civil engineer for the project shall incorporate these measures into the engineering plans for the project site and
shall be subject to the approval of the City Engineer. In addition, the applicant shall prepare and implement a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan as normally required.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division; City Engineer
Timing: In contracts of construction contractors prior to issuance of a grading permit and
throughout construction and operation of the project.

Access for construction traffic associated with development of the project shall be limited to Sonoma Highway.
Provisions shall be made to provide for temporary parking of construction related vehicles and equipment on or
adjacent to the project site, and not in the adjacent neighborhoods, to be approved by the City of Sonoma Building,
Planning, and Public Works Department. The contractors shall be required to naintain traffic flow on all affected
roadways adjacent to the project site during non-working hours, and to minimize traffic restrictions during
construction. The contractors shall notify all appropriate City of Sonoma and Sonoma County emergency service
providers or other affected agencies of planned construction schedules and roadways affected by construction in




13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

writing at least 48 hours 1 advance of any construction activity that cowd involve road closure or any significant
constraint to emergency vehicle movement through the project area.

Enforcement Responsibility:  Building, Planning & Public Works Divisions; Police & Fire Department
Timing: Ongoing during construction

Parking and drive surfaces shall be surfaced with an approved surface material as approved by the City Engineer and
the Building Official. In all cases, driveways shall be paved a minimum of 20 feet from the edge of the sidewalk.

Enforcement Responsibility: ~ Public Works; Building Division; Fire Department
Timing: Prior to the issuance of any occupancy permit

Any septic systems on the site shall be removed or closed in place, consistent with the permit requirements of the
Sonoma County Department of Environmental Health.

Enforcement Responsibility: Sonoma County Department of Environmental Health; Engineering Division
Timing: Prior to issuance of any grading permit

Any wells on the site shall be closed in place or equipped with a back-flow prevention device as approved by the City
Engineer.

Enforcement Responsibility: Engineering Division
Timing: Prior to acceptance of the Final Map

An approved all-weather emergency vehicle access road to within 150 feet of all portions of all structures shall be
provided prior to beginning combustible construction.

Enforcement Responsibility: Fire Department
Timing: Prior to issuance of any building permit

During the earth disturbing activities of construction, if any archaeological deposits are encountered, an archaeologist
shall be summoned on-site to document and monitor all subsurface prehistoric or historic deposits. All activities in the
area should cease and the archaeologist should inspect the discovery and prepare a recommendation for a further
course of action. In the event that human remains are discovered, there shall be no disposition of such human remains,
other than in accordance with the procedures and requirements set forth in the California Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. These code provisions require notification of the County
Coroner and the Native American Heritage Commission, who in turn must notify those persons believed to be most
likely descended from the deceased Native American for appropriate disposition of the remains. Excavation or
disturbance may continue in other areas of the project site outside the area affected by such discovery. All costs
associated with resource discovery and mitigation shall be the responsibility of the applicant.

Enforcement Responsibility: Building Division; Public Works
Timing: In contracts of construction contractors prior to issuance of grading permits, and
throughout construction.

The following agencies must be contacted by the applicant to determine permit or other regulatory requirements of the
agency prior to issuance of a building permit, including the payment of applicable fees:
a. Sonoma County Water Agency [For sewer connections and modifications and interceptor requirements, and for
grading, drainage, and erosion control plans.]
. Sonoma County Department of Public Health [For closure and removal of septic tanks]
c. Sonoma Valley Unified School District [For school impact fees]
d. Caltrans [For encroachment permits and frontage improvements on State Highway 12/Sonoma Highway]

Enforcement Responsibility: Building Division; Public Works; City Engineer
Timing: Prior to the issuance of any building permit

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




20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

Enforcement Responsibiizry: Building Division )
Timing: Prior to the issuance of any building permit

All Fire Department and Building Code requirements shall be satisfied, including any code modifications effective
prior to the date of issuance of any building permit. In addition, the following shall be required:

a. All structures shall be protected by approved automatic five sprinkler systems.

Parking shall be allowed only in designated parking places as approved on the site plan. All other areas shall be
posted clearly with “No Parking” signs and/or markings (red curbs).

c. Additional requirements and/or recommendations from the Fire Department may result from a review of detailed
project plans and specifications.

Enforcement Responsibility: Fire; Public Works, Building Division
Timing: Prior to the issuance of any building permit

Dust control measures shall be implemented as necessary during the construction phase of the project. All exposed soil
areas shall be watered twice daily or as required by the City's construction inspector. All exposed soil areas (i.e.
building sites, unpaved access roads, parking or staging areas) shall be watered at least twice daily or as required by
the City’s construction inspector. Exposed soil stockpiles shall be enclosed, covered, or watered twice daily. The
portion of Sonoma Highway and Palou Street in proximity to the project site shall be swept daily, if visible soil
material is deposited onto the road.

Enforcement Responsibility: Public Works; Building Division
Timing: In contracts of construction contractors prior to issuance of grading permits, and
throughout construction

Construction activities and material deliveries shall be restricted to the hours between 8a.m. and 6p.m. Monday
through Friday, and 9:00a.m. to 5:00p.m. on Saturdays. Construction activities shall be prohibited on Sundays and all
holidays recognized by the City of Sonoma. All construction vehicles or equipment powered by internal combustion
engines shall be properly muffled and maintained. Stationary construction equipment, such as compressors, shall be
situated as far as possible from inhabited areas, and vehicles or equipment not actively in use shall be shut down to
reduce unnecessary noise.

Enforcement Responsibility: Public Works; Planning Division; Police
Timing: In contracts of construction contractors prior to issuance of grading or building
permits, and throughout construction

A minimum of four (4) units within the development shall be designated as affordable units for moderate-income
households. As identified by the applicant, the affordable units include the two southernmost townhome units
(identified as unit type E1 on the site plan) and the two units within the duplex (identified as unit type B on the site
plan). The affordable units shall be recorded against the deeds of the lots on which they lie, with a standard City
agreement subject to review and approval of the Planning Administrator, and the Housing Admiinistrator. The
developer shall enter into a contract with the City assuring the continued affordability of the designated units for a
minimum period of 30 years and establishing maximum rents, maximum sale prices, and resale restrictions. The
affordable units shall be constructed in conjunction with construction of the market rate units.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Administrator; Housing Administrator; Building Division
Timing: Prior to recording of Final Map

The development shall be subject to the review and approval of the Design Review Commission (DRC). This review
shall encompass site plan adjustments as required by these conditions or as deemed necessary by the DRC (except no
modifications substantially altering the approved site plan or at variance with the conditions of approval shall be
made), and building elevations, colors, and materials.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division; DRC
Timing: Prior to the issuance of any building permit

A landscape plan shall be prepared by a licensed landscape architect. The plan shall be subject to the review and
approval of the Design Review Commission (DRC). The plan shall address site landscaping, including fencing/walls,
hardscape improvements, and required tree plantings, including street trees. The required seven-foot landscape strip at




26.

27.

28.

the east end of the privae street shall include shrub and tree plantings wat will provide effective screening upon
installation. Solid board fencing with a minimum height of 6 feet shall be required on the northern boundary of the project,
and similar replacement fencing may be required at the DRC’s discretion along the south and east boundaries of the project
site. A sound wall and additional landscaping may be required to buffer the adjoining residence at the southeast corner of
the site (APN 127-580-011). The landscape plan shall comply with City of Sonoma’s Water Efficient Landscaping
Ordinance (Municipal Code §14.32).

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division; DRC
Timing: Prior to any occupancy permit

Onsite lighting shall be addressed through a lighting plan, subject to the review and approval of the Design Review
Commission (DRC). All proposed exterior lighting for the site shall be indicated on the lighting plan and specifications
for light fixtures shall be included. The lighting shall conform with the standards and guidelines set forth in'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 height of 15 feet.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division; DRC

Timing:  Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit

The project shall be constructed in accordance with the following requirements related to tree preservation, mitigation
and replacement:

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

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

o a0 o

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division; Public Works; City Engineer
Timing: Prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit; throughout construction

A Homeowner’s Association shall be created for this project, along with appropriate Covenants, Conditions, and
Restrictions (CC&Rs). The CC&Rs shall provide for maintenance of the private roadway and parking areas; private
storm drains, and any other common areas and facilities. The CC&Rs shall be subject to review and approval of the
Director of Planning, Building, and Public Works and, if necessary, the City Attorney. The agreement shall contain a
provision acknowledging that the City shall have the ability to enforce any violations of applicable City regulations or
conditions of approval, and charge any necessary work and enforcement penalties to the Homeowner’s Association.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division; City Engineer; Public Works
Timing: Prior to the issuance of any occupancy permit.
















£3724-92 - Exteriors

Craftmade Brands is proud to present this oiled bronze finished outdoor wall light, by Exteriors. The Z3724-92
is made from premium materials, this Outdoor Wall Light offers great function and value for your home. This
fixture is part of Exteriors's decorative Riviera Collection, so make sure to check out other styles of fixtures to
accessorize your room.

Exteriors Outdoor Lighting is a new brand encompassing Craftmade's extensive array of lighting fixtures
meant for outdoor use. Lanterns, pendants, pocket lanterns, post heads, poles and other accessories provide
lighting professionals with fresh new designs, including several series that are ENERGY STAR®-certified and
Title 24-compliant. Selected designs coordinate with outdoor fans from Ellington Fans and Craftmade Fans,
and pushbuttons from Teiber Products. Most every series in the Exteriors line has three sizes of lanterns, a
hanging pendant and a post head. Built for beauty and years of maintenance-free use, Exteriors Outdoor
Lighting is made of die-cast and sand-cast aluminum components that offer superior durability against the
elements. The finishes are treated with a UV guard that impedes fading. Back plate designs make for easy
installation, a feature contractors especially appreciate. Re-lamping is designed to be a snap, too. As demand
for fashion-driven exterior lighting has grown, the market is awash in product, but few lines compare to
Exteriors Outdoor Lighting and all it has to offer lighting professionals. Retail display programs, employee
training and national brand advertising are among the benefits of selling Exteriors Outdoor Lighting from
Craftmade.

Page 2 of 2 - www.craftmade.com
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City of Sonoma
No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma, CA
95476

WATER EFFICIENT LANDSCAPE WORKSHEET
Prepared 12/1/15
This worksheet is filled out by the project applicant and it is a required element of the Landscape Documentation Package.

Reference Evapotranspiration (ETo) 46.1

Hydrozone # Piant frrigation Irrigation ETAF Landscape | ETAF x Area Estimated Total
/Planting Factor (PF) Method” Efficiency (PFIIE) Area (sq, ft,) Water Use
Description® (IE)° (ETWU)®
Regular Landscape Areas
1-Very Low Water | .1 Drip .81 12 220 sf 26.4 755
2 - Low Water (Drip) | .3 Drip .81 .37 1,060 sf 392 ,,& 11,210 © ;
3 - Low Water (Spray)| .3 Spray 75 225 M | 430sf 96:75 |"1 o) | 2765 BT
4-Medium Water | .4 Drip 81 49 1,050sf | 535 B|H, D 14,705 |
Totals 2,760 sf +029 29,435
Special Landscape Areas HOD .\ = 158[£
1
1
1
Totals © D) i

ETWU Total
Maximum Allowed Water Allowance (MAWA)® | 29,435 -
( ) 2 O

?Hydrozone #/Planting Description Dlrrigation Method “Irrigation Efficiency “ETWU {Annual Gallons Required) =
Eg overhead spray 0.75 for spray head Eto x 0.62 x ETAF x Area
1.) front lawn or dnp 0.81 for drip " where 0.62 is a conversion

factor that converts acre-

inches per acre per year to

e gallons per square foot per

MAWA (Annual Gallons Allowed) = (Efo) ( 0.62) [ (ETAF x LA year.

+ ((1-ETAF) x SLA)] 3 :
where 0.62 is a conversion factor that converts acre-
inches per acre per year to gallons per square foot per
year, LA is the total landscape area in square feet, SLA
is the total special landscape area in square feet,
and ETAF is .55 for residential areas and 0.45 for non-
residential areas.

2.) low water use plantings
3.) medium water use planting

Plant Factor (PF)

0 to 0.1 Very Low Water Use Piants

0.1 to 0.3 Low Water Use Plants

0.4 to 0.6 Moderate Water Use Plants

0.7 to 1.0 High Water Use Plants

Plant factors cited are derived from the publication “Water Use

ETAF Calculations classification of Landscape Species”.

Regular Landscape Areas

Total ETAF x Area 1,023 Average ETAF for Regular Landscape Areas must
Total Area 2,760 . be 0.55 or below for residential areas, and 0.45 or
below for non-residential areas.

Average ETAF 37

All Landscape Areas
Total ETAF x Area 1,029

Total Area 2,760

Sitewide ETAF .37




Status of Use Permit. Per the Development Code, a use permit expires after one year, unless it
is either extended by the Planning Commission or exercised. Under the law, a use permit is
usually considered to be exercised once building permit permits have been issued and public
improvements have been completed. The Sonoma Village West development was approved by
the Planning Commission on July 14, 2005 as a Planned Development. The approved site plan
included both the residential component and the commercial component. Construction on the
residential portion of the project began in 2006. The public improvements, residential buildings
and associated landscaping were substantially completed, but the property fell into foreclosure
and construction was halted prior to final building permit sign off. In 2012, Kibby Road LLC,
approached the City to discuss the status of the project and what it would take to bring it to
completion. Staff reviewed the circumstances of the project with the City Attorney’s office, who

advised as follows:

1. Based on the fact that building permits had been issued and that the residential
elements of the project were substantially complete, as were the public improvements
associated with the entirety of the project--including the commercial component--the
use permit and Planned Development permit were deemed to have been exercised.

2. Because the approved site plan associated with the use permit and Planned
Development permit encompassed the entirely of the project, the commercial
component could be built out in accordance with those approvals.

These findings were subsequently reported out to the Planning Commission at its meetings of
June 14 and July 2012 when it reviewed a request by Kibby Road to modify the conditions of
conditions of approval. Staff would also note that the Planning Commission approved revisions
of the conditions approval, including accepting the open space areas as installed, rather than
requiring a play structure as called for in the original approval.
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SYMBOLS
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Can

ELEV. ELEVATION
LEVEL

DETAIL NUMBER

SHEET WHERE OCCURS
VIEW DIRECTION
SECTION NUMBER
SHEET WHERE OCCURS

ELEVATION (SHADING INDICATES
DIRECTION OF VIEW AND LETTER
INDICATES ELEVATION ON SHEET)
SHEET WHERE OCCURS

DOOR CALL-OUT
SEE SCHEDULE ON SHEET A002

DOOR TYPE
SEE SCHEDULE ON SHEET A002

WINDOW CALL-CUT
SEE SCHEDULE ON SHEET A002

APPLIANCE CALLOUT
PLUMBING CALLOUT
FINISH CALLOUT

REVISION

AD. Adjacent
AF.F. Above Finish Floor
ALUM. Aluminum
ANOD Anodized
ATT. Attenuation
@ At
Board
Between
Blocking
Beam
Blockout
Basement
Buitt-Up Roof
Cement. Backer Bd.
Cement
CastIn Place
vl

Civ

Control Joint

Center Line

Ceiling

Clear

Concrete Masonry Unit
Column

Concrete
Construction
Continuous

Double

Doubla Glazed
Dimension
Down

Door

Detsi

Drawing

Each

Fiber Cement
Fire Extinguisher Cabinet
Finish Floor Level

Fraor

Fluotescent

Finish

Foundation

Face of

Face of Stud

Face of Wall

Furing
Foundation Vent

auge
Galvanized Sheet Metal
Galvanized

Gypstn Wall Board
Gypsum Board
Hobow Core
Hot Dipped
Hoblow Meta)
our
Height
insutation
Interior

Masonry Unit
Haximum
Wechanical
Wembar
Manufacturer
Winimum

Module

Notin Contract
Number

New

Overall

On Center
Opening
Opposite

Pre Finished
Property Line
Plaster

Plastic Laminate
Plate

Plywood

Point

Painted
Radius/Radi

Refigerator
Resistant

Resiant

Required

Rigid

Room

Rough Opening
Rolfing Overhead Door
Sofid Core

imilar
Skid Guard
ST. STL. Stainless Steel
k) Stained

7.0 Top of
TOC. Top of Concrete
Top of Steal

TYP. Typical

U.ON. Unless Othervise Noted
uis Underside

VEN. Veneer

VEST. Vestibule

WP, Watar Proofing
WR. Water Resistant
WI. Weight

COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT

19366 & 19370 SONOMA HIGHWAY

SONOMA, CA 95476

APN: 127-760-001 & 002

101 H St., SUITE C, Petaluma, CA 94952

ph. 707 778 0101
www.studio101designs.com
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GENERAL NOTES

SCOPE OF WORK

PROJECT INFO.

1. ALL INFORMATION SHALL COMPLY WITH THE 2013 CALIFORNIA BUILDING,
PLUMBING, MECHANICAL, AND ELECTRICAL CODES, AND ALL OTHER APPLICABLE
NOATIONAL, STATE, AND LOCAL CODES, RULES AND REGULATIONS HAVING
JURISDICTION.

2. DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS FOR DIMENSIONS.
3. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO FACE OF STUDS UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

4. INSULATION SHALL MEET CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION OUAUTY
STANDARDS AND BE CERTIFIED BY THE MANUFACTURER.

5, ALL WINDOWS AND DOORS SHALL BE DOUBLE GLAZED U.O.N.

8. ALL GLAZING IN DOCRS, WITHIN 24" OF DOORS AND ADJACENT TO BATHTUBS AND
SHOWERS, SHALL BE TEMPERED PER CBC.

7. GENERAL LIGHTING IN KITCHENS AND BATHS SHALL HAVE AN EFFICIENCY OF 40
LUKENS PER WATT.

8. ALL TOILETS ARE TO BE ULTRA LOW FLOW 1,6 GALLONS MAXIMUM FLUSH
CAPACITY.

9. SHOWERS: WALLS TO BE NONABSORBENT TO MIN, 72" ABOVE DRAIN. FINISH
FLOOR S1.OPE TO BE /4" TO 1/Z PER FT. PAN LINER TO ROLL OVER TOP OF ROUGH
THRESHOLD CURB AND FASTEN TO OUTSIDE EDGE; WHERE NO CURB, PAN LINER TO
LAP UNDER ADJACENT FLOOR BACKER BOARD MiN, 1-0%, WEEP HOLES REOUIRED AT
DRAIN; WEEP HOLES TO REMAIN CLEAR AND UNOBSTRUCTED BY MORTAR.

10. SMOKE DETECTORS SHALL BE INTERCONNECTED AND "HARD” WIRED IN CEILINGS
NEAR ALL SLEEPING AREAS AS PER CBC 314,

11, ALL WATER PIPING TO BE COPPER PiPE.

12, ALL DRAINAGE PIPING TO BE ABS SCHEDULE 40.

THE PROPOSAL INCLUDES THE CONSTRUCTION OF TWO IDENTICAL 2,987 SF, TWO-STORY
BUILDINGS, PROPOSED OCCUPANCY 1S 'GROUP B' COMMERCIAL.

OPEN SPACE [S ACHIEVED THROUGH HARDSCAPE AND PLANTED LANDSCAPE SET VATHIN
THE FRONT YARO SETBACK.

LANDSCAPING WILL INCLUDE ENGINEERED B{ORETENTION FACILITIES IN THE FRONT AND
SIDE YARDS TO MEET THE CITY'S STORMWATER MANAGEMENT REOUIREMENTS.

EXTERIOR FINISHES:

1. PAINTED BOARD AND BATTEN SIDING

2 DARK BRONZE ANODIZED DOORS AND WINDOWS
3. METAL RAILINGS

4. STANDING SEAM METAL ROOFING

CODE REFERENCE

BUILDING DESIGNED TO MEET THE FOLLOWING CODES:
CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE: 2013 CRC
CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE: 22013CBC
CALIFORNIA MMECHANICAL CODE: 2013 CMC
CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE: 2013 CEC
CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE: 2013CPC
CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE: 2013 CFC
CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE: 2013 CEC

TITLE 24 CALIFORNIA ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS 2013

PARCEL NUMBER: AP.N. 127-760-001 & 002

COMBINED LOT AREA: 12,654 SF
BASE ZONING: c
COMBINING DISTRICT: NONE
CONSTRUCTION TYPE: V-1
OCCUPANCY GROUP: B
BUILDING USE: COMMERCIAL
FIRE SPRINKLERS: Y
FLOOR AREA (EA):

OPEN GARAGE: 7985 F.

113D S.F.
1,854.5 S.F.

FIRST FLOOR:
SECOND FLOOR:
GROSS FLOOR AREA (EA): 29845 S F.

TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA" 5,969 S.F.

ZONING ‘C' COMMERCIAL:

ALLOWABLE F, % (OR 10,124 S.F.}..PROPOSED: 47%

MAX_ SITE COVERAGE: 70% (OR 8,857 5.F.)...PROPOSED: 6%

MIN. OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT: 7% (OR B85 S.F.)..PROPOSED 32%

PARKING:

1 SPACE PER 300 S.F. OR 5,744 S.F. = 2D SPACES REQUIRED...PROPOSED: 21 SPACES
MAX, 30% (OR 6 SPACES) CAN BE COMPACT

1 H.C. STALL REQUIRED WITH 1 VAN SIZED ADJACENT UNLOADING SPACE

CODE ANALYSIS

CONTACTS

SHEET INDEX

BUILDING DESIGNED TO MEET THE FOLLOWING CODES:
CALIFORNIA RESIDENTIAL CODE: 2013CRC
CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE: 2013 CBC
CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE: 2013 CMC
CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE: 2013 CEC
CALIFORNIA PLUMEBING CODE: 203 CPC
CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE: 2013 CFC
CAL{FORNIA ENERGY CODE: 2013 CEC

TITLE 24 CALIFORNIA ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS 013

OWNER: ALICIA RANSEL
KIBBY ROAD LLC
415-215-8356
ALICIA@KIBBYROAD.COM

SCOTT LANDRY

STEVEN WMOSELEY

STUDIO 101 DESIGNS

101 H STREET, SUITEC

PETALUMA, CA 94952

707-778-0101
SCOTT@STUDIO1D1DESIGNS.COM
STEVEN@STUDIO101DESIGNS.COM

ARCHITECT / OWNER AGENT:

T.00t  COVER SHEET - VICINITY MAP,
GENERAL INFORMATION, SHEET
INDEX

ARCHITECTURAL

A101  PROPOSED SITE PLAN

A211  FIRST & SECOND FLOOR PLANS
A221  ROOF PLAN

A301 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A401  BUILDING SECTIONS

LANDSCAPE

Lo LANDSCAPE PLAN
L1 PLANTING MAGERY

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

19366 & 19370 SONOMA HIWY, SONOMA CA (APN

Prejoct;

127-760-001 & 002)

Titlo:

COVER SHEET

Date
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CITY OF SONOMA
DESIGN REVIEW AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING
August 16, 2016
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West, Sonoma, CA
Draft MINUTES

Chair Randolph called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

Present: Chair Randolph, Comms. Essert, Barnett, Johnson, Tippell, Cory (Alternate)
Absent:

Others Present: Associate Planner Atkins, Administrative Assistant Morris

Chair Randolph stated that no new items would be heard after 10:30 p.m. unless the
Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission so decides. Any decisions made
tonight can be appealed within 15 days to the City Council. She reminded everyone to
turn off cell phones and pagers.

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: Patricia Cullinan, resident, questioned if the plan
approved by the DRHPC is the same project under construction at 158-172 West Napa
Street and whether a demolition permit was approved for the Hawker House. She
distributed a letter to the commissioners.

Associate Planner Atkins will report back after review of the building permits.

Comm. Essert made a motion to approve the minutes of July 19, 2016, as submitted.
Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion was unanimously approved 5-0.

Correspondence: Late mail was received on Item #1 from Stephen Moseley, Henry
Fleishman, Alicia Razzari, and Item #4 from Willy North.

Item 1- Continued consideration of design and landscaping review for two
commercial buildings at 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Highway.

Applicant: Studio 101 Designs
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report.

Steve Moseley, project manager/Studio 101 Designs, said the developer was not
able to attend the meeting but two productive meetings with the neighbors resulted in
project modifications consisting of a new stucco building design, a clay tile roof.
Landscape plan revision include an increased landscape buffer on the east side of
the property containing a vine trellis to mask the guard rail and wall, which will
eventually provide a visual barrier. Mr. Moseley presented a proposed design which
includes a series of cypress trees intermixed in the trellis in an attempt to mask some
of the second story windows. The property owner is doing everything she can to see
that the gate becomes automated.



Comm. Barnett confirmed with Mr. Moseley that the cypress trees were
recommended by the landscape architect.

Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.

Brian Rowlands, 880 Lyon Street, is concerned with parking, garbage service, and
the broken gate. He discussed many non-compliance issues with the conditions of
approval including landscaping, pavement markings, and park development. He
would like to see detailed plans including landscaping, parking spaces, and building
dimensions. In addition, he would like the gate to be automated and the trash
enclosure fully enclosed.

Steve Jennings, 868 Palou Street, is not satisfied with the revised site plan. He
concurred with his neighbors that the gate is a defective common feature and parking
and trash enclosures must comply with City standards. He requested the developer
provide for more plants in the townhome area to provide a privacy buffer and fix the
gate. On a positive note Mr. Jennings stated that none of the residents of the Villas
de Luna are opposed to the commercial building and were pleased with the revised
design.

Jack Ding, 859 Palou Street, appreciated the commission’s recommendation for
more dialogue between the developer and residents that proved productive. He
would like the developer to do more research on trees that use less water than
redbuds. He is also concerned with Valley Oak residents parking in Villas de Luna
resident parking areas.

Nick Dolata, 856 Palou Street and Villas de Luna/HOA board member, is pleased
with the ongoing discussions between the developer and HOA members. He is
concerned with the garage and would like to see an enclosed garbage area utilizing
garbage cans rather than a dumpster. He wants to have a meeting with the City of

Sonoma and the Valley Oaks manager to discuss issues such as widing Lyon Street.
He would like to see flowering trees mixed in with the trellis on the east portion of the

property.

Maria Pecavar, resident, (900 and 904 Lyon St.) is mainly concerned with parking.
Nick Dolata, neighbor, stressed the importance of a functional electric gate.

Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.

Comm. Johnson inquired if the landscape plan described is the final rendering.
Chair Randolph reopened the item to public comment.

Comm. Essert confirmed details with Mr. Moseley of the buffer area and confirmed that
the applicant would be open to considering adding shrubs to the area.

The developer met with Associate Planner Atkins and Planning Director Goodison to
review the tree placement/landscape plan and parking plan.

Comm. Essert confirmed with staff that 21 parking spaces were proposed.
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Steve Jennings, resident, disagreed with the applicant’s statement that an agreement
was made with the residents regarding the cypress trees.

Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.

Comm. Johnson agreed with Comm. Barnett that an opaque wall is necessary and water
usage is critical. He would like to see an enclosed trash area.

Comm. Tippell is satisfied with the architectural features, roof materials, and color
scheme. She does not support the cypress trees and recommended a tree with a
canopy for privacy screening. She recognized that parking and the gate are huge issues
and should be addressed.

Comm. Barnett concurred with Comms. Tippell and Johnson’s comments and said many
concerns expressed are not under the DRHPC's purview. He liked the new design and
that it was compatible with the surrounding area. He felt the landscape plan required
more work. The gate and the parking issues are outside of the DRHPC’s purview. He
indicated that some speakers had eluted to an appeal and maybe these other issues can
be addressed by the City Council. Work still needs to be done on the landscape plan. He
wanted to be on the record of stating there is something wrong with the parking in this
area.

Comm. Essert agreed with his fellow commissioner's comments and is impressed with
the building details and trellis. He liked the details of the building design and the elegant
roof. He thought the trellis element is a nice addition and would like to see the addition of
trees.

Chair Randolph applauded the efforts made but was disappointed that neither the owner
nor the landscape architect were present.

Associate Planner Atkins said the commission’s discretion is limited to design review of
the commercial buildings, trash enclosure, and the landscape plan.

Comm. Barnett confirmed that 2005 State water standards did not apply and a variance
is not an option.

Chair Randolph reopened the item to public comment.

Brian Rowlands, resident, requested the developer install irrigation to the planter strips
on the townhome properties and the gate be electrified.

Steve Moseley, project manager, confirmed that the DRHPC was in support of the
design of the commercial buildings and the landscape plan in general with the exception
of the landscape buffer area. He pointed out that the site plan approved by the Planning
Commission did not include a buffer area. He felt that the developer was being penalized
for working with the neighbors on a solution.

Nick Dolato, neighbor, requested more landscaping consideration for the residents to the
south.
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Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.
Comm. Barnett is satisfied with additional trees.

Associate Planner Atkins offered the following options: 1) Approve the design review of
the commercial buildings and continue the review of the landscape plan to a future
meeting; 2) Deny the entire application; 3) Continue the entire application to a future
meeting; or,4) Approve the design review of the commercial buildings and the landscape
plan (with or without modifications) with conditions of approval including fully enclosing
the trash enclosure area.

Comm. Tippell asked if the design review could be approved and the landscape plan
denied?

Comm. Barnett made a motion to approve the architectural renderings and design as
submitted with a condition of approval that the trash enclosure area be fully enclosed
and deny the landscape proposal as submitted. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion
carried unanimously (5-0).

Item 2- Consideration of site design and architectural review of an addition to a
residence at 277 Fourth Street East.

Applicant: Sutton Suzuki Architects
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report.
Comm. Essert questioned the setback requirements

Associate Planner Atkins responded there is a minimum front and rear setback of 30
feet. The neighbor’s property is a further distance away.

Peter Sealey, property owner/Sealey Mission Vineyard, proposed a 1,500 square
foot addition.

Comm. Barnett reviewed the historic report and questioned the historic integrity of
the building.

Mr. Sealey discussed the relevance of questioning the Historic report from 2010 and
construction history for the site. He clarified the address of 249 Fourth Street East is
on the frontage road and 247 Fourth Street East is setback.

Comm. Barnett explained his reasoning for asking the questions is that if the home
was Historic in 2010, even though it was remodeled, then renovations made today
must meet the standards.

Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.

Shawn Beatty, property caretaker of reconverted main house is referred to as the main
house.
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Alice Duffee, ADP Preservation, discussed the merits of the historic report. She stated
that exterior modifications of a historic structure come under the review of the DRHPC.

Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.
Comm. Johnson recommended more clarification before making a decision.

Comm. Tippell did not want to penalize the applicant by delaying a decision but
respected the consensus of her fellow commissioners.

Comm. Barnett is convinced there might have been some information in 2010 that would
assist in his evaluation.

Comm. Essert sympathized with the project team’s concern about postponing the item
but in his opinion the role of the commission is to preserve the historic integrity of sites.

Comm. Barnett made a motion to continue the item to a future meeting after staff
confirmed the background in 2010, and that addresses locations. Comm. Essert
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved (5-0).

Item 3- Demolition Review of a single-family residence and detached garage at 630
Austin Avenue.

Applicant: Jeanne Montague and Chad Overway
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report.

Chad Overway, owner, hired Alice Duffee to prepare the Historic report. He will hand
demolish the building and recycle the materials.

Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.

Patricia Cullinan, resident, supported the demolition and applauded the applicant.
Joe Aaron, neighbor, said the new home will add value.

Fred Gilbert, neighbor, felt the demolition will upgrade the community.

Kathy Obert, neighbor, is pleased with the hand demolition process since there will be
less disturbance for the neighbors.

Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.

Comm. Barnett made a motion to approve the demolition of the single-family residence
and detached garage with the following condition of approval: Photo-documentation of
the buildings shall be submitted to the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation and to
the City of Sonoma prior to demolition. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion was
unanimously approved (5-0).

Item 4- Design Review- Consideration of design review for a new single-family
residence and detached garage and detached guesthouse at 630 Austin Avenue.
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Applicant: Jeanne Montague and Chad Overway
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report.

Jeanne Montague, homeowner, received positive feedback from neighborhood
outreach.

Comm. Essert questioned if the high reflectivity of the glass windows was discussed.
The applicant responded that with the existing westerly exposure the resulting
reflectivity would be less than 20 percent. Landscape screening on the south and
north property lines will be blocked by new and existing landscaping.

Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.

Joe Aaron, neighbor, supported the plan and viewed it as an improvement.

Comm. Johnson appreciated the low profile of the modern structure.

Comm. Tippell appreciated the contemporary single story home and congratulated
the homeowner for successfully working with the neighbors.

Comm. Barnett appreciated the complete package and enthusiastically supported the
project.

Comm. Essert concurred with his fellow commissioner’'s comments.
Chair Randolph was satisfied with the site design.
Patricia Cullinan, resident, supported the demolition and applauded the applicant.

Joe Aaron, neighbor, is impressed with the quality craftsmanship of the homes built
by Chad Overway AlA, RIBA.

Fred Gilberd, neighbor, supported the proposal.

Pam Gilberd, neighbor, is pleased with the creativity of the fence.

Jeanne Montague, homeowner, said the majority of the landscaping will remain.

Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.

Comm. Essert supported the project.

Comm. Barnett appreciated the hand demolishing process for building green.
Comms.Tippell, Johnson and Chair Randolph concurred with their fellow commissioners.

Comm. Essert made a motion to approve the project as submitted. Comm.Tippell
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved (5-0).
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Issues Update:
A Draft Water Efficiency Landscape Ordinance will be heard at the next meeting.

The City Council will hear an appeal of the DRHPC decision to approve the project at
314-324 Second Street East on August 15™.

The Planning Commission will continue the review of the Downtown Sonoma
Preservation Design Guidelines on September 8™.

The City Council will review the Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines in
October.

Comments from the Commission:

Adjournment: Chair Randolph made a motion to adjourn at 9:30 p.m. to the next
regular meeting scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, September 20, 2016.

| HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a

regular meeting of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission on the day
of 2016.

Approved:

Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant

August 16, 2016, Page 7 of 7



ltem 6A:
Appeal Regarding 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Highway

Appellant
Submittal















September 26, 2016

City Council
Number 1 The Plaza
Sonoma, California 95476

Re: 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Highway
Members of the City Council:

You are part of a growing humber of people who are asking us, “Why are
you here? You got what you wanted! You got a landscaped barrier be-
tween residential and commercial.”

It should be obvious why we are here. And every reasonable person
should be here with us. We are trying to prevent the city from making a
worse mistake and marring other lives.

Now, we will repeat what the mistake was: authorizing two large commer-
cial buildings, with 6,000 square feet of space and a parking lot for 18 cars,
on a lot that is no larger than an ordinary single family lot.

The city relies on its professionals to know the law, but they have not pro-
tected the citizens in this case. They have not protected us from gargantu-
an mistakes that once made, cannot be corrected.

If we saw you heading full speed for the edge of a cliff, we would try to stop
you. And this is what we are trying to do right now.

The City is violating the law and seems unaware of it. The conditions of
the conditional use permit of 2012 were not met before occupancy permits
were issued, as required. These conditions have never been met, and so
the use permit is not valid and and should be revoked.




So, what do we want?

« A 21st century plan for this corner that is consistent with the 2005
Sonoma General Land Use Plan.

* A development that is truly mixed-use and that invites a pedestrian
presence by the creation of walkways, benches, planters, shops, bou-
tiques, etc. that provide services for the adjacent residential area. In
other words, “office buildings with attractive public spaces in the in-
terior’— not_a parking lot, 50 feet from our homes, with billing offices
and dialysis clinics on our front porches, as is being proposed.

Can we modify the existing plan that was approved in 20057

Yes, we can.

« The plan is not valid because the conditions of the modification of 2012
have not been met.

* The plan was modified in July 2012 and the amenities of landscaping
that had been approved in 2006 were eliminated, such as trellised picnic
area, play structure; architecturally designed sound wall; and the land-
scaping for the “new park.” Some new conditions were imposed. These
conditions were never met, yet occupancy permits were issued, in con-
travention of the use permit.

* In his July 12, 2012, memo to the Planning Commission, the director ex-
pressed that “staff is sympathetic to the applicant’s requests and believes
the City [should] make reasonable accommodations to work with the ap-
plicant to complete the project.” Reasoning that it would be too costly to
the developer to put a landscaped barrier in front of the townhouses, the
director recommended three live oaks to be planted in the planter strip
along Sonoma Highway, with Italian Cypress directly behind them.
Somehow, although these trees would be more than 100 feet from the
townhomes, they were considered adequate to shelter the townhouses
from the commercial buildings, which were right in front of them. These
would indeed be supernatural trees! This plan was accepted by the
Planning Commission (condition 27). But even this inadequate provision







September 26, 2016

City Council
Number 1 The Plaza

Sonoma, California 95476

RE: 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Highway

Members of the City Council:

We are before you for a number of reasons some of which are within the Design Review
Commission’s (DRC) jurisdiction and some of which are not. The DRC encouraged us to appeal
to you so that all our issues may be addressed.

First, the conditional use permit for this project remains subject to modification for several
reasons. A builder does not obtain a vested right to enforce the particulars of a conditional use
permit until a building permit is issued and construction has begun. (Garavetti v. Fairfax
Planning Commission (1971) 22 Cal.App.3d 145m 147.) These conditions do not exist in this
case. In addition, as mentioned in the letter of this date by Joan Jennings to the Council, the
violation of certain conditions of the permit may support a revocation of the permit and a return
to square one of the planning process before the Planning Commission. Moreover, important
policy considerations favor local governments retaining the ability to impose conditions for the
protection of the community as late as possible in the development process. (Hock Investment
Company v. City and County of San Francisco (1989) 215 Cal.App.3d 438, 447-448.)

In addition, the Sonoma Municipal Code (SMC) provides for modification of conditional use
permits. SMC section 19.90.090 (A)(5) supports modification or revocation of a permit if the
improvement previously permitted is detrimental to the public health safety or welfare. Here, the
volume of traffic exiting from Lyons Street onto Sonoma Highway without a traffic control
signal presents a clear and present danger. Currently residents face a long wait time to turn onto
Highway 12. Left turns are a particular hazard. The appellants recommend that a traffic study
be completed to document the number of trips through this intersection on an average day to
determine if a traffic control signal is warranted. In our experience, it is.

The SMC in section 19.90.090 (A)(1) also supports the revocation of modification of an existing
conditional use permit if one of the required findings supporting the initial grant of the permit
can no longer be made. In other words, changed circumstances may require the review of the
initial permit. SMC section 19.54.030 (3) requires a finding that the location, size, design, and
operational characteristics of the proposed use are compatible with the existing and future






Talibah Chiku
875 Lyon Street, #31, Bldg. 6

Sonoma, CA 95476 RECEIVED
July 27, 2015 JUL 27 2015

Planning Commission ‘

Sonoma City Hall, No. 1 CITY OF SONOMA

The Plaza
Sonoma, CA 95476

Re: Application of G&C Auto Body
——> Mixed-Use Building, 19366-19370 Sonoma, Highway (Kibby Homes)

If one of these projects is on the corner of Lyon and Sonoma Highway, please
ensure some traffic controls are placed near/on Lyon Street from which 50+cars come
and go daily from Lyon street. The traffic is such that residents sometimes wait 10-15
minutes or more before safely entering Sonoma Highway to proceed either left or
right while attempting to take a lane to reach Napa or Railroad! The traffic is non-stop,
especially doing some peak morning, afternoon and evening traffic.

Any project of the scope, size and commercial use is a potential detriment to
residents entering the Highway from Lyon Street with traffic no control. Safety is
essential. Please do not overlook this need. Those living behind the gate further down
Lyon come out through Lyon Street because they can or they exit down their “private
street” which is off-limits from we living in the Valley Oak apartments off Lyon!

I'm moving and still, this issue demands consideration. Thank you.

Ms. Talibah Chiku




September 20, 2016

Design Review and Historical Preservation Commission
One Sonoma Plaza
Sonoma, California

RE: 19366/19370 Sonoma Hwy. Landscape Design

Members of the Commission:

The facts of this case are these:

1.

On January 22, 2015, we began to try to work with the developer on
what to do about the lots. We presented our thoughts at an HOA meeting
and confirmed them in an attachment to Board minutes.

Throughout 2015, we continued to try to talk about the lots with the
developer. In August 2015, we appeared before the Planning
Commission at a study session.

The P.C. encouraged the developer to reconfigure her design in light of
the fact that the lots were the front porches of the townhomes. The PC
liked vertical mixed-use. The PC believed a reduction in building mass
should be considered. They encouraged the developer to work with the
community. They suggested that she respond to the HOA’s offers to
purchase the lots.

The developer chose not to return to the Planning Commission. Instead,
she decided to develop the lots not as vertical mixed use but as entirely
commercial.

The developer then sought review of her new commercial design by the
DRHPC. The meeting was on May 31, 2016. It, too, became a study
session. Again, the developer was directed to work with the community
on a building and landscape design.

Three months ago, on June 20, 2016, we met with the developer. We
presented our vision of the opaque, two-tiered barrier, with trees in
planters and trees/trellises. We gave her the pictures enclosed here.
(See enclosed photos:Trellis 1 and Trellis 2). It should be noted: the





















August 17, 2016

Alicia Razzari
Kibby Road, LLC
Alicia@kibbyroad.com

Dear Alicia,
We are genuinely looking for a solution. We do not enjoy communicating
endlessly about a subject that is very easy to understand and very easy to

resolve.

First: Italian cypress are not beautiful; they are funereal. Your plan last night
showed no clustering of trees; it showed only four trees.

Second: We do need a large canopy of leaves. This is a two-tiered design.
The canopy of leaves will be higher than the wrought iron fence, and therefore,
the canopy can provide ideal shade for the walkway, but it will not obstruct the
walkway. Trees can also be pruned.

Third: If redbuds are too “messy,” then we could certainly find another tree, one
more aesthetic than a funereal Italian cypress. What about a crepe myrtle?
Perhaps your landscape architect, Henry Fleischmann, can suggest something.

Fourth: We need to address the second tier of trees in the planters. This is part
of the design and helps create the opaque buffer.

We believe that one more meeting with you and your team can resolve these
issues. We can meet on almost any Thursday or Friday evening at 6:30.

When would you like to meet with us?

Sincerely,

Joan Jennings for Members of the SVL. HOA
Enc. Ms. Razzari’'s email of August 17, 2016
Cc: David Goodison

Wendy Atkins
Members of the Design Review Historic Preservation Commission
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David
Wendy

Joan,

Thank you for sharing this information with me. F've caused confusion as the memo [ shared with
you addressed trees in the various landscaping strips around the perimeter of the lof.

We are not opposed to putting trees in the area hetween the town homes and the commercial
parking lot. My concern with trees is that the canopy of the trees will make areas of the town home
walkway impassable. Further there's a considerable maintenance mess that comes with many
trees resulting in droppings on the walkway. The cypress trees were suggested as they can be
clustered and grow to a considerable height without creating a large canopy or a mess for the
town home owners. We are happy to discuss other tree options but this is our concern, The
clustering of cypress trees would allow for 3-4 trees placed in groupings in a location directly in
front of each townhomes lfarge front window. It also lends a slightly Tuscan feel to the villas
behind. Again, we do not object to the request for trees but need to be mindful of what is selected
as future maintenance and hazards are a true concern.

tlook forward to hearing your thoughts.




1:39 PM (3 hours ago)

B David ]
Nicho!asg
Steve
Brian
Jack!
Stephanie!
Maﬂai
frostyl
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Lauﬁe!

Wendy

Dear David,

At last night's meeting, we learned that there had been a suggestion of four ltallan Cypress trees
for the landscaped barrier between the commercial lots and the townhomes.

However, the developer already planned on 11 Eastern Redbud trees (please see the memo
enclosed). In fact, | communicated with Alicia yesterday at 12:20 p.m. 1 told her how much | liked
these trees. Then, | asked her this question:

"It is our understanding that these 11 trees will all be in the landscaped strip. s that correct?”

By texi, she replied: “Yes, those frees are intended for the landscape strip.”

So, she has already agreed fo a complete row of trees, Eastern Redbud, in the landscaped strip
hetween the townhomes and the commercial lots. This is the only strip that we are negotiating, as
you know. We have nothing to do with her plans for the south side. We have never expressed an
interest in that area.

Please give a copy of this email to each of the commission members.

Please make this email a part of the official record in this case.

Thank you,

Joan Jennings
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TREES MATTER

The poet says (rees are & life force.

And since man bas Lived on this planet, they have
sheltered us, heated our homes, cooked our food, nourished

us, and carried us across the oceans.

Daring the Great Depression, pecple saved wash water (o

kecp (rees alive. Irees are sacred (o us.

In the landscaped seciion, (rees will comfort us, and they
will give us pravacy. [hey will be lovely. And we need
them.

A landscaped section without (rees is unaccepiable.
We must Aave (rees.

Trees matter.




July 18, 2016

Alicia Razzari

Kibby Road, LLC

2334 M Street, Suite 2101
Merced, California 95344

Dear Alicia,

The City has taken a neutral position in this matter, and they have commissioned the
residents and the developer to meet and resolve their differences.

We have met twice, and we have made some progress. This has brought us closer

together, but there are still matters that are very, very important to us that have not been
settled. These matters are listed below.

Enhanced Paving.

This was promised by the original developer and approved by the City. But it was not
installed, and the asphalt that was not properly sealed has made our lives very hard. We
have been struggling with this for three years. Every time it rains or the weather is very
hot, the tar on the asphalt melts or liquefies and it comes off on our driveways and on our
shoes and on the feet of our pets. This problem has become a torment to us.

Sonoma Villas de Luna Sign. This was promised and approved.

Trees in the planters on the west side of the town homes. These were similarly
approved, and they form part of the landscaped buffer.

Landscaped buffer yard between the town homes and the commercial buildings.

A well-established legal principle of privacy rights says: “A man’s house is his castle;
his home his safest refuge.” The word “refuge” implies security and protection. The
Sonoma Municipal Code takes this basic tenet into account and provides for it by
requiring an opaque barrier (a wall or fence) as well as trees between commercial and
residential areas. The residents of the town homes are entitled to such privacy. They do
not want someone looking into their living rooms or bedrooms or kitchens. To fail to
provide an adequate opaque barrier amounts to the same thing as moving the town homes
themselves to a different location. Just as that would never be permitted, failing to
provide the buffer is not permitted.



The trellises are a nice start, but to provide adequate screening and buffering, a wall and
additional trees are required as well. And to accomplish this buffer yard contemplated by
the code, the landscaped area should be four and one-half to five feet wide.

The necessity of providing a buffer between commercial and residential uses runs
through the code. Because you are very familiar with the code, the references that follow
are intended only as reminders. The code contains provisions specific to each planning
area. In our area, the West Napa/Sonoma Highway Corridor, the code recognizes that
there will often be a union of commercial and residential uses. Code section
19.36.010(B) provides, in part, that “[blecause much of the corridor backs onto
residential development, site plan relationships must be carefully evaluated. Ideally, new
commercial uses should be designed to relate to the extent feasible with adjacent
residential development; at a minimum, adequate screening and buffering are required™
(Emphasis added). And specifically with regard to commercial parking, section
19.36.020(A)((5) states that “[cJommercial development shall require screening and
buffering of parking areas.”

Unfortunately, one mandate of the code has not been followed in the planning process.
Section 19.40.060(D)(1)(b) provides that “[I]andscaping shall be planned as an integral
part of the overall project design and not simply located in left over space after parking
areas and structures have been planned.” The piecemeal submission of building plans,
parking, design, and, finally, a landscape plan, has not fulfilled this mandate.

Section 19.48.090(F) requires that between non-residential and residential uses there shall
be a buffer yard with a minimuin six-foot wall of wood or masonry. There are to be trees
every 30 feet at a minimum. The wall must provide an opaque screen and shall be
architecturally treated on both sides (Section 19.40.100(a)(1)(2).) This code section does
not specify a width. However, a closely related provision offers guidance. Section
19.48.090(E) mandates a five-foot wide buffer between a parking lot and an adjoining
public street. Given that the code requires “at a minimum, adequate screening and
buffering,” the five-foot width provides a useful standard for the buffer yard.

Our suggestion is that the wall be placed on the commercial building side, five feet west
into the existing parking lot. This is because the raised porches of the town homes
already feature a substantial retaining wall, and placing the buffer yard wall near it will
create a narrow alley of a foot or two between the walls. Furthermore, in order for the
town homes to enjoy the maximum buffering effect, both visually and with regard to
sound, the wall should stand five feet west into the parking lot. That way, the town
homes, rather than the commercial property, can enjoy the beautiful landscaping.

We envision the buffer yard to include the six- to seven-foot wall required by the code
with trees set, at a minimum, every 30 feet on the town home side of the wall, and shrubs
and flowers in the spaces between the trees. As to the initial planting, the code requires



that trees be 15 gallons and shrubs five gallons so that there is substantial landscaping
from the very beginning. (Section19.40.060(D)(2)(a).) Some of the shrub species may
be selected with an eye to having them grow to the height of the wall.

The question may arise as to how to harvest the necessary five feet for the buffer yard.
We believe one answer is to move the commercial buildings four and one-half feet
forward toward Sonoma Highway; that is, move them from the currently designed 22.5-
foot setback to a setback line of 18 feet. At the DRC meeting, two of the commissioners
suggested this themselves. Commissioner Johnson expressed a concern for an adequate
buffer zone and suggested pushing the buildings forward. Commissioner Essert
advocated moving the buildings toward Highway 12 to provide more room for the buffer.
Mr. Essert also discussed the option of underground parking to make room for the buffer.
He explored this concept with your architect who ultimately conceded that underground
parking was feasible. Furthermore, an 18-foot setback is within the contemplation of the
City. In Mr. Goodison’s staff report to the Planning Commission regarding your 2015
application, he stated that an 18-foot setback could apply to the buildings then envisioned
as part commercial, part residential. An 18-foot setback is a win-win for you as well as
the neighborhood. You can maintain the current square footage of your commercial
spaces as well as supplying the parking necessary to serve them. The residents will enjoy
a five-foot wide, well-landscaped, opaque buffer with beautiful trees and shrubs, creating
privacy. Commercial and residential uses can co-exist harmoniously.

We are enclosing two photographs of an example of a landscaped buffer design which
seems to adequately comply with the code requirements. It is part of a business called
The Edge, located at 139 East Napa Street. There are architectural features on both sides
of the fence. The fence is consistent with the exterior of the building itself. We looked
all around town at buffer yards: all of them have a width of about four and one-half to
five feet; all have trees in the strip, and there is room for the trees; all have an opaque
barrier. We saw such yards at Derringer’s own building on First Street West (which also

has beautiful and clean enhanced paving); Williams-Sonoma; Readers” Books, Plaza del
Sol, etc.

Following our suggestions, you can make Sonoma Villas de Luna an outstanding
development--something that Sonoma will always be proud to claim.

Sincerely, %‘ : 2,?
~ The Residents and Owners of Sonoma Villas de Luna d 7\




hsiao d lieu <hdlieu@yahoo.com> Thu, Jul 14, 2016 at 5:37 PM
Reply-To: hsiao d lieu <hdlieu@yahoo.com>
To: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>, "hmlieu@yahoo.com" <hmlieu@yahoo.com>

Dear Joan,

| approve and aligned with the HOA position.

Thank you.

Best,
Hsiao Dee Lieu, MD
853 Palou St, Sonoma

From: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>

To: hsiao d lieu <hdlieu@yahoo.com>; hmlieu@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2016 3:42 PM

Subject: Your approval of the letter to Alicia

{Quoted text hidden]

hmlieu@yahoo.com <hmlieu@yahoo.com> Fri, Jul 15, 20186 at 3.02 AM
To: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>
Cc: hsiao d lieu <hdlieu@yahoo.com>

Hi Joan, | approve the letter and the position of the HOA.

Hsiao-Mei Lieu
862 Palou st.

Sent from my iPhone

https://mail.google.com/mail/w/0/7ui=2&ik=d805b12633& view=pt&g=h&search=query&t... 7/24/2016




Laurie Oharatorres <laurieoharatorres@hotmail.com> Sun, Jul 10, 2016 at 3:38 PM
To: Steve Jennings <stevejennings98@gmail.com>

Cc: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>, Nichalas <ndolata@hotmail.com>, Brian Rowlands
<browlands@fsirivet.com>, "tom.elster" <tom.elster@aol.com>, Maria Pecavar <maria.pecavar@gmail.com>,
Jack Ding <jack@unicomtax.com>, hsiao d lieu <hdlieu@yahoo.com>, hmlieu@yahoo.com, frosty here
<snowmanic13@yahoo.com> -

| agree. A barrier to code is the minimum.
Thank you,

Laurie O'Hara

415-779-5626

Sent from my iPhone
[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=d805b12633& view=pt&q=lauri&search=quer... 7/14/2016






May 31, 2016

Alicia Razzari

Kibby Road Development
2334 M. Street, Suite 2101
Merced, California 95344

RE: Defective vehicle gate at Sonoma Villas de Luna

Dear Ms. Razzari:

This letter is a preliminary review of the developer’s liability for repair or replacement of the
traffic gate currently installed between Lyons and Palou Street in the project referenced above.

This gate appeared to function in the early days following its installation. However, within

weeks, it worked only intermittently and, on occasion, would randomly open and close of its own
apparent accord.

Subsequent inspection by professionals in the field has revealed that the motor designed to open
and close the gate was undersized. This is the case despite your repeated assurances to the
residents that the motor was perfectly adequate. Additional investigation, including the digging
up of the electrical line to the power source showed that the electrical line was not installed
according to code and featured a wire not protected by any conduit. Any electrical meter
designed to capture the power used by the gate was inadequate or non-existent. Many additional
factual details can be supplied by the residents who have been involved in this matter including
statements by gate installers regarding the problems touched upon above as well as an estimate
of the cost to install a functioning gate as required by the City of Sonoma.

In matters such as this, a developer is subject to strict liability for construction defects in
residential housing. (Jiminez v. Superior Court (2002) 29 Cal. App. 4™ 473.) The California
Civil Code section 5980 provides that a Homeowners’ Association (HOA) has standing to
litigate matters affecting common areas in the HOA development. As you know, strict liability
means that an aggrieved party does not need to show intent or even negligence on the part of the
developer. One need only prove the existence of the defects in the item in the common area.

Construction items such as this one are certainly the type of common area defect within the law’s
contemplation of liability on the part of the developer for defects. ( cf. Dillingham Construction



N.A. v. Nadel Partners (1998) 64 Cal. App. 4% 264, 270 [swimming pool].) Where, as here, the
defect is latent and not obvious upon the visual inspection by a lay person, the developer’s
liability extends for 10 years. (Code Civ. Proc., sec. 337.15.) If a defect is latent at the time
construction is completed, it remains a latent defect even after the discovery of the problem.
(Mills. v. Forrestex Co. (2003) 108 Cal.App.4™ 625.) As described above, the gate appeared to
work initially but began to malfunction subsequently. The full extent of the defect was not
discovered until a professional examined the gate and found that the motor was inadequate and it
lacked a dedicated electrical meter. Underground digging revealed the faulty electrical line. A
reasonable trier of fact might conclude that this gate was latently defective per se.

Although the HOA has reached out to you several times on this issue, you have never responded.
This letter is offered in the interest of coming to a resolution of this matter.

Sincerely,

Stephen A. Jennings

868 Palou Street
Sonoma, California 95476
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August 10, 2012

Kibby Road, LLC

Attn, Alicia Razzari

2269 Chestnut Street, Suite 242
San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Ms. Razzari:

At its meeting of July 12, 2012, the City of Sonoma Planning Commission considered
your request to modify the conditions of use permit approval associated with the Sonoma
Village West development, located at 19370 Sonoma Highway. Following a public
hearing on the matter, the Planning Commission voted 5 to 0 to approve the following
modifications to the conditions of use permit approval, dated July 14, 2005:

1. The landscaping of the two common open space areas is accepted as complete, as
of July 12, 2012, subject to the installation of seating in the larger open space area
as proposed by Kibby Road, LLC, in their letter of July §, 2012,

2. Condition #23 is amended to require two affordable units at the moderate income
level, rather than four.

(WS}

Condition #27 is amended to require the installation of three coast live oaks (24 or
36-inch box size) within the planting strip on the Sonoma Highway frontage of
the site, along with four cypress trees in the landscaped area immediately behind
the oak trees, with these plantings to be completed prior to the issuance of an
occupancy permit for any of the residential units.

Please let me know if you have any questions about this matter and thank you for
working with thee City to bring the project to completion.

PN_——r

David Goodison
Planning Director

ce: Joe Burroughs, Plans Examiner

o




July 12, 2012
Agenda [tem #1

MEMO

To: Planning Commission

From: Planning Director Goodison

Subject: ~ Request to amend the conditions of approval for the Sonoma Village West
development (19370 Sonoma Highway)

Background

As reported to the Planning Commission in a study session at the meeting of June 14", a
development company known as Kibby Road LLC was pursuing the acquisition of the partially-
constructed Sonoma Village West development, a mixed-use project approved by the Planning
Commission in 2005. (Kibby Road actually took ownership of the project on the day of the
Planning Commission meeting.) The project site, which is partially developed, has a total area of
1.74 acres and is located at Sonoma Highway and Lyon Street. The approved project allows for
two commercial buildings toward Sonoma Highway with 46,936 square feet of gross
commercial floor area, eight attached town-home condominiums in the middle of the site, and
seven detached single-family homes to the east. Site circulation is be provided by a 28-foot wide
public street off of Sonoma Highway that transitions into an 18-foot wide private road
connecting to the stub of Palou Street on the east side of the site (a gate will be installed at the
transition of the public and private road section to prevent cut-through traffic).

Construction on the residential portion of the project began in 2006. The public improvements,
residential buildings and associated landscaping were substantially complete, but the property
fell into foreclosure and construction was halted prior to final building permit sign off. In 2009,
the building permits expired. Since that time, the property has been secured and maintained but
very little further progress has been made to bring the project to completion.

As reported to the Planning Commission at the study session, prior to acquiring the property, the
applicants, Kibby Road LLC, approached the City to discuss what it would take to bring the
project to completion. After planning and Building staff reviewed a punch-list of items with
them, they identified two areas of concern with respect to conditions of use permit approval: 1)
improvements to two common open space areas within the project; and 2) a requirement for
additional affordable units beyond what was normally required at the time under the City’s
inclusionary ordinance. The applicants are requesting changes to the conditions of project
approval in these two areas. In the Planning Commission’s initial discussion of this issue,
Commissioner’s expressed tentative support for modifying the conditions as a means of assisting
in bringing the project to completion and occupancy. However, several Commissioners
suggested that additional landscaping should be provided to further screen the townhouse
building, proposing this as a trade-off with respect to the affordable units. These issues are



discussed in greater detail below, along with the specific proposals developed by Kibby Road
following the study session.

1.

Improvements to two common open space areas. The project includes two open space
areas, one immediately behind the townhouse building and the other on the north side of
the private drive, east of the duplex. The larger of the two (behind the townhouses) was
proposed to be developed with a play structure, while the smaller was proposed to be
improved with trellis structures and fountains. While these two areas have been landscaped,
the other improvements have not been made. The applicant initially proposed to simply
leave these areas landscaped without adding any additional features. This was based on the
view that a play structure would take up too much space, would be of limited use to future
residents, and would increase insurance requirements for the homeowners. However,
following up on the suggestion of the Planning Commission, they now propose to provide
seating in the larger of the landscaped areas.

Affordable Units. As previously reported to the Planning Commission, at the time that
Sonoma Village West was approved, the inclusionary affordable housing requirement in
Sonoma was 10% (it has since been increased to 20%). As a result, the minimum
applicable inclusionary requirement for Sonoma Village West was two affordable units.
However, Sonoma Village West was proposed and approved as a Planned Development,
for which greater amenities may be required as a condition of approval. In addition to the
two open space areas, the Planning Commission also required two additional affordable
units. The prospective buyers are suggesting that the conditions of approval be amended to
require only the two affordable units that represent the minimum requirement in place at
the time that the project was reviewed.

Screening of Townhouse Building. In the course of the discussion that occurred at the June
study session, several Planning Commissioners stated that the project would benefit from
additional screening of the townhouse structure and suggested that this could be considered
as a trade-off to the reduction in the number of affordable units proposed by the applicants.
Staff and representatives of the applicant have looked closely at the site to determine how
best this might be accomplished. One alternative discussed at the Planning Commission of
creating tree wells along the edge of the parking lot directly adjacent to the townhouse
building does not appear to be feasible. The portion of the parking lot is completely built
out. In order to create tree wells, it would have to be re-engineered to ensure that it would
drain appropriately and extensive cutting and reconstruction would be necessary (assuming
that the drainage could be made to work, which is not known). Because the west side of the
parking area is not complete, trees could be placed along that edge, but they would most
likely have to be removed in the future when the commercial element is constructed.

Based on these constraints, the applicants developed a proposal to place and maintain large
cypress trees in containers along the east edge of the parking lot (see attached proposal
from the applicants). This option would provide a quick fix and it should be considered by
the Planning Commission. After thinking about it further, however, staff has identified
another alternative. Staff would suggest that the three oak trees called for in the landscape
plan be installed in the planter strip along the Sonoma Highway frontage, with Italian




Cypress planted behind them in the future landscaped area that will be associated with the
commercial development (see attached landscaping plan). This option provides better long-
term screening, since the oak trees will have more growing time then would be the case if
deferred to the commercial construction. It also provides the short-term screening
associated with the applicants proposal.

As discussed in the previous study session, staff is sympathetic to the applicant’s requests and

believes that the City make reasonable accommodations to work with the applicant to complete
the project.

Recommendation

Approve the following modifications to the conditions of use permit approval, dated July 14,
2005:

1. The landscaping of the two common open space areas is accepted as complete, as of July

12, 2012, subject to the installation of seating in the larger open space area as proposed
by Kibby Road, LLC, in their letter of July 8, 2012.

Condition #23 is amended to require two affordable units at the moderate income level,
rather than four.

3. Condition #27 is amended to require the installation of three 48-inch box sized coast live
oaks within the planting strip on the Sonoma Highway frontage of the site, along with
four cypress trees in the landscaped area immediately behind the oak trees, with these

plantings to be completed prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit for any of the
residential units.

Attachments
1. Letter from Kibby Road, LLC

2. Approved landscaping plan (Sonoma Highway frontage)
3. Update on Sonoma’s Regional Housing Needs

cc: Kibby Road LLC, attn. Alicia Hansel (via email)



The development formerly referred to as Sonoma Village West has been acquired by Sonoma Villas de
Luna LLC and will be marketed and maintained as the Sonoma Villas de Luna Home Owners Association.

In response to a discussion hearing with the City of Sonoma Planning Commission, Sonoma Villas de
Luna LLC requests the formal approval of the Commission regarding landscaping, park amenities and
Moderate Affordable Housing.

Parks and HOA Maintenance:

HOA documents will be drafted to exclude the play structure, fountains and trellis in the two parks
described as parcel A and parcel B. The Sonoma Villas de Luna HOA will be responsible for the
maintenance of two picnic tables that will be installed and anchored to the ground by Sonoma Villas de
Luna LLC. The existing landscaping will be maintained by the HOA. The proposed the picnic tables have
been submitted to the Planning Director and are available for review.

Front Landscaping along Sonoma Highway:

Currently an ‘orchard’ of fruit trees has been planted on the proposed commercial lots. Until
development of these two lots, the trees will continue to mature and offer some shielding of the
development from Sonoma Highway. This landscaping will remain on a temporary irrigation system
s'upported by the HOA. Upon development of the commercial lots the HOA will eliminate maintenance
support of this space. Four Cypress trees will be set in containers along the front of the townhome
building which houses lots 3, 4, 5 and 6. The trees will sit along the east side of the parking lot running
north/south. Irrigation will be supplied by the HOA on a temporary basis until the commercial lots are
developed at which time the irrigation and landscaping will become the responsibility of the commercial

fots. Cypress trees will be braced and supported. Plans have been submitted to the Planning Director
and are available for review.

Moderate Affordable Housing:

Commissioners supported an agreement that the Moderate Affordable Housing units equate to 10% of
the total housing units in the development. 10% equates to 2 affordabie units which will be commonly
known as the duplex, lots 16 and 17, 865 Palou Street and 871 Palou Street.
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| /— City of Sor ‘ma Senam S s ———
No. 1 The Plaza ' : Chambolle-Musigny, France
Sonoma, California 95476-6618 Greve in Chianti, ftaly

Phone (707) 938-3681 Fax (707) 938-8775 Kaniv, Ukraine 7
E-Mail: cityhall@sonomacity.org Patzcuaro, Michoacan, Mexico

September 18, 2007

Richard Deringer
P.O. Box 706
Tiburon, CA 94920

Subject: Application for a Revision to an approved Planned Development to convert two
private yard areas into common open space within the Sonoma Village West
project at 19370 Sonoma Highway.

Dear Mr. Deringer:

On Thursday, September 13, 2007 the Planning Commission considered your application for a
Revision to an approved Planned Development to convert two private yard areas into common
open space within the Sonoma Village West project at 19370 Sonoma Highway. After discussion
and public testimony, the Planning Commission voted 4-0 (with three commissioners absent) to
approve the Revision subject to the attached conditions of approval.

If you have any questions about this matter, please do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

<= === "% A

Rob Gjestland
Associate Planner




FINAL

City of Sonoma Planning Commission
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Sonoma Village West Park Modification
19370 Sonoma Highway

September 13, 2007

A lot line adjustment shall be required to separate the park from the adjoining lots (15 and 16) and incorpo-
rate it into the common area. Revised CC&R’s shall be submitted to reflect the inclusion of the new park
and to provide for its maintenance.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division; City Engineer
Timing.: Prior to occupancy

. All conditions of approval associated with the Planning Commission’s approval of the Planned Develop-
ment Permit and Use Permit on July 14, 2005, and the Tentative Map on September 8, 2005 shall remain in
full force and effect. ’

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division; Building Division; City Engineer
Timing: Ongoing,; Prior to issuance of any building permits or as required.

The park shall be subject to review and épproval by the Design Review Commission (DRC), including con-
sideration of landscaping, fencing, lighting, hardscape and structural improvements. A play structure shall
be included in the park, the location and design of which shall be subject to DRC review.

Enforcement Responsibility: Planning Division; Design Review Commission
Timing: Prior to occupancy
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ltem 6A:
Appeal Regarding 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Highway

Developer
Submittal



To: City of Sonoma, City Council
From: Kibby Road LLC

Subject: Narrative to appeal opposing commercial buildings 19370 and 19366
Sonoma Highway

In early 2012 the developer began investigation of the abandoned development,
Sonoma Village West. The development was in various states of completion with all
structures complete to sheetrock, roads paved, substantial landscaping complete,
construction had not begun on the commercial lots. The developer worked with the
City of Sonoma to determine the status of building and use permits. Upon
completion of the investigation it was determined that the building permits had
expired and new permits would need to be issued. Use permits remained valid. The
use permits pertain to the residential and commercial components of this mixed use
development. The developer concluded that a purchase of the development was
viable and proceeded with the acquisition.

Sonoma Villas de Luna LLC secured the development. Sonoma Villas de Luna, the
developer, met with the Planning Commission to discuss the remaining areas of
concern for completion. The Planning Commission took concern with the
completion of the park located between the single-family homes on Palou Street and
the Townhouses on Lyon. During a Planning Commission meeting in July 2012 it
was determined that rather than the construction of a play structure that a native
tree be preserved and a picnic table and benches be placed in the park rather than a
play structure. Planning asked that 3 oak trees be planted along Sonoma Highway
frontage, those trees were planted. A further request was made that Italian Cypress
trees be planted to provide further screening from Sonoma Highway. This was done
during landscaping of the residential component of this mixed-use development.

The development, Sonoma Village West was renamed, Sonoma Villas de Luna and a
HOA was formed and filed with the State of California.

The residential element of the project became the focus of the developer. Building
permits for all 15 units were applied for, reviewed with plans and issued to the
developer. Completion of the residential properties began and the single-family
homes went on the market in the fall of 2012 with the duplex and townhouses
following in late 2012 and early 2013. The development was promptly sold out.
During the course of the residential properties being listed for sale, a large sign
remained hung at the corner of Sonoma Highway and Lyon Street illustrating the
future commercial buildings.

The commercial lots were placed on the market for sale in 2013. The lots were listed
at $150,000 per lot. There are two parcels resulting in the 2005 approval of two
commercial buildings. In 2013 the seller accepted an offer from a buyer who
proposed to put eight single-family homes on the site. During the course of escrow




the buyer worked with the City of Sonoma to determine feasibility of her residential
project and her concept was rejected. Escrow was cancelled. The properties
remained on the market. In 2014 the seller received a full price offer for the lots but
rejected the offer having decided to develop the commercial space.

In 2015 discussion occurred at the Sonoma Villas de Luna HOA meetings as
neighbors requested feedback as to what would be built on the commercial lots.
Select members of the Sonoma Villas de Luna HOA suggested that the commercial
lots be purchased by the HOA for the use of a HOA community club house and poo],
others suggested the developer donate the land to the HOA or City of Sonoma for a
park. Donation of the land was not considered. The developer whom occupied a seat
on the Sonoma Villas de Luna HOA Board took neighbor concern and responded that
the commercial lots would not be industrial, they would in fact be office space.

Understanding that select neighbors were concerned about commercial space the
developer worked with the City of Sonoma study sessions to create a commercial
element on the first level of the two buildings and residential lofts on the second
floor of the building. These plans were shared via email with the HOA and a request
was made to discuss the plans with the HOA. The HOA refused the request. Finding a
conflict of interest in being the HOA Board President and the developer of the
commercial lots, the individual representing the developer, Alicia Razzari, recused
herself from the Sonoma Villas de Luna HOA Board.

In August of 2015, the developer sought to meet with each Planning Commissioner.
They were able to meet with one over the phone and another in his office. During
the August 2015 Planning Commission Meeting, the developer appeared before the
City of Sonoma Planning Commission to present the concept of two buildings both
with commercial space on level 1 and residential lofts on level 2. This was an effort
to decrease commercial use recognizing the interest of the active neighbor group.
The neighbor group opposed the plan sighting their desire for open space. The
Planning Commission asked if the developer would consider selling the property to
the neighbors to which the developer responded that the property remained
actively listed for sale and had been for the past two years. The developer followed
up with neighbor Nick Dolata as he was leading the neighbor group to reiterate that
the land remained for sale. The neighbors never responded. Given the fact that a use
permit remained valid for the commercial buildings, the developer was asked what
they would like to do, as the neighbors were opposed to the proposed plan. The
developer responded that the only remaining option was to proceed with the
approved use permit.

Throughout the remainder of 2015 the developer worked on design plans and
shared those in study session with the City of Sonoma staff. Additional work was
done to move towards the submittal of plans for a building permit, engineering,
survey work, architectural plans and landscape plans. Recognizing that the neighbor
group in opposition was against anything except open space or a neighborhood
community center and pool, the developer elected not to engage the neighbors in




design plans. In April of 2016 the developer submitted plans for the May 2016
Design Review Meeting. The meeting was cancelled due to a lack of quorum and
rescheduled for June 2016. At the DRC meeting the neighbors opposed the design
stating there was a lack of landscaping to buffer the townhouses from the
commercial buildings. The DRC asked that the developer meet with the neighbors to
discuss the landscaping. In good faith the developer took the neighbors requests for
alandscape barrier and created landscaping plans to reflect their requests. The
developer met with the neighbors along with the developer’s landscape architect
and two architects. Notes were taken and the result was a request to add a trellis
structure to the back of the parking lot along the lot line between the townhouses
and the commercial parking lot. The developer agreed to the landscape barrier and
the trellis structure, plans were drawn to include the trellis.

A second meeting was held with the neighbors and developer team. The plans
illustrating the trellis were shared. The neighbors reacted positively but requested
that another vantage point be drawn to illustrate the view from the parking lot. The
developer had provided plans illustrating the view of the commercial space and the
view from the townhouses, the neighbors wanted the view from the vantage of an
individual parking in the lot. The requested plans were drawn and shared with the
neighbors. At this time the neighbors responded with an email stating that they
approved but wanted to meet again to make further requests. At that point
recognizing that with each concession came a new request the developer elected to
take plans back to the Design Review Commission and ask that the Commission
provide guidance.

Prior to the August DRC meeting the neighbors lead by Joan Jennings, submitted a
letter stating they agreed to the building design but requested that trees be planted
in the trellis structure. The neighbors provided photos of this concept. While the
developer agreed to this request, the examples provided do not take into account a
passage way that sit approximately seven feet above the parking lot at the height of
the trellis. The developer stated they did not oppose adding trees but that this
would require a specific tree as the trees and examples provided would make the
walkway impassable. The developer worked with City of Sonoma Staff and
determined that a more column like tree would work best. Plans were submitted to
include Italian Cypress trees within the trellis structure. At the August DRC meeting
the neighbors opposed to Italian Cypress.

During the course of this meeting with the Design Review Commission, the
neighbors were engaged by one of the Commissioners in a violation of the Brown
Act and encouraged to seek an appeal to the commercial project.

Follow up with the neighbors began following the August DRC meeting where upon
the developer and the developers landscape architect provided a selection of trees
that could potentially grow within the landscape barrier space while not consuming
the passageway. The neighbors selected a tree from the options provided. The
developer again drew plans to reflect the addition of the trees to the landscape




barrier area. The landscape architect advised against trees growing within the trellis
structure as a result of the passageway and in an effort to maximize the full-
intended objective of the trees, which is to provide a screen from the parking lot.
The neighbors opposed the concept suggesting that the trellis structure had been
‘mutilated’. The developer has made every effort to accommodate the demands of
the neighbors. With each demand met a new demand has been issued.

It is the opinion of the developer that the neighbors have no intention of agreeing.
There has been a constant effort of good faith to meet the demands of the neighbors
and yet the neighbors continue to oppose the project. In the latest effort to stall the
project the neighbors have filed an appeal with the City of Sonoma.

Kibby Road LLC has made every effort to work with the City of Sonoma, to
accommodate the growing demands of the neighbors and to provide a forum with
access to the development team. Absolutely zero concessions have been granted to
the developer nor have any been requested and the project continues to be stalled.
Having reached out to neighbors to best understand the underlying objective behind
the constant demands and distractions the resounding answer has been an opinion
that commercial development will negatively impact home value. This has been a
mixed-use development since inception. The commercial element is not new to the
project and was an item of discovery during the course of all escrows for the
residential portion of the development. A decrease in home valuation in relation to
this development is an unsubstantiated opinion and an arbitrary argument to
appeal.




LATE N \Vo

An electric gate was installed to allow remote access to Palou Street by homeowners
of Sonoma Villas de Luna. The gate functioned properly and was powered by
electrical lines run from property address 868 Palou Street. During completion of
Sonoma Villas de Luna, PGE communicated to the developer that there was no
existing HOA auxiliary power source; the gate would need to be connected to and
draw power from one of the existing properties adjacent to the location of the gate.
HOA documents were drawn to provide a monthly credit in HOA dues to the
homeowner of 868 Palou Street. Power being provided to the gate from 868 Palou
Street was disclosed during escrow. The buyer, during the course of escrow,
requested that the gate be removed from being powered by the property, a request
that was denied, the buyer proceeded with the purchase of 868 Palou Street,
Sonoma. The gate began to malfunction, not opening on remote or opening
intermittently. There was cause to believe, suggested by neighbors, this was a result
of damages caused by children passing through from neighboring areas and
swinging from or jumping on the gate. Attempts were made to repair the gate
motor, no physical damage was done to the gate. During this time the homeowner at
868 Palou Street, Ms Joan Jennings, worked with the HOA to vote that the power
source from her property be disconnected from the gate. The HOA approved. Upon a
lack of power the HOA followed the recommendation of an electrician to install a
solar battery to power the gate. The battery was subsequently too small to power
the use and weight of the gate and service failed. As the HOA refuses to return the
gate to the intended power source the gate remains without function.

The developer was not required to provide an electric gate but elected to do so. The
developer has offered to provide a larger motor to the gate. Residents of Sonoma
Villas de Luna communicated that they have met with PGE and are told that a HOA
auxiliary power source does exist. In good faith the developer spoke with PGE to
inquire as to where this power source was located and at what parcel number. PGE
was unable to determine location but suggested an application be filed by the HOA.
The developer shared this information with HOA President, Nick Dolata and
recommended that, as the HOA would be responsible for the service that they
should continue their inquiry and work directly with PGE. The developer advised
Nick Dolata on the process as to submitting a contract for service. The developer has
received no further requests from the HOA nor has the HOA accepted the developers
offer to provide a larger motor. The gate could function properly and immediately if
returned to its original power source and a larger motor installed.

The developer remains willing to replace the gate motor with a larger capacity
motor. Once the HOA has resolved their power source issue, the developer will
gladly replace the motor and has secured a job bid to do so.




From: Alicia Hansel alicia@kibbyroad.com
Subject: Sonoma Villas Gate
Date: June 21, 2016 at 8:31 AM
To: Nicholas Dolata ndolata@hotmail.com

Nick,

Thank you for your time yesterday evening. | wanted to circle back with both you and Brian on the gate in an effort to assure you my company
is engaged to help correct the issues with the gate. Brian shared with me the electrical quote. | believe the next step is understanding access
to the PGE power source. Please let me know where we are with that and how | can be of assistance in pushing forward.

I reviewed our scope of work from the project upon return to my office last night. Upon purchase of the development, there was a heavy swing
gate that was padlocked and hung from the posts that are in place today. As | mentioned we removed that gate to put in something more
decorative. Power had been run under sidewalks/roads. Our contractors trenched and ran power from the single family home adjacent to the
gate to the sidewalk and tied into the existing lines. The work we completed was done to code and inspected by the city.

| want to stress to you all that the City of Sonoma while they were thrilled to see this project brought back to life and seen to completion, they
were incredibly diligent and meticulous in their inspections and demands. While all electrical work had been done it was required that electrical
be brought up to current code which required greater energy efficiency. Light fixtures, cans and switches were replaced to meet code. ltems
that had been completed by the prior builder that did not meet safety code were replaced: this entailed things such as windows that need to be
tempered glass, doors from garages to the interior of the home that needed to be fire rated, bolts on ac units where required. A man hole had
been installed in the road but was without a ladder, Railings with pickets were measured and were replaced in all locations where gaps
exceeded even an 1/8th of an inch of allowable space for safety. Kathy the lead inspector climbed in and out of 15 attics to inspect and
reinspect the work of the previous builder and all corrections required of us to bring each property to code. Public Works was engaged every
step of the way inspecting landscaping, requiring that curbs be painted. The Planning Commission weighed in on common area which resulted
in green space rather than play structures and auxiliary structures. An example would be in the park we met in yesterday evening the
Commission asked that the large tree which had been slated to be destroyed in order to meet the landscaping plan be saved. As a result of
preserving the beautiful and native tree, the Commission asked for a picnic table rather than the auxiliary structure from the original plan.

I share these few details in an effort to help shed some light on the many layers that existed with this project. What's incredible is that this little
camelot was rescued, completed and is now home to a group inspired to preserve this special space. As an owner in the neighborhood and
the final developer on the project, we are invested and passionate as well. We are proud of what we created and provided to the City of
Sonoma and more importantly the residents of Sonoma Villas de Luna.

| look forward to working with you and Brian on the gate.

Alicia Razzari
alicia@kibbyroad.com
(p) 415-215-8356

(f) 415-813-1208




Most Kepfont Eutt [omman parrén
From: Nicholas Dolata ndolata@hotmail.com &

Subject: PG&E Engineering Advance and Update for Sonoma Villas de Luna HOA Meter.
Date: September 8, 2016 at 3:34 PM
To: Alicia Razzari alicia@kibbyroad.com, Brian Rowlands browlands@fsirivet.com, Joan Jennings joanjennings92@gmail.com

Good Afternoon Alicia and Board Members -

Sorry for the delay in getting this information over to you. | have been busy with other work
related items that needed to get resolved before | worked on this project. | did meet with
Francis from PG&E and Scott DeMartini with DeMartini Electric last week to go over the project
for the HOA meter located in the grass/park area between the townhouse and single family
homes. This is a very simple and fast project according to both professionals. The attached is
the advance that PG&E requires for us to move forward with this project. The Invoice for
DeMartini has been distributed already at our last HOA meeting. The only outstanding piece
would be the remaining PG&E amount that will be required once project moves forward and is
completed. Francis seems to think this amount will be around $3000-54000. The deposit will be
applied to this amount once plans and permits are presented. Please look this over and let me
know if you have further questions. | look forward to bringing this to a vote at our next hoa
meeting. Thank you again.

Nick Dolata
707-721-6536

I
PGE Engineering
Advance.pdf
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Invoice Number | Invoice Date | AmountDue | Amount Enclosed —
0007567682 -5 08/18/2016 $ 1,500.00 —_—
SONOMA VILLAS DE LUNA LLC o 7300
856 PALOU ST Sacramento, CA
SONOMA CA 95476 95899-7300
To Pay Online, please go to hitp/www pge com/ProjectPayments or
Please return this portion with your payment. Thank you. *
When Making Inquiries or Address Changes, [ Customer Number |
Please Contact : 1412265
Francis Duner - ' [ Invoice Number |

707-765-5160 o ' 0007567682 -5

In connection with your application for new gas and/or electric service and as explained in the application, PG&E will require a cash payment in
advance for your project. This advance payment is required for the cost of an engineering review, design work, and cost development. The
amount of the advance is based upon PG&E's current costs, utilizing the information submitted in your application for new service addressing
the scope of your project.

Your project manager will review the scope of work needed to complete a construction quality estimate. If the billed engineering advance is
insufficient to cover PG&E's design and project management costs or other work as required, PG&E may require an additional advance before
proceeding.

The engineering advance will be applied to the total contract cost upon completion of the design and cost estimate. Any difference between the
engineering advance and contract cost will either be refunded (without interest) or billed, as applicable. At any time you may request that we
stop your project, however, we may retain all or a portion of the engineering advance and bill any costs incurred above that amount. This fee is
dependent upon the amount of work PG&E has performed at the time of cancellation.

If this requested advance payment is not received by PG&E within 90 days from the date of this invoice, PG&E reserves the right to cancel this
application for service.

IMPORTANT: By going forward with this profect and paying the engineering advance to PG&E you are also agreeing
to pay PG&E for all costs PG&E incurs for your project in the event that vour project is cancelled, even if the costs

PG&E incurs are more than this advance.

Notification : 111844711
Project Description : EP PALOU ST SONOMA
Line ltem Subtotal 1,500.00

AMOUNT NOW DUE $ 1,500.00




SONOMA VILLAS DE LUNA LLC
856 PALOU ST
SONOMA CA 95476

When Making Inquiries or Address Changes,
Please Contact :

Francis Duner
707-765-5160

NOTE : This invoice reflects current charges only.
Any past due amounts will be billed separately.

Page 2 of 2
08/18/2016

PG&E

Box 997300
Sacramento, CA
95899-7300

| Customer Number |

1412265

[ Invoice Number

]

0007567682 -5
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Alicia Razzari / (/omj /7/7//‘(7

Kibby Road J nj/,‘{/%z,w:
Merced, California - o M,,,z,\)j ‘-/’/tc(_/}«// Forwary

Members of the DRHPC -
City of Sonoma * / .

David Goodisghf |
Planning Director
City of Sonoma

Dear Ms. Razzari, Members of the Commission, and Mr. Goodison:

We approve the new, mission-style building design, and the developer has
agreed to put in a four-foot landscaped barrier. Now, we want to move the bali
forward.

The only thing left to decide is the type of opaque barrier. Because the existing
cement wall and wrought iron fence are about seven feet tall, we agree that we
do not need another wall or fence. But there should be several trees planted in
the buffer yard that will reach up through the trellis and help create the first level
of the opaque barrier between the homes and the commercial buildings. The
other part of the barrier should be suitable trees, something like Japanese
maples perhaps, in the planters. This two-tiered, leafy barrier would ensure
privacy and protection for the town homes.

Nothing much more needs to be said about this design because it sells itself.

We understand the enhanced paving, sighage, and picnic table arbor are no
longer required by the city, and we are not pursuing these items. However, we
are requesting that the developer re-seal the asphalt which is a constant problem
for the neighborhood.

We hope you will agree with our minimized requests.

Respectfully,

Members of the HOA of Sonoma Villas de Luna




July 18,2016

Alicia Razzari

Kibby Road, LL.C

2334 M Street, Suite 2101
Merced, California 95344

Dear Alicia,

The City has taken a neutral position in this matter, and they have commissioned the
residents and the developer to meet and resolve their differences.

We have met twice, and we have made some progress. This has brought us closer
together, but there are still matters that are very, very important to us that have not been
settled. These matters are listed below.

Enhanced Paving. (gﬂé N%L(S ,/)(H’Jié‘}«i),;l 7L’) 5} OCHMM«& MML/(// éﬁrTE)

This was promised by the original developer and approved by the City. But it was not
installed, and the asphalt that was not properly sealed has made our lives very hard. We
have been struggling with this for three years. Every time it rains or the weather is very
hot, the tar on the asphalt melts or liquefies and it comes off on our driveways and on our
shoes and on the feet of our pets. This problem has become a torment to us.

Sonoma Villas de Luna Sign. This was promised and approved. ( S 07 Netes ,447@;;,44[/ +o

| | . HATE )
Trees in the planters on the west side of the town homes. These were similarly '
approved, and they form part of the landscaped buffer. (Ste Nt A ol P
GHT ﬁ}

Landscaped buffer yard between the town homes and the commercial buildings.

A well-established legal principle of privacy rights says: “A man’s house is his castle;
his home his safest refuge.” The word “refuge” implies security and protection. The
Sonoma Municipal Code takes this basic tenet into account and provides for it by
requiring an opaque barrier (a wall or fence) as well as trees between commercial and
residential areas. The residents of the town homes are entitled to such privacy. They do
not want someone looking into their living rooms or bedrooms or kitchens. To fail to
provide an adequate opaque barrier amounts to the same thing as moving the town homes
themselves to a different location. Just as that would never be permitted, failing to
provide the buffer is not permitted.

5@@ A’F{/ﬁo}\eél /[/'7%070 &W}{/ﬁﬂ{ﬁ/\(} lff }Jw@ 790///7%[&




The trellises are a nice start, but to provide adequate screening and buffering, a wall and
additional trees are required as well. And to accomplish this buffer yard contemplated by
the code, the landscaped area should be four and one-half to five feet wide.

The necessity of providing a buffer between commercial and residential uses runs
through the code. Because you are very familiar with the code, the references that follow
are intended only as reminders. The code contains provisions specific to each planning
area. In our area, the West Napa/Sonoma Highway Corridor, the code recognizes that
there will often be a union of commercial and residential uses. Code section
19.36.010(B) provides, in part, that “[blecause much of the corridor backs onto
residential development, site plan relationships must be carefully evaluated. Ideally, new
commercial uses should be designed to relate to the extent feasible with adjacent
residential development; at a minimum, adequate screening and buffering are required”
(Emphasis added). ‘And specifically with regard to commercial parking, section
19.36.020(A)((5) states that “[c]lommercial development shall require screening and
buffering of parking areas.”

Unfortunately, one mandate of the code has not been followed in the planning process.
Section 19.40.060(D)(1)(b) provides that “[I]Jandscaping shall be planned as an integral
part of the overall project design and not simply located in left over space after parking
areas and structures have been planned.” The piecemeal submission of building plans,
parking, design, and, finally, a landscape plan, has not fulfilled this mandate.

Section 19.48.090(F) requires that between non-residential and residential uses there shall
be a buffer yard with a minimum six-foot wall of wood or masonry. There are to be trees
every 30 feet at a minimum. The wall must provide an opaque screen and shall be
architecturally treated on both sides (Section 19.40.100(a)(1)(2).) This code section does
not specify a width. However, a closely related provision offers guidance. Section
19.48.090(E) mandates a five-foot wide buffer between a parking lot and an adjoining
public street. Given that the code requires “at a minimum, adequate screening and
buffering,” the five-foot width provides a useful standard for the buffer yard.

Our suggestion is that the wall be placed on the commercial building side, five feet west
into the existing parking lot. This is because the raised porches of the town homes
already feature a substantial retaining wall, and placing the buffer yard wall near it will
create a narrow alley of a foot or two between the walls. Furthermore, in order for the
town homes to enjoy the maximum buffering effect, both visually and with regard to
sound, the wall should stand five feet west into the parking lot. That way, the town
homes, rather than the commercial property, can enjoy the beautiful landscaping.

We envision the buffer yard to include the six- to seven-foot wall required by the code
with trees set, at a minimum, every 30 feet on the town home side of the wall, and shrubs
and flowers in the spaces between the trees. As to the initial planting, the code requires




that trees be 15 gallons and shrubs five gallons so that there is substantial landscaping
from the very beginning. (Section19.40.060(D)(2)(a).) Some of the shrub species may
be selected with an eye to having them grow to the height of the wall.

The question may arise as to how to harvest the necessary five feet for the buffer yard.
We believe one answer is to move the commercial buildings four and one-half feet
forward toward Sonoma Highway; that is, move them from the currently designed 22.5-
foot setback to a setback line of 18 feet. At the DRC meeting, two of the commissioners
suggested this themselves. Commissioner Johnson expressed a concern for an adequate
buffer zone and suggested pushing the buildings forward. Commissioner Essert
advocated moving the buildings toward Highway 12 to provide more room for the buffer.
Mr. Essert also discussed the option of underground parking to make room for the buffer.
He explored this concept with your architect who ultimately conceded that underground
parking was feasible. Furthermore, an 18-foot setback is within the contemplation of the
City. In Mr. Goodison’s staff report to the Planning Commission regarding your 2015
application, he stated that an 18-foot setback could apply to the buildings then envisioned
as part commercial, part residential. An 18-foot setback is a win-win for you as well as
the neighborhood. You can maintain the current square footage of your commercial
spaces as well as supplying the parking necessary to serve them. The residents will enjoy
a five-foot wide, well-landscaped, opaque buffer with beautiful trees and shrubs, creating
privacy. Commercial and residential uses can co-exist harmoniously.

We are enclosing two photographs of an example of a landscaped buffer design which
seems to adequately comply with the code requirements. It is part of a business called
The Edge, located at 139 East Napa Street. There are architectural features on both sides
of the fence. The fence is consistent with the exterior of the building itself. We looked
all around town at buffer yards: all of them have a width of about four and one-half to
five feet; all have trees in the strip, and there is room for the trees; all have an opaque
barrier. We saw such yards at Derringer’s own building on First Street West (which also
has beautiful and clean enhanced paving); Williams-Sonoma; Readers’ Books, Plaza del
Sol, etc.

Following our suggestions, you can make Sonoma Villas de Luna an outstanding
development--something that Sonoma will always be proud to claim.

Sincerely,

The Residents and Owners of Sonoma Villas de Luna




From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Scott Landry scott@studio101designs.com
Re: Meeting on July 18

July 16, 2016 at 11:38 AM

Alicia Razzari alicia@kibbyroad.com

Ce:

Hi Alicia,

steven@studio101designs.com

Here's the appropriate code regarding the landscape screening (you can see that they are taking bits of a few sections to improperly form their
argument):

19.48.090 Landscaping of parking facilities.

Landscaping of parking facilities shall be provided and maintained in compliance with the provisions of this section.

A. Amount of Landscaping Required. At a minimum, parking facilities shall provide landscaping in the amounts as set forth in Table 4-5.

Table 4-5

Required Landscaping for Parking Facilities
Percent of Facility

Parking Facility Size to be Landscaped

7%
12%

1 -6 spaces

7 or more spaces

B. Landscape Materials. Landscaping materials shall be provided throughout the parking lot area using a combination of trees, shrubs and
ground cover. Drought-tolerant landscape materials shall be emphasized, consistent with the city’s low-water use landscaping ordinance.
Trees shall be provided throughout the parking area at a rate of one tree for every 10 parking spaces. All trees within the parking area shall be
a minimum one-inch caliper size at the time of planting.

C. Curbing, Irrigation. Landscaped areas shall be bordered by a concrete curb at least six inches high and shall be provided with an automatic
irrigation system. Alternative barrier designs may be approved by the city planner.

D. Bumper Overhang Areas. To increase the parking lot landscaped area, a maximum of two feet of the parking stall depth may be landscaped
with low-growth, hearty materials in lieu of paving, allowing a two-foot bumper overhang while maintaining the required parking dimensions.
Bumper overhang areas shall not encroach over the required width of a sidewalk.

E. Parking Lot Screening. Parking areas adjoining a public street should be designed to provide a five-foot wide landscaped planting strip
between the street right-of-way and parking area. The landscaping should be designed and maintained to screen cars from view from the
street to a height of 36 inches. Screening materials may include a combination of plant materials, earth berms, wood fences, masonry walls,
raised planters, or other screening devices that meet the intent of this requirement. Plant materials, walls, or structures within a traffic safety
sight area of a driveway shall not exceed 30 inches in height.

F. Parking Lots Adjacent to Residential Uses. Parking areas for nonresidential uses adjoining residential uses shall provide a landscaped
buffer yard between the parking area and the common property line bordering the residential use. A solid masonry wall or wooden fence and
landscaping shall be provided along the property line. Trees shall be provided at a rate of one for each 30 linear feet of landscaped area.

G. Larger Projects. Parking facilities with more than 50 spaces shall provide a concentration of landscape elements at primary entrances,
including specimen trees, flowering plants, and enhanced paving. Additionally, larger parking facilities should be broken up into a series of
small parking lots separated by landscaping and pedestrian walkways.

H. Lighting. Parking areas shall have lighting capable of providing adequate illumination for security and safety. Lighting standards shall be
energy-efficient and in scale with the height and use of the on-site structure(s). All illumination, including security lighting, shall be directed
downward, away from adjacent properties and public rights-of-way in compliance with SMC 19.40.030, Exterior lighting. (Ord. 2003-02 § 3,
2003).

Scott Landry
studio101designs

0.707.778.0101

c. 415.203.0569
scolt@studio101designs.com

On Jul 18, 2016, at 9:53 AM, Alicia Razzari <alicia@kibbyroad.com> wrote;




From: Joan Jennings joanjennings99@gmail.com &
Subject: Meeting on July 18
Date: July 15, 2016 at 3:44 PM
To: Alicia Razzari alicia@kibbyroad.com
Cc: Nicholas ndolata@hotmail.com, Jack Ding jack@unicomtax.com, Brian Rowlands browlands@fsirivet.com, hmlisu@yahoo.com,
hsiao d lieu hdlieu@yahoo.com, frosty here snowmanic13@yahoo.com, Alana_Dwyer@hotmail.com, Stephanie Wesolek
Swesolek@gmail.com, Maria Pecavar maria.pecavar@gmail.com, tom.elster tom.elster@aol.com, Steve Jennings
stevejennings88@gmail.com, Joan Jennings joanjennings99®@gmail.com, Laurie O'Hara laurieoharatorres@hotmail.com

Hi, Alicia,

Enclosed is our response 1o the first drawing of the trellises.
All of the homeowners have signed this letter, or given their approval of it, and we will share the signed copy with you on Monday.

We are looking forward to finishing this project with you and to making something lasting and beautiful in our Camelot!

Thank you, and see you on Monday.
i

1

L
Letter to Kibby Road,
Ju})i 18, 201 6doc
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August 16, 2016

Wendy Atkins
Associate Planner
City of Sonoma
No. 1 The Plaza
Sonoma, Ca 95476
707.933.2204

RE: 19366 & 19370 Sonoma Hwy Confirmation of Irrigation and Plant Size and Type

Wendy,

The following statement is to further clarify the plans for 19366 & 19370 Sonoma Hwy, Sonoma, Ca
dated 06.29.2016. We are confirming that the irrigation methods and design actions that will be
employed on the project will meet the irrigation specifications as set forth in section 472.7 of the State
Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. in the plans we are showing 11 new trees being planted, all
of which will be Cercis canadensis as stated on the plans. The trees will be installed at a size of 24” box
or larger; we will notate the size on the next plan set submission.

.Please let me know if you have any additional questions or concerns.

" Henry Fleischmann

Fleischmann Design Collaborative, 1629 8th Street, Berkeley, Ca. 94710
Phone: 415.871.6233 | web: fdcdesignbuild.com
CA Contractors License # 935195 | CA Landscape Architect #4656
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TREES MATTER

The poet says trees are Lo\/etg, but since man has Lived
own this planet, tl/\ezd have been naueh more thaw that.

They have sheltered ws, heated our homes, cooked our
food, and carried us acvoss the oceans.

During the Great depression, people saved wash water to
leeep trees alive.

Tvees ave sacred to us.

n this landscaped section, trees will comfort us,
Andt they will give us privacy. They will be Lovely.

And we need theme. A La wdsouped section without trees
Ls unaceepta ble.

Trees Matter.

g oy 818 1%
| ?[1ely
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studio 1{}] designs

c. 415.806.6084
0.707.778.0101

101 H Street. Ste. C
Petaluma, CA 94952
steven@studio [Qldesigns.com
www.studio [0l designs.com

From: Wendy Atkins [mailto:WendyA@sonomacity.org]

Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2016 11:48 AM

To: 'henry@fdcdesignbuild.com' <henry@fdcdesignbuild.com>

Cc: Steven Moseley <steven@studiol01designs.com>; morgan fleischmann
<morgan@fdcdesignbuild.com>; Alicia Hansel <alicia@kibbyroad.com>
Subject: RE: 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Hwy Landscape Statement

Hi Henry, Alicia, and Steven,

Tonight, | understand that you will be proposing additional landscape screening in the trellis area in the
form of additional trees? Please confirm that this is the approach you will be taking. In addition, it
would be extremely helpful to staff if we had an opportunity to review the revised landscape plan prior
to the meeting tonight. | would really like to do everything we can to move this project forward
tonight. Please forward the revised drawings so we can review them. In addition, please be aware that
the WELO calculations are really tight so if new trees are proposed in the trellis area it may require
trees to be removed from the proposed plan in other locations.

Wendy Atkins

Associate Planner

City of Sonoma

No. 1 The Plaza
Sonoma, CA 95476
(707) 933-2204
watkins(@sonomacity.org

From: henry@fdcdesignbuild.com [mailto:henry@fdcdesignbuild.com]
Sent: Friday, August 12, 2016 11:56 AM

To: Wendy Atkins

Cc: Steven Moseley; morgan fleischmann; Alicia Hansel

Subject: 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Hwy Landscape Statement

Hi Wendy;,

Attached is the statement we talked about this moming. | hope this clarifies everything. Let me know if you
need anything else.

Henry

Henry Fieischmann

Fleischmann Design Collaborative

L D Ty S B N ]




Steven Moseley

studio 101 designs

c. 415.806.6084
0.707.778.0101

101 H Sereet, Ste, C
Petaluma. CA 94952
steven@studiol0ldesigns.com
www studio 1 01designs.com

From: Wendy Atkins [mailto:WendyA@sonomacity.org]

Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2016 12:46 PM

To: 'Steven Moseley' <steven@studiol0ldesigns.com>; henry@fdcdesignbuild.com

Cc: 'morgan fleischmann' <morgan @fdcdesignbuild.com>; 'Alicia Hansel' <alicia@kibbyroad.com>
Subject: RE: 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Hwy Landscape Statement

Hi Steven,

David and | had a meeting with Alicia, | understood from that meeting that four sets of trees (perhaps
four each [talian cypresses) would be planted in the trellis area to provide a visual screen from the
townhouse windows that face the commercial properties. If this is what is going to be proposed it
would be great if you could present a rendering of what it would look like. I'm concerned that if you do
not have a visual for the public and the DRHPC to review tonight the item could be continued to a
future meeting and | would like to move this project forward tonight. It would be even better if you
could email me what you will be presenting tonight so | can review it before the meeting.

Wendy Atkins

Associate Plannet

City of Sonoma

No. | The Plaza
Sonoma. CA 935476
(707 933-2204
watkins(@sonomacity.org

From: Steven Moseley [mailto:steven@studio101designs.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2016 12:35 PM

To: Wendy Atkins; henry@fdcdesignbuild.com

~ Cc: 'morgan fleischmann'; 'Alicia Hansel'

Subject: RE: 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Hwy Landscape Statement

Hi Wendy,

We're open to the idea of adding the additional trees if it's decided tonight that the commission or
neighbors would like to see them in addition to the trellis. We weren't planning to add them ahead of
time, so our application drawings would remain the same. Should the neighbors like the additional
trees, can they be added as a condition of approval?

thanks,
_Steven

Cenvina AT lan,




From: Steven Moseley steven@studio101designs.com &
Subject: RE: 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Hwy Landscape Statement
Date: August 16, 2016 at 2:48 PM
To: Wendy Atkins WendyA@sonomacity.org, henry@fdcdesignbuiid.com
Cc: morgan fleischmann morgan@fdcdesignbuild.com, Alicia Hansel alicia@kibbyroad.com, Scott Landry
scott@studio101designs.com

Thank you Wendy,
Please find a response to Late Mail ltem #1 attached.

We are working to include the trees into the rendering for tonight and will e-mail you a pdf of it for
preview.

Thank you,
_Steven

Steven Moseley

studio 101 designs

¢. 415.806.6084
0.707.778.0101

101 H Street, Ste. C
Petaluma, CA 94952
steven@studio 10! designs.com
www.studiolOidesigns.com

From: Wendy Atkins [mailto:WendyA@sonomacity.org]

Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2016 2:17 PM

" To: 'Steven Moseley' <steven@studiol01designs.com>; henry@fdcdesignbuild.com

Cc: 'morgan fleischmann' <morgan@fdcdesignbuild.com>; 'Alicia Hansel' <alicia@kibbyroad.com>
Subject: RE: 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Hwy Landscape Statement

Hi,
Please see the attached late mail that was submitted for item #1.

Wendy Atkins

Associate Planner

City of Sonoma

No. 1 The Plaza
Sonoma, CA 95476
(707) 933-2204
watkins@sonomacity.org

From: Steven Moseley [mailto:steven@studiol01designs.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2016 12:48 PM

To: Wendy Atkins; henry@fdcdesignbuild.com

Cc: 'morgan fleischmann'; 'Alicia Hansel'

Subject: RE: 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Hwy Landscape Statement

Thanks for the clarification. Agreed, we do not want a continuance. We'll revise the 3D rendering ASAP
and e-mail you a preview.
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RE: LATE MAIL #1 - VEHICULAR GATE

Date: August 16, 2016
Project: Commercial Development
Project Address: 19366 & 19370 Sonoma Hwy.

Studic 101 Designs

Cortact: Steven Moseley

mobile: 415-8046-6084

e-mail: steven@studioinl designs.com

Dear Wendy,

Please note that "Late Mafl [tern #1" iz dated May 31,2014, [ received a copy of this letter at our
first hearing and delivered it to the owner Alicia Hansel. We then proceeded to worlk with the
neighbers toward resolution beginning b our first meeting.

Although we recognize that the DRHCP recognized the gate does note fall within thelr purview,
becausze they strongly encouraged resolution on the matter, Alicia explained the histery of the gate
in our first meeting and is offering resoluticn. 1t was never a Condition of Approval that the gate
be operable, However at some point, the original developer automated the gate via an un-metered
low-voltage line powered from an individual unit. The tenant wag being reimbursed for the

electrical expense of the gate but understandably did not wish to continue with this arvangement,
The HOA therefore disconnected the lew-voltage line and veplaced it with a solar PY power
sorce, The solar PV power seuree is insufficient to power the motor, The HOA wants the owney
to pay for a new metered power source to antomate the gate.

Mthough the awners are under no obligation to provide this service to the owners, they are
electing to pursue a fix at thelr expense. That being said if PG&AE will require exotbitant fees for
trenching or providing power and metering to dL[W‘"l power to this location on the property, this

may need to be re-examined,

I'm not sure if the neighbors are simply wishing to make the letter part of the file. To my
knowledge they've appreciative and on-board with the owners' current efforts to repair the gate.

Theanls wnn




From: Joan Jennings joanjennings99@ gmail.com
Subject: Fwd: Landscaped strip between commercial lots and townhomes: 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Hwy
Date: August 17, 2016 at 1:40 PM
To: Alicia Razzari alicia@kibbyroad.com

On Wed, Aug 17, 2016 at 1:39 PM, Joan Jennings <joanjennings98@gmail.com:> wrote:
Dear David,

At last night's meeting, we learned that there had been a suggestion of four ltalian Cypress trees for the landscaped barrier between the
commeicial lots and the townhomes.

However, the developer already planned on 11 Eastern Redbud trees (please see the memo enclosed). In fact, | communicated with Alicia
yesterday at 12:20 p.m. | told her how much | liked these trees. Then, | asked her this question:

"It is our understanding that these 11 trees will all be in the landscaped strip. Is that correct?" ] . /4 \7# /%}
oo e ofetip St A A
By text, she replied: "Yes, those trees are intended for the landscape strip." == P.{,/ / /VMVQ/ o 7L Z‘ﬁl} _é/t//’ Z v ,é{’/Wff’
So, she has already agreed to a complete row of trees, Eastern Redbud, in the landscaped strip between the townhomes and the ‘f‘{i/ / 07/ 4'4
commercial lots. This is the only strip that we are negotiating, as you know. We have nothing to do with her plans for the south side. We
have never expressed an interest in that area.
Please give a copy of this email to each of the commission members.

i Please make this email a part of the official record in this case.

Thank you,

Joan Jennings 5{6 \/}69[!/4 /}'U/U[/ _ /\/Z)L%Pf{j{ ’/1///(//&’/
" Trie )Zggf)ozt/ff ”




Henry,

I know you are on vacation until the 22nd so we will wait to hear from you when you
return.

I've copied Joan Jennings and Nick Dolata, home owners and neighbors of Sonoma
Villas de Luna directly behind the Sonoma Hwy Commercial lots. You've met them both
at the neighbor meetings.

We are making progress on the design but do need to put our heads together on trees
to provide additional screening along with the trellis which is proposed to line the area
between the townhouses and the parking lot.

Per our conversations I have shared our concern about the canopy of the trees making
the townhouse walkway impassable. As we've discussed there’s additional concern in
terms of the maintenance and hazard of trees with the debris trees drop. The City
proposed clustering Italian Cypress in groupings of 3 or 4. The idea would have been
to break up the trellis in order to insert the clustering of cypress trees. This is not a
favorable plan for the neighbors as they would like to consider other tree options.
Given the need to provide screening but also being mindful of maintenance, safety and
size restrictions preserving the walkable use of the sidewalk, we are looking to you for
some recommendations.

Ideally we put our heads together and come up with a few options to consider. As the
landscape architect we ask your leadership in proposing what will possibly work within
the planting space. As there are four townhouses the ideal scenario would be four
trees resulting in four breaks in the trellis to allow for the trees, one set in front of
each townhouse front window. All other landscaping would remain as proposed, we all
very much like the remainder of the landscaping plan.

Thank you in advance for your expertise. I am looking forward to a collaboration of us
all to find a solution that works today and will maintain its beauty and function as a
screen into the future.

Alicia

alicia@kibbyroad.com

(p) 415-215-8356
(F) 415-813-1208
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From: Joan Jennings joanjennings98@gmail.com &
Subject: Finding a Solution
Date: August 17, 2016 at 4:37 PM
To: Alicia Razzari alicia@kibbyroad.com, David Goodison davidg@sonomacity.org, Wendy Atkins WendyA@sonomacity.org
Cc: Steve Jennings stevejennings98@gmail.com, Brian Rowlands browlands@fsirivet.com, Nicholas ndolata@hotmail.com,
Laurie O'Hara Jaurieoharatorres@hotmail.com, frosty here snowmanic13@yahoo.com, Jack Ding jack@unicomtax.com,
Maria Pecavar maria.pecavar@gmail.com, hmlieu@yahoo.com, hsiao d lieu hdlieu@yahoo.com, Stephanie Wesolek
Swesolek@gmail.com

Enclosed is our response.
1

L
Alicia Razzari August
17, 2016.doc




August 17, 2016

Alicia Razzari
Kibby Road, LLC
Alicia@kibbyroad.com

Dear Alicia,
We are genuinely looking for a solution. We do not enjoy communicating
endlessly about a subject that is very easy to understand and very easy to

resolve.

First: Italian cypress are not beautiful; they are funereal. Your plan last night
showed no clustering of trees; it showed only four trees.

Second: We do need a large canopy of leaves. This is a two-tiered design.
The canopy of leaves will be higher than the wrought iron fence, and therefore,
the canopy can provide ideal shade for the walkway, but it will not obstruct the
walkway. Trees can also be pruned.

Third: If redbuds are too “messy,” then we could certainly find another tree, one
more aesthetic than a funereal ltalian cypress. What about a crepe myrtie?
Perhaps your landscape architect, Henry Fleischmann, can suggest something.

Fourth: We need to address the second tier of trees in the planters. This is part
of the design and helps create the opaque buffer.

We believe that one more meeting with you and your team can resolve these
issues. We can meet on almost any Thursday or Friday evening at 6:30.

When would you like to meet with us?

Sincerely,

Joan Jennings for Members of the SVL HOA
Enc. Ms. Razzari’'s email of August 17, 2016
Cc: David Goodison

Wendy Atkins
Members of the Design Review Historic Preservation Commission




T fesporsC

Thank you for sharmg thxs mformahon w:th me. i ve caused confus:on as the memo | shared w;th
you addressed trees m the varlous landscaplng strips around the perlmeter of the lot.

We are not opposed to puttmg trees in the area between the town homes and the commercial
parking lot. My concern with trees is that the canopy of the trees will make areas of the town home
walkway impassable. Further there's a considerable maintenance mess that comes with many
trees resulting in droppings on the walkway. The Cypress trees were suggested as they'can be
clustered and grow to a considerable height without creating a large canopy-or a mess for-the
town home owners. We are happy to discuss other tree options but this is our concern. The
clustering of cypress trees would allow for 3-4 trees placed in groupings in a location directly in
front of each townhomes large front window. It also lends a slightly Tuscan feel to the villas
behind. Again, we do not object to the request for trees but need to be mindful of what is selected
as future mamtenance and hazards are a true concem

i Iook forward to. hearmg your thoughts.




From: Nicholas Dolata ndolata@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: Sonoma commercial lots
Date: August 17, 2016 at 10:43 AM
To: Alicia Razzari alicia@kibbyroad.com, joanjenningsS9@gmail.corn

Hey Alicia -

Good Morning. | got your message yesterday and | was crazy from the minute | got up till | got
home from the meeting last night around 8:45. Back to school and work and running to soccer
practices, gymnastics, etc.

Anyways, thank you again. | am sure you will be touching base with Steven today to get an
update. The building was approved with a condition of the garbage being completely enclosed. |
gave some comment on this and said that we may have options with garbage actually not being a
dumpster that would need to be picked up with a truck in the back parking lot. But actual
residential cans that could just be stored in this area and taken out to the street. We do this
currently at my office space on broadway and it works out perfectly. Less mess in the dumpster
area for vermin and bugs to spread and develop. | also commented about the residence to the
south of the project. Given how close the garbage was to their entrance of their home, | thought
it should be looked into that once the commercial units are occupied and functioning more
regular garbage service be added especially during the summer months. Once a week pick up
will not work and potential for breeding is increased. Three or four times a week service should
be looked into during the warmer months or possibly throughout the year.

The commissioners denied the landscaping plan which seems to still be a work in progress. They
were very concerned about the water usage and also the types of trees being used. Cyprus trees
in the buffer area would not provide enough of a canopy to screen the town homes from the
commercial areas. We mentioned again that tree plantings in the exciting planter areas by the
town homes should be explored and this would provide a second level of screening. 1also
mentioned that none of this would have been an issue today had the original plan that was
approved be followed trough. Everyone,especially yourself, are stuck between a rock and hard
place due to a city that did not follow through with what was approved back own 2005 or 2006.
Extremely frustrating. They did like the trellis idea and commented on how unique this is to use
as design feature and possible green structure.

Let me know your thoughts. | was thinking of maybe doing another meeting in the coming
weeks with everyone and getting maybe a city rep to join us as well if possible to get to some
sort of common ground established so we can get this approved for you.

Talk soon and have a great rest of your week.

Best -

Nick

Crnms Alirin Dasynvi ~aliciambibbvienasad crAmas




From: Joan Jennings joanjennings99@gmail.com &
Subject: Trees and Trellises
Date: August 18, 2016 at 6:44 PM
To: Alicia Razzari alicia@kibbyroad.com, David Goodison davidg@sonomacity.org, Wendy Atkins WendyA@sonomacity.org,
RobertCory@earthlink.net, kelsogbarnett@grnail.com, Bill Essert billpess@gmail.com, micaelia@comcast.net,
saginaw33@hotmail.com, Leslie Tippell Leslie @studiotippell.com
Ce: Nicholas ndolata@hotmail.com, Steve Jennings stevejennings98@gmail.com, Jack Ding jack@unicomtax.com, Brian Rowlands
browlands@fsirivet.com, Maria Pecavar maria.pecavar@gmail.com, Laurie O'Hara lauriecharatorres@hotmail.com,
hmlieu@yahoo.com, hsiao d lieu hdlieu@yahoo.com, frosty here snowmanic13@yahoo.com, Stephanie Wesolek
Swesolek@gmail.com

Dear Alicia,

Here are some photos of trees and trellises from the Derringer project on First Street West. We showed these to you on June 30 at our
meeting, but they are worth looking at again.

The frellises are beautiful and well made, and the trees project up nicely through the interstices.
We think something like this would accomplish the desired endl.

Could you share these photos with Henry Fleischmann?

If we did something like this, then a vine would be superfluous. We would also need some kind of box hedge, shrub, or other hedge to cover
the cement wall in the back. It would be important to get trees that grow to the right height. Because redbuds are colorful and a good height,
we don't think they should be ruled out. There are all kinds of redbud trees, big and small.

Looking forward to our meeting with you.

Sincerely,

Joan Jennings for Members of HOA, SVL







From: henry@fdcdesignbuild.com &
Subject: RE: Screening Trees for Sonoma Landscape Buffer
Date: August 24, 2016 at 9:14 AM
To: Alicia Hansel alicia@kibbyroad.com, Joan Jennings joanjennings99@gmail. com Nicholas Dolata ndolata@hotmail.com
Ce: steven steven@studmmdesugns com, Scott Landry scott@studxo101desrgns com

Hello Joan and Nick,

Alicia and Steven filled me in on the concerns that the neighborhood association had about the screening
between the parking lot and the town homes facing it. | came up with three tree options that I think would
work for that area, that offer a little more foliage then the Italian Cypress and will still work with the conditions
we have. To give you an idea of how we decided on these three tree varieties, we were looking for a tree that
would provide screening, that could grow in the planting area we have available, are hardy enough to be
surrounded by a parking lot and concrete wall, and are of the right shape and size. | included a very simple
section with each tree variety to help illustrate the shape of the tree as it matures. | am still concerned about
the canopy of the trees growing into the walkway, making it un-passable or causing a lot of maintenance that
would deform and harm the growth of the tree. That is unfortunately why I don't think a smaller canopy tree
like the Redbud would work well.

All that being said | do think we have three good options. | would strongly suggest using the Callery Pear. ltis
a deciduous ornamental pear that flowers in the spring and has a nice reddish autumn color (it does not fruit).
The Shape works really well for our space, it is very upright in its early years, establishing a small canopy
once it reaches its full height. It is a very hardy tree that is often used as a sireet tree. The birch trees also
have the right shape (tall and upright) but are not known for being as hardy as the Callery Pear. Either of
these options could be planted in small groupings in between the trellis areas to screen the residence
windows.

The third option is the Honey Locust. This tree, like the Callery Pear, is often used as a street tree and would
be great at handling the parking lot conditions. It is more of a canopy tree then the other two options and
would need to maintained as it grew to maturity in order to allow access along the path. The nice thing about
the Honey Locust is that as it matures it develops a canopy high enough to walk under even at the level of
the raised walkway.

Let me know what you think and if you have any questions.
Henry

Henry Fleischmann

Fieischmann Design Collaborative

fdcdesignbuild.com
415.871.6233

-------- Original Message --------

Subject: Screening Trees for Sonoma Landscape Buffer

From: Alicia Hansel <alicia@kibbyroad.com>

Date: Wed, August 17, 2016 4:18 pm

To: "<henry@fdcdesignbuild.com>" <henry@fdcdesignbuild.com>, Joan
Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>, Nicholas Dolata
<ndolata@hotmail.com>

Cc: steven <steven@studiolOldesigns.com>, Scott Landry
<scott@studiol0ldesigns.com>
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From: Nicholas Dolata ndolata@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: screening trees
Date: August 26, 2016 at 10:14 AM
To: Joan Jennings joanjennings38@gmail.com, Alicia Razzari alicia@kibbyroad.com, Henry Fleischmann henry@f{dedesignbuild.com
Cc: Steve Jennings stevejennings98@gmail.com, Jack Ding jack@unicomtax.corn, Brian Rowlands browlands@fsirivet.com,
Maria Pecavar maria.pecavar@gmail.com

Joan -

Thank you so much for these pictures. This looks great!!! Still hope we can find water for the
planters for each of the town homes in order to plant some sort of tree in those.

Thanks.

Nick

From: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 9:49 PM

To: Alicia Razzari; Henry Fleischmann

Cc: Nicholas; Steve Jennings; Jack Ding; Brian Rowlands; Maria Pecavar
Subject: screening trees

Hi, Alicia and Henry,

All of the trees are very lovely. The birch is perhaps not the best choice because no one would
really be able to see its beautiful white bark.

My choice is the honey locust. | like the picture on the left. What time of year would it be the
pretty yellow color?

I am enclosing some more pictures of the development on First Street West. . You can see the
enhanced paving on that street as well as the trellises.  These trellises are sturdy.

I think we can conclude this portion of the planning pretty quickly.

Thanks, Joan
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Kibby Road, LLC

Attn, Alicia Razzari

2269 Chesinut Street, Suite 242
San Francisco, CA 94123

Dear Ms, Razzari:

At s meeting of Juby 12, 2012, the Clty of Sonoma Planning Commission considered
your request to modify the conditions of use permit approval associated with the Sonoma
Village West development, located a1 19370 Sonoma Highway, Following o public
hearing on the matter, the Planning Commission voted § to 0 W approve the following
madifeations to the conditions of use permil spproval, dated huly 14, 2005:

1. The landseaping of the two common open space arcas is scoepied s complote, &
of July 12, 2012, subject to the instellation of scating in the larger open space area
as proposeit by Kibly Road, LLC, in their letter of July 3. 2012,

2. Condition #23 15 amended (o requite two aftordable units at the moderate income
tevel, rather than four,
3 Condition #27 is amended to require the installation of three congt Hve oaks 24 o

J6-inch box size) within the planting strip onr the Sonoma Highway fromage of
the site, along with four cypress ees in the lindscaped ares bmmediately behind
the cak mees. with these plantings 10 be completed prior o the ssuance of an

occupancy permit for any of the residential units.

Please ket me know if you have aay guestions about this maener and thank you for
working with thee City to bring the project to completion,

David Goodisun
Planning Director

I
[

Joe Burroughs. Plans Examirer

APPROVED

ay. D

NeEms ifflff%




RECEIVED

May 31, 2016 ..
Y AUG 1572016

CITY OF SONOMA

Alicia Razzari

Kibby Road Development
2334 M. Street, Suite 2101
Merced, California 95344

RE: Defective vehicle gate at Sonoma Villas de Luna

Dear Ms. Razzari:

This letter is a preliminary review of the developer’s liability for repair or replacement of the
traffic gate currently installed between Lyons and Palou Street in the project referenced above.

This gate appeared to function in the early days following its installation. However, within
weeks, it worked only intermittently and, on occasion, would randomly open and close of its own
apparent accord,

Subsequent inspection by professionals in the field has revealed that the motor designed to open
and close the gate was undersized. This is the case despite your repeated assurances to the
residents that the motor was perfectly adequate. Additional investigation, including the digging
up of the electrical line to the power source showed that the electrical line was not installed
according to code and featured a wire not protected by any conduit., Any electrical meter
designed to capture the power used by the gate was inadequate or non-existent. Many additional
factual details can be supplied by the residents who have been involved in this matter including
statements by gate installers regarding the problems touched upon above as well as an estimate
of the cost to install a functioning gate as required by the City of Sonoma.

In matters such as this, a developer is subject to strict liability for construction defects in
residential housing. (Jiminez v. Superior Court (2002) 29 Cal. App. 4" 473.) The California
Civil Code section 5980 provides that a Homeowners’ Association (HOA) has standing to '
litigate matters affecting common areas in the HOA development. As you know, strict liability
means that an aggrieved party does not need to show intent or even negligence on the patt of the
developer. One need only prove the existence of the defects in the item in the common area.

Construction items such as this one are certainly the type of common area defect within the law’s
contemplation of liability on the part of the developer for defects. ( cf. Dillingham Construction




N.A. v. Nadel Partners (1998) 64 Cal. App. 4% 264, 270 [swimming pool].) Where, as here, the
defect is latent and not obvious upon the visual inspection by a lay person, the developer’s
liability extends for 10 years. (Code Civ. Proc., sec. 337.15.) If a defect is latent at the time
construction is completed, it remains a latent defect even after the discovery of the problem.
(Mills. v. Forrestex Co. (2003) 108 Cal.App.é’fth 625.) As described above, the gate appeared to
work initially but began to malfunction subsequently. The full extent of the defect was not
discovered until a professional examined the gate and found that the motor was inadequate and it
lacked a dedicated electrical meter. Underground digging revealed the faulty electrical line. A
reasonable frier of fact might conclude that this gate was latently defective per se.

Although the HOA has reached out to you several times on this issue, you have never responded.
This letter is offered in the interest of coming to a resolution of this matter.

Sincerely,

Stephen A. Jennings

868 Palou Street
Sonoma, California 95476




: Nicholas Dolata ndolata@hotmail.com

: August 26, 2016 at 10:14 A

To: Joan Jennings joanjennings99@gmail.com, Alicia Razzari alicia@kibbyroad.com, Henry Fleischmann henry@fdcdes:gnbul!d com
Cc: Steve Jennings stevejennings98@gmail.com, Jack Ding jack@unicomtax.com, Brian Rowlands browlands@fsirivet.com,
Maria Pecavar maria.pecavar@gmail.com

Joan -

Thank you so much for these pictures. This looks great!!! Still hope we can find water for the
planters for each of the town homes in order to plant some sort of tree in those.

Thanks.

Nick

4
From: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 5:49PM

To: Alicia Razzari; Henry Fleischmann
Cc: Nicholas; Steve Jennings; Jack Ding; Brian Rowlands; Maria Pecavar
Subject: screening trees

Hi, Alicia and Henry,

All of the trees are very lovely. The birch is perhaps not the best choice because no one would
really be able to see its beautiful white bark.

My choice is the honey locust. | like the picture on the left. What time of year would it be the
pretty yellow color?

I am enclosing some more pictures of the development on First Street West. . You can see the
enhanced paving on that street as well as the trellises.  These trellises are sturdy.

I think we can conclude this portion of the planning pretty quickly.

Thanks, Joan




From: Nicholas Dolata ndolata@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: Sonoma commercial lots
Date: August 17, 2016 at 10:43 AM
To: Alicia Razzari alicia@kibbyroad.com, joanjennings89@gmail.com

Hey Alicia -

Good Morning. | got your message yesterday and | was crazy from the minute | got up till | got
home from the meeting last night around 8:45. Back to school and work and running to soccer
practices, gymnastics, etc.

Anyways, thank you again. | am sure you will be touching base with Steven today to get an
update. The building was approved with a condition of the garbage being completely enclosed. |
- gave some comment on this and said that we may have options with garbage actually not being a
dumpster that would need to be picked up with a truck in the back parking lot. But actual
residential cans that could just be stored in this area and taken out to the street. We do this
currently at my office space on broadway and it works out perfectly. Less mess in the dumpster
area for vermin and bugs to spread and develop. | also commented about the residence to the
south of the project. Given how close the garbage was to their entrance of their home, | thought
it should be looked into that once the commercial units are occupied and functioning more
regular garbage service be added especially during the summer months. Once a week pick up
will not work and potential for breeding is increased. Three or four times a week service should
be looked into during the warmer months or possibly throughout the year.

The commissioners denied the landscaping plan which seems to still be a work in progress. They
were very concerned about the water usage and also the types of trees being used. Cyprus trees
in the buffer area would not provide enough of a canopy to screen the town homes from the
commercial areas. We mentioned again that tree plantings in the exciting planter areas by the
town homes should be explored and this would provide a second level of screening. | also
mentioned that none of this would have been an issue today had the original plan that was
approved be followed trough. Everyone,especially yourself, are stuck between a rock and hard
place due to a city that did not follow through with what was approved back own 2005 or 2006.
Extremely frustrating. They did like the trellis idea and commented on how unique this is to use
as design feature and possible green structure.

Let me know your thoughts. | was thinking of maybe doing another meeting in the coming
weeks with everyone and getting maybe a city rep to join us as well if possible to get to some
sort of common ground established so we can get this approved for you.

Talk soon and have a great rest of your week.

Best -

Nick

Evame Aliria DAasanri ~alicia@bihhvrand crAamS
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Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2016 2:32 PM
To: ndolata@hotmail.com; joanjennings99@gmail.com
Subject: Sonoma commercial lots

Joan and Nick,

I wanted to be sure you had this information, please see attached. This will be included in the meeting this evening. |
have a personal matter that has arisen and I'm unable to attend this evening. | let the City know and wanted to be sure
you both are aware that our architect Steven whom you've met will be there on my behalf.

Alicia




e s
From: Alicla Hansel alicia@kibbyroad.com & /

Subject: Fwd: Trees and Trellises
Date: September 20, 2016 at 12:48 PM
To: David Goodison davidg@sonomacity.org, Wendy Atkins WendyA@sonomacity.org

David and Wendy,

You'll find below the trees and trellis suggested by Joan Jennings. Please note that neither of these trellis structures have a walkway sitting
raised behind them at 7 feet +/-. While these are nicely done, they do not work within the space being discussed should a home owner elect to
utilize the passageway to their front door.

Alicia Hansel

alicia@kibbyroad.com

(p) 415-215-8356

(f) 415-813-1208

Begin forwarded message:

From: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@grmail.com>

Subject: Trees and Trellises

Date: August 18, 2016 at 6:43:47 PM PDT

To: Alicia Razzari <alicia@kibbyroad.com>, David Goodison <davidg@sonomacity.org>, Wendy Atkins
<WendyA@sonomacity.org>, RobertCory@earthiink.net, kelsogbarnett@gmail.com, Bill Essert <billpess@gmail.com>,
micaelia@comcast.net, saginaw33@hotmail.com, Leslie Tippell <Leslie@studiotippell.com>

Cc: Nicholas <ndolata@hotmail.com>, Steve Jennings <stevejennings98@gmail.com>, Jack Ding <jack@unicomtax.com>, Brian
Rowlands <browlands@fsirivet.com:>, Maria Pecavar <maria.pecavar@gmail.com>, "Laurie O'Hara"
<laurieoharatorres@hotmail.com>, hmlieu@yahoo.com, hsiao d lieu <hdlieu@yahoo.com:>, frosty here
<gshowmanic13@yahoo.com>, Stephanie Wesolek <Swesolek@gmail.com:>

Dear Alicia,

Here are some photos of trees and trellises from the Derringer project on First Street West. We showed these to you on June 30 at our
meeting, but they are worth looking at again.

The trellises are beautiful and well made, and the trees project up nicely through the interstices.
We think something like this would accomplish the desired endi.

Could you share these photos with Henry Fleischmann?

If we did something like this, then a vine would be superfluous. We would also need some kind of box hedge, shrub, or other hedge to
cover the cement wall in the back. It would be important to get trees that grow to the right height. Because redbuds are colorful and a
good height, we don't think they should be ruled out. There are all kinds of redbud trees, big and small,

Looking forward to our meeting with you.

Sincerely,

Joan Jennings for Members of HOA, SVL







)

From: Alicla Hansel alicia@kibbyroad.com
Subject: Fwd: Meeting on July 18
Date: September 20, 2016 at 12:45 PM
To: David Goodison davidg@sonomacity.org, Wendy Atkins WendyA@sonomacity.org

David and Wendy,

Below you will find communication from July where the party representing the opposing group communicates: ‘Your design almost had is
covered. You just need to put in some trees to create some more privacy....'

This is reflective of with each concession provided by the developer a new request is submitted.

Alicia Hansel
glicia@kibbyroad.com
(p) 415-215-8356

(f) 415-813-1208

Begin forwarded message:

From: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>

Subject: Re: Meeting on July 18

Date: July 22, 2016 at 7:04:16 PM PDT

To: Alicia Razzari <alicia@kibbyroad.com>

Cc: Nicholas <ndolata@hotmail.com>, Jack Ding <jack@unicomtax.com>, Brian Rowlands <browlands@fsirivet.com>,
"hmlieu@yahoo.com" <hmlieu@yahoo.com>, hsiao d lisu <hdlieu@yahoo.com>, frosty here <snowmanic13@yahoo.com:,
"Alana_Dwyer@hotmail.com" <Alana_Dwyer@hotmail.com>, Stephanie Wesolek <Swesolek@grnail.com>, Maria Pecavar
<maria.pecavar@gmail.com:, "tom.elster" <tom.elster@aol.com:>, Steve Jennings <stevejennings98@gmail.coms>, "Laurie
O'Hara" <lauriecharatorres@hotmail.com>

Barrier. Not artist,

On Friday, July 22, 2016, Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com> wrote;
Alicia,
Your design almost had it covered. You just need to put in some trees to create some more privacy and a artist.

On Friday, July 22, 20186, Alicia Razzari <alicia@kibbyroad.com> wrote:
Sonoma Villas de Luna Neighbors,

We have elected to submit the plans we've shared with you to the City for discussion at the August meeting. The City requires
considerable detail regarding drainage, irrigation efficiency, reclaimed water and specifics on plant species, We felt this would be a
good time in the process to include them in the dialogue. | have not received confirmation that the project is on the August agenda but
wanted to keep you all informed of this next step.

Thank you,

Alicia




From: Alicla Hansel alicia@kibbyroad.com &
Subject: Response to Late Mail
Date: September 20, 2016 at 12:32 PM
To: David Goodison davidg@sonomacity.org, Wendy Atkins WendyA@sonomacity.org, Henry Fleischmann
henry@fdedesignbuild.com, steven steven@studio101designs.com, Scott Landry scoft@studio101designs.com

| pavid and Wendy,

Please include the attached letter, sent by Joan Jennings on July 28, 2016 for tonights meeting. This letter clearly states that all efforts were
made to accommodate the wishes of the neighbors. The late mail just received from Joan Jennings is further attempt to stall the process and
is an absolutely false summation of the activities through the last 18 months.

Joan Jennings late mail today suggests efforts were made to work with the developer to find a solution for the commercial lots. Having
occupied a seat on the HOA Board, | was aware that a few neighbors had concerns about the commercial lots. Recognizing that a select
group of neighbors, not the Sonoma Villas de Luna HOA as a whole, opposed the construction of commercial building, Kibby Road LLC,
worked with architects and City Staff to determine a plan that would reduce the commercial impact. These plans were shared with the HOA
manager in early 2015 with requests to meet with the neighbors in opposition. No calls or emails were returned to the developer. In August of
2015 the developer proposed to Planning and the neighbors a change in use from strictly commercial space to a building with commercial
space on the first level, residential lofts on the second level. The neighbors opposed the plan. Planning communicated that the commercial
use approval remained valid and the developer elected to move forward as the neighbors communicated their interest was exclusively park
space or a HOA community space. Planning asked if the developer would consider selling the lots to the neighbors to which the developer
responded that the lots had been for sale for over a year and that at market value the developer remained willing to sale the lots. No offer of
purchase was ever made by the neighbors.

Neighbors Joan Jennings refers to ‘vertical mixed use’ in her narrative. The developer elected to incur the expense of designing plans to
provide a vertical building including residential and commercial space. The P.C. embraced the concept but the plans were opposed by the
neighbors attending the P.C. meeting in August 2015. The approved use was and remains commercial with the development as a whole being
mixed use. This continues to be preserved in the plans. A reference to the P.C. meeting in August 2015 will document that the Planning
Commissioners communicated that the developer had an existing approval for commercial buildings. The Planning Commission asked the
developer what she would like to do as the neighbors in attendance opposed the idea of residential lofts and commercial space, they opposed
the vertical mixed use plan the developer put in front of the Planning Commission and the neighbors. The developer responded to the
Planning Commission that she would move forward with the existing approval. The developer had a conversation with Nick Dolata
communicating that the lots were indeed for sale. As the President of the HOA, Nick communicated that he would speak with the neighbors
about a purchase. The neighbors never made an offer on the propenty.

in June of 2016 the developer met with the neighbors to discuss a landscape barrier. The developer did not oppose the barrier and responded
willing to provide this space. Plans were designed. The neighbors approved of the plans but asked that a trellis be included. The developer
responded willing to provide a trellis within the landscape barrier space. The neighbors then responded requesting a fence. The developer
communicated that given the evolving list of requests and the now addition of a fence, that it would be appropriate to take the plans to the
DRC for feedback. Plans were submitted and neighbors were informed. Between July 18 and the August DRC meeting the neighbors provided
communication that they approved of the building but requested that trees be added to the trellis. The developer responded that trees would
not be recommended as the height of the walkway behind the trellis area was of a height that at tree canopy would make the walkway
impassable. The neighbors continued to ask for trees to which the developer suggested vertical/column like trees such as Cypress. The
neighbors opposed cypress trees and the DRC suggested the developer and neighbors discuss other tree options. The developer employed a
landscape architect to communicate possible options with the neighbors. Joan Jennings responded with her tree selection and then followed
up days later with a different selection based on feedback from the neighbor group. The final tree selection was received and the developer
agreed to including the trees. In order for the trees to grow properly and provide the desired effect, a break in the trellis is necessary. Today,
September 20, 2016, mail has been received from Joan Jennings to communicate that the proposed plan is a ‘mutilated trellis, in sections,
with only 8 trees.’ This is a considerable number of trees for the landscape strip and can be spoken to in detail this evening by landscape
architect, Henry Fleischman. There is no purpose in planting these trees if we do not create a scenario in which they are able to grow.

Within today’s late mail there Is a request for trees to be planted in the townhouse planter boxes. These planter boxes remain the private
property of the townhouse owners. Should the townhouse owners elect to plant trees in their planter box that would be to their own discretion.
As there are 4 townhouses that share a lot line with the commercial lots, it would be of personal preference as to what each owner planted in
their landscaping boxes adjacent to their front doors. The landscaping in question should be exclusively to the barrier the neighbors requested
along the lot line. The opposing neighbors are now requesting persona space be landscaped.

See below communication shared with the opposing neighbors from landscape architect on behalf of the developer:
Hello Joan and Nick,

Alicia and Steven filled me in on the concerns that the neighborhood association had about the screening
between the parking lot and the town homes facing it. | came up with three tree options that | think would
work for that area, that offer a little more foliage then the Italian Cypress and will still work with the conditions
we have. To give you an idea of how we decided on these three tree varieties, we were looking for a tree that
would provide screening, that could grow in the planting area we have available, are hardy enough to be
surrounded by a parking lot and concrete wall, and are of the right shape and size. | included a very simple
section with each tree variety to help illustrate the shape of the tree as it matures. | am still concerned about




e canopy Of Ine Trees growing INTo the waikway, making It un-passaple or causing a 10t or maintenance nat
would deform and harm the growth of the tree. That is unfortunately why | don't think a smaller canopy tree
like the Redbud would work well.

All that being said | do think we have three good options.' | would strongly suggest using the Callery Pear. It is
a deciduous ornamental pear that flowers in the spring and has a nice reddish autumn color (it does not fruit).
The Shape works really well for our space, it is very upright in its early years, establishing a small canopy
once it reaches its full height. It is a very hardy tree that is often used as a street tree. The birch trees also
have the right shape (tall and upright) but are not known for being as hardy as the Callery Pear. Either of
these options could be planted in small groupings in between the trellis areas to screen the residence
windows.

The third option is the Honey Locust. This tree, like the Callery Pear, is often used as a street tree and would
be great at handling the parking lot conditions. It is more of a canopy tree then the other two options and
would need to maintained as it grew to maturity in order to allow access along the path. The nice thing about
the Honey Locust is that as it matures it develops a canopy high enough to walk under even at the level of
the raised walkway.

Let me know what you think and if you have any questions.
Henry

Henry Fleischmann

Fleischmann Design Collaborative

fdcdesignbuild.com
415.871.6233

-------- Original Message -=====--

Subject: Screening Trees for Sonoma Landscape Buffer

From: Alicia Hansel <alicia@kibbyroad.com>

Date: Wed, August 17, 2016 4:18 pm

To: "<henry@fdcdesignbuild.com>" <henry@fdcdesignbuild.com>, Joan
Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>, Nicholas Dolata
<ndolata@hotmail.com>

Cc: steven <steven@studiol0ldesigns.com>, Scott Landry
<scott@studiol0ldesigns.com>

Henry,

I know you are on vacation until the 22nd so we will wait to hear from you when you
return,

I've copied Joan Jennings and Nick Dolata, home owners and neighbors of Sonoma
Villas de Luna directly behind the Sonoma Hwy Commercial lots. You’ve met them both
at the neighbor meetings. '

We are making progress on the design but do need to put our heads together on trees
to provide additional screening along with the trellis which is proposed to line the area
between the townhouses and the parking lot.

Per our conversations I have shared our concern about the canonv of the trees makina




the townhouse walkway impassable. As we've discussed there’s additional concern in
terms of the maintenance and hazard of trees with the debris trees drop. The City
proposed clustering Italian Cypress in groupings of 3 or 4. The idea would have been

to break up the trellis in order to insert the clustering of cypress trees. This is not a
favorable plan for the neighbors as they would like to consider other tree options.

Given the need to provide screening but also being mindful of maintenance, safety and
size restrictions preserving the walkable use of the sidewalk, we are looking to you for *
some recommendations.

Ideally we put our heads together and come up with a few options to consider. As the
landscape architect we ask your leadership in proposing what will possibly work within
the planting space. As there are four townhouses the ideal scenario would be four
trees resulting in four breaks in the trellis to allow for the trees, one set in front of
each townhouse front window. All other landscaping would remain as proposed, we all
very much like the remainder of the landscaping plap.

Thank you in advance for your expertise. I am looking forward to a collaboration of us
all to find a solution that works today and will maintain its beauty and function as a
screen into the future.

Alicia

alicia@kibbyroad.com

(p) 415-215-8356
(f) 415-813-1208
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Subject: Moving the Ball Forward

Hello, David, Wendy, and Alicia,
Enclosed is our letter with our minimized requests. | think this summarizes what has taken place so far.
Thank you for your efforts to resolve this fairly and expeditiously.

Joan Jennings

July 28, 2016 letter.doc




July 28, 2016

Alicia Razzari
Kibby Road
Merced, California

Members of the DRHPC
City of Sonoma

David Goodison
Planning Director
City of Sonoma

Dear Ms. Razzari, Members of the Commission, and Mr. Goodison:

We approve the new, mission-style building design, and the developer has
agreed to put in a four-foot landscaped barrier. Now, we want to move the ball
forward.

The only thing left to decide is the type of opaque barrier. Because the existing
cement wall and wrought iron fence are about seven feet tall, we agree that we
do not need another wall or fence. But there should be several trees planted in
the buffer yard that will reach up through the trellis and help create the first level
of the opaque barrier between the homes and the commercial buildings. The
other part of the barrier should be suitable trees, something like Japanese
maples perhaps, in the planters. This two-tiered, leafy barrier would ensure
privacy and protection for the town homes.

Nothing much more needs to be said about this design because it sells itself.

We understand the enhanced paving, signage, and picnic table arbor are no
longer required by the city, and we are not pursuing these items. However, we
are requesting that the developer re-seal the asphalt which is a constant problem
for the neighborhood.

We hope you will agree with our minimized requests.

Respectfully,

Members of the HOA of Sonoma Villas de Luna
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Within late mail, the neighbor refers to a municipal code calling for an opaque barrier.

The landscaping code referenced is Sonoma Municipal Coade 19.48.090

19.48.090 Landscaping of parking facilities.

Landscaping of parking facilities shall be provided and maintained in compliance with the provisions of this section.

A. Amount of Landscaping Required. At a minimum, parking facilities shall provide landscaping in the amounts as set forth in Table 4-5.

Table 4-5

Required Landscaping for Parking Facilities
Percent of Facility
Parking Facility Size to be Landscaped

1 — 6 spaces 7%

7 or more spaces 12%

B. Landscape Materials. Landscaping materials shall be provided throughout the parking lot area using a combination of trees, shrubs and
ground cover. Drought-tolerant landscape materials shall be emphasized, consistent with the city's low-water use landscaping ordinance.
Trees shall be provided throughout the parking area at a rate of one tree for every 10 parking spaces. All trees within the parking area shall be
a minimum one-inch caliper size at the time of planting.

C. Curbing, Irrigation. Landscaped areas shall be bordered by a concrete curb at least six inches high and shall be provided with an automatic
irrigation system. Alternative barrier designs may be approved by the city planner.

D. Bumper Overhang Areas. To increase the parking lot landscaped area, a maximum of two feet of the parking stall depth may be landscaped
with low-growth, hearty materials in lieu of paving, allowing a two-foot bumper overhang while maintaining the required parking dimensions.
Bumper overhang areas shall not encroach over the required width of a sidewalk.

E. Parking Lot Screening. Parking areas adjoining a public street should be designed to provide a five-foot wide landscaped planting strip
between the street right-of-way and parking area. The landscaping should be designed and maintained to screen cars from view from the
street to a height of 36 inches. Screening materials may include a combination of plant materials, earth berms, wood fences, masonry walls,
raised planters, or other screening devices that meet the intent of this requirement. Plant materials, walls, or structures within a traffic safety
sight area of a driveway shall not exceed 30 inches in height.

F. Parking Lots Adjacent to Residential Uses. Parking areas for nonresidential uses adjoining residential uses shall provide a landscaped
buffer yard between the parking area and the common property line bordering the residential use. A solid masonry wall or wooden fence and
landscaping shall be provided along the property line. Trees shall be provided at a rate of one for each 30 linear feet of landscaped area.

G. Larger Projects. Parking facilities with more than 50 spaces shall provide a concentration of landscape elements at primary entrances,
including specimen trees, flowering plants, and enhanced paving. Additionally, larger parking facilities should be broken up into a series of
small parking lots separated by landscaping and pedestrian walkways.

H. Lighting. Parking areas shall have lighting capable of providing adequate illumination for security and safety. Lighting standards shall be
energy-efficient and in scale with the height and use of the on-site structure(s). All illumination, including security lighting, shall be directed
downward, away from adjacent properties and public rights-of-way in compliance with SMC 19.40.030, Exterior lighting. (Ord. 2003-02 § 3,
2003).

From: Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com>
Date: Thursday, July 28, 2016 at 10:32 AM
To: David Goodison <davidg@sonomacity.org>, Wendy Atkins <WendyA@sonomacity.org>, Alicia

Daagart wnlicia @ riblhiimead cmmas




From: Alicla Hansel alicia@kibbyroad.com
Subject: Sonoma Villas Meeting
Date: June 21, 2016 at 8:45 AM
To: Nicholas Dolata ndolata@hotmail.com, Joan Jennings joanjennings89@gmail.com

Nick and Joan,

| wanted to reach out this morning and offer my thanks for your time and that of the neighbors whom you coordinated yesterday evening. Our
architect and design team will be conferencing today to identify the schedule in which we can turn around a thoughtful rendering to share with
all of you. We all appreciate your eagerness to schedule the next meeting and your continued willingness to work towards a plan that is
inclusive, preserves the neighborhood and works within the envelope of the space. A request was made to host the next meeting on a
Saturday or Friday evening. Unfortunately all of our team have young families so a weekend is difficult. Friday evenings can prove a challenge
as two of our team members commute. | understand a later start time would be ideal for the neighbors. Once we have a design schedule
determined | will check back in with you and provide a few possible dates and times for the next meeting in hopes of accommodating busy
schedules.

We share your frustration and true sorrow that a development was placed adjacent to Sonoma Villas with so little oversight, negligence in
providing adequate parking and stalled efforts by that party to complete the final steps to help ease the impact of the development on Lyon
Street. | do champion the efforts of the local Police Department as they reacted to our frequent calls. | do hope that as a unified group we can
work with the City of Sonoma to encourage corrective steps be made to mitigate the impact the Oaks has on Sonoma Villas and Lyon Street.

Alicia Razzari
alicia@kibbyroad.com
(p) 415-215-8356

(f) 415-813-1208
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Let us know when you are ready lo meet with us again about the landscape buffer.

Sincerely yours,
The Residents and Owners of SVL

On Sunday, Jul y 17, 2016, Alicia Razzari <alicia@kibbyroad.com> wrote:
Sonoma Villas de Luna neighbors,

Thank you for the organized communication. A better defined request of the neighbors desires is appreciated and enables our
team to belter evaluate feasibility. That said, the scope of needs has evolved as communicalion and meelings have taken place.
We are a considerable distance from the initial request of a landscaping buffer based upon the most recent email you've sent. At
this time | believe it makes sense to postpone the July 18 meeting as we will need more time to determine possible scenarios to
work with your requests

In response to the items of frustration as part of the Sonoma Villas de Luna residential development, | believe some clarity is
needed. Kibby Reoad LLC owns the commeraial fots. Sanorna Villas de Luna LLG completed the residential piece which is
commonly recoghized as Sonoma Villag de Luna today. Sonoma Villas de Luna is an entirely saeparate entity from the
commercial space owners, Kibby Road LLC. | serve as the common denominator between both.

I belisve that initially there was an assuimption that common space requests for repair were being submitted to Sonoma Villas de
Luna via the hoa. With the exception of the gate no official requests for repair or maintenance were issued. I've now received
your communication regarding the following: enhanced paving, Sonoma Villas de Luna signage and additional trees on the west
side of the town homes. Please recognize that all of this was cornpleted, approved and signed off on by the cily by the original
developer. Upon completion of the development various common area items were required by the city to final permiis and
appnove occupancy. These items included but were not limited ta: ladders in ran holes, trees along HWY 12, resealing of

asphall. As the developer inheriting a project in various stages of completion, Sonoma Vi”do de Luna LLC followed specifically
the direction and requirements mandated by the city officials and inspectors. The city most ceriainly worked to preserve all
elements of the plan and we followed their direction. Variations to original approvals could have occurred throughout the original
developers ownership. I will need to speak with the city 1o better understand their intentions for paving, installed by the ariginal
developer Derringer, signage and further landscaping. Plzase expect to hear communication in response 1o these items within
the next two weeks.

I'd like to provide an update on the gate. There is an immediale resolution which would be w relurn the gate to the original power
sowree and replace the miolor with ¢ xmrge mechambm o manage the weight of the gate and make any necessary repairs 1o the
aale,

A secondary option researched by the homeowners involves connectivity to an hoa utility service independent of any dwellings.
Conversations between PGE and Sonoma Villas de Luna LLC have been initiated. At this time PGE is attempting to determine a
site address for an hoa utility that is in question. There are mixed opinions as to whether or not this ulility exists. Further
investigation is going to be required and will take a malter of months. | will continue to communicate with the hoa on this matier
as the discovery process progresses on behalf of Sonoma Villas de Luna LLC.

Should you have any interest in reaching me via phone my number is: 415-215-8356.
Thank you,
Alicia Razzarn

> On Jul 15, 2016, at 3:44 PM, Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com: wrote:

=

> Hi, Alicia,

> Enclosed is our response to the first drawing of the trellises.

> All of the homuownug have sighed this letter, or given thelr approval of it, and we will share the signed copy with you on
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> We are looking forward to finishing this project with you and to making something lasting and beautitul in our Camelot! W&’/’(’, //\/M#/
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From: Nicholas Dolata ndolata@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: Meeting on July 18
Date: July 22, 2016 at 9:55 PM
To: Alicia Razzari aficia@kibbyroad.com, Joan Jennings joanjennings99@gmail.com
Cc: frosty here snowmanic13@yahoo.com, hmlisu@yahoo.com, Maria Pecavar maria.pecavar@gmail.com, tom.elster
tom.elster@aol.com, Steve Jennings stevejennings98@gmail.com, Stephanie Wesolek swesolek@gmail.com, Jack Ding
jack@unicomtax.com, hsiao d lieu hdlieu@yahoo.com, alana_dwyer@hotmail.com, Laurie O'Hara lauriecharatorres@hotmail.com
, Brian Rowlands browlands@fsirivet.com

Ok

Get Qutlook for i0S

On Fri, Jul 22, 2016 at 9:41 PM -0700, "Alicia Razzari" <alicia@kibbyroad.com> wrote:

Sounds good. Let's put those suggestions forward with the City.
Alicia

On Jul 22, 2018, at 7:03 PM, Joan Jennings <joanjennings98@gmail.com> wrote:

Alicia,
Your design almost had it covered. You just need to put in some trees to create some more privacy and a artist.

On Friday, July 22, 2016, Alicia Razzari <alicia@kibbyroad.com> wrote:
Sonoma Villas de Luna Neighbors,

We have elected to submit the plans we've shared with you to the Gity for discussion at the August meeting. The City requires
considerable detail regarding drainage, irrigation efficiency, reclaimed water and specifics on plant species. We felt this would be a good
time in the pracess to include them in the dialogue. | have not received confirmation that the project is on the August agenda but wanted
o keep you alf informed of this next step.

Thank you,

Alicia

On Jul 17, 2016, at 9:41 PM, Joan Jennings <joanjennings99@gmail.com> wrote:

Thank you for the helpful information.

The week of August 15 1 will be working out of town, 200 miles away. In order to drive back to Sonoma by 6:30 on August 16, | would
need to arrange my schedule by July 25. So | must know by July 25 whather this is an agenda item on August 16.

Thanking you in advance for your cooperation,
Joan

On Sunday, July 17, 2016, Alicia Razzari <aglicia@kibbyroad.com> wrote:
Joan,

It is customary for neighbors 1o meet with city officials independently as well as developers. We will be doing some exploration on

various options and encourage you to do the same. Should we submil for the August meeting | will comimunicate that to you all as

will the city. We are listening and receiving your requests.

Alicia

OndJdul 17, 2016, at 8:25 PM, Joan Jennings <joanjennings98@gmail.com: wrole:

Alicla,

Our ervor with respact to addressing Kibby Road, LLC rather than SVL LLC is easily corrected.

We recognize that the Clty is involved, and if you are going to communicate with the City, we would like {o be involved in those

conversations. In the altemative, you can submit some written questions, copying us, and we can submit some 1o the City as well.
Whatever the City says with respect to the original plans, we would like to hear it in their own voice, rather than in yours, We

think that is reasonable.

As of right now, it is our understanding that this will not be on the agenda of the DRHPC on August 16,
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