
 

  
 

City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 

Preservation Commission 
REVISED AGENDA 

Meeting of January 19, 2016 - 6:30 P.M. 
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West 

Sonoma, CA  95476 
 

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

 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Micaelia Randolph Chair 
 

              
Commissioners:   Kelso Barnett 
                             Christopher Johnson 
                             Leslie Tippell 
                             Bill Essert  
                              
                              

  
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
Presentations by audience members on items not appearing on the agenda. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Minutes from the meetings of November 17, 2015 and December 15, 2015 

 
CORRESPONDENCE 

 
ITEM #1 – Continued Design 

Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of new paint colors 
for a hotel (El Dorado Hotel). 
 
Applicant:   
El Dorado Hotel  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM 2 – Continued Design 
Review 

  
REQUEST: 
Site design and architectural review 
of proposed alterations and an 
addition to a residence. 
 
Applicant:   
Robert Baumann & Associates 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 



ITEM 3 – Sign Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of six window signs 
for a convenience store (Easy Stop 
Market #1). 
 
Applicant:   
East Stop Market #1 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #4 – Sign Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of a new illuminated 
monument sign for a gas station (76 
Service Station). 
  
Applicant:   
United Sign System  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
19249 Sonoma Highway 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Commercial (C) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
West Napa/Sonoma Corridor 
Base: Commercial (C) 
Overlay: None 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #5 – Sign and Design 
Review 

  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of design review and 
new canopy signs for a gas station 
(76 Service Station). 
 
Applicant:   
Perry Builders, Inc. 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
19249 Sonoma Highway 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Commercial (C) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
West Napa/Sonoma Corridor 
Base: Commercial (C) 
Overlay: None 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #6 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Design review for a new single 
family residence and attached 
garage. 
 
Applicant:   
Russell Nobles. 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #7 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of design review for a 
restaurant (Slice by Mary’s). 
 
Applicant:   
Michael B. Ross, AIA  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 



ITEM #8 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Design review of exterior 
modifications for two vacation rental 
units. 
 
Applicant:   
Laura Olson  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
162-166 West Spain Street  
 
General Plan Designation: 
Medium Density Residential (MR) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
Downtown District 
Base: 
Medium Density Residential (R-M) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

 

ISSUES UPDATE 

COMMENTS FROM THE COMMISSION 

COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

ADJOURNMENT 

 
I do hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing agenda was posted on the City Hall bulletin board on January 15, 
2016.   
 
CRISTINA MORRIS, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT 
 
Rights of Appeal: Any decision of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission may be 
appealed to the City Council.  Appeals must be filed with the City Clerk within fifteen (15) calendar days following 
the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission’s decision, unless the fifteenth day falls on a weekend or 
a holiday, in which case the appeal period ends at the close of the next working day at City Hall. Appeals must be 
made in writing and must clearly state the reason for the appeal. Appeals will be set for hearing before the City 
Council on the earliest available agenda.  
 
Copies of all staff reports and documents subject to disclosure that relate to any item of business referred 
to on the agenda are available for public inspection the Monday before each regularly scheduled meeting 
at City Hall, located at No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA, (707) 938-3681.  Any documents subject to disclosure 
that are provided to all, or a majority of all, of the members of the Design Review and Historic Preservation 
Commission regarding any item on this agenda after the agenda has been distributed will be made 
available for inspection at the Administrative Assistant office, No. 1 The Plaza, Sonoma CA during regular 
business hours. 
 
If you challenge the action of the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission in court, you may 
be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described on the 
agenda, or in written correspondence delivered to the Administrative Assistant, at or prior to the public 
hearing. 
 
In accordance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this 
meeting, please contact the City Clerk (707) 933-2216. Notification 48 hours before the meeting will enable 
the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.  
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  CITY OF SONOMA 
DESIGN REVIEW AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
November 17, 2015 

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

 
Chair Barnett called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 
Roll Call: 
 

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

Absent:  
Others 
Present: 

Senior Planner Gjestland, Associate Planner Atkins 

 
Chair Barnett 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. He reminded everyone to turn off cell phones and pagers.  
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: None 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Comm. Randolph made a motion to approve the minutes of October 20, 2015. 
Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  

CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail was received on Items 1, 2, and 3. 
                

Item #1 – Design Review – Design review of a replacement porch for a commercial building at 445-447 
First Street West (Applicant: Sidney Hoover). 

Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 
 
Comm. Tippell inquired as to the current height of the railing and staff requested that question be addressed by 
the applicant. 
 
Chair Barnett opened the public comment. 
 
Sidney Hoover, applicant, explained that the existing railings are tapered and do not meet the existing building 
code. The railing has to meet current building code requirements in order for it to be used. The existing porch is 
sloped down and the proposed design brings the edge of the porch up so pedestrians cannot reach up and grab 
it. 
 
Chair Barnett requested the applicant address the proposal to move the posts back eighteen inches from the 
street. 
 
The applicant stated that the Building Official requested the post be moved back eighteen inches to avoid 
contact with vehicle bumpers. 
 
Chair Barnett asked if the balcony is currently in use and the applicant replied in the affirmative. 
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Comm. Randolph inquired as to the height of the new awning and the applicant replied that the height will be the 
same at the building line. Comm. Randolph further inquired if the new 43-inch railing will obstruct the view of the 
window and the door from the street. The applicant replied that it probably will but that is the best he can do to 
meet the requirements. 
 
Chair Barnet asked if there was any thought given to mimicking the height as it is now and then having some 
sort of glass behind it that would create the 42-inch high railing. The applicant replied in the negative. 
 
Comm. Randolph asked if the balustrade on the building was originally intended to be used as a porch. The 
applicant requested that there is little history available on the building.  
 
Mary Martinez stated that she wrote a letter that addressed her concerns with the façade change. She 
suggested that the new railing will change the appearance of the building and whittle away its history. She asked 
if it was necessary do make this change right now? She stated she was okay with the “L” beam if it is at the 
same scale. She asked the commission to consider this application carefully. 
 
Chair Barnett closed the public comment.  
 
Comm. Johnson stated that these projects are always difficult and he appreciates the comments from the public. 
He can understand why the proposal is necessary and initially would not have agreed with the decision to move 
the posts back 18-inches but understands now that it is an issue with safety. He will support the project but will 
consider other comments from the commission. 
 
Comm. Tippell asked if safety compliance trumps safety compliance and she thinks it does. In a perfect world 
she would like to keep it the same. She supports moving the posts back 18-inches. She appreciates that the new 
design duplicates the existing design and she supports it. 
 
Comm. Anderson stated that it appears that he architect has really studied the issues and put a lot into 
preserving the aesthetics of the building. This is the best alternative given the building code requirements. 
 
Comm. Randolph stated that she loves this building and it contributes to the feeling of living in history. She feels 
that the applicant does not have any other choice. She is alright with the proposal even though it would change 
the way the building looks. 
 
Chair Barnett stated that he worries about unintended consequences when reviewing applications such as the 
one before the commission tonight. He also likes historic buildings that are functional. He stated that he is 
concerned with moving the post back additional 10-inches from the street and how that may change the 
aesthetics from the sidewalk but he understands the reasons for the modification. 
 
Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve the project as submitted. 
Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion was unanimously approved  
                

Item #2 – Design Review – Site design and architectural review of proposed alterations and an addition 
to the residence at 227 East Spain Street (Applicant: Robert Baumann & Associates).  

Senior Planner Gjestland presented the staff report. 
 
Chair Barnett suggested the commission break review of the item into two parts given the significant amount of 
late correspondence that was received: first address historic matters then conduct site design and architectural 
review. 
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Chair Barnett opened the public comment. 
 
Alice Duffee, APD Preservation, noted that she had prepared three reports for the property/project including a 
Historic Resource Evaluation, Determination of Effect, and a Secretary of the Interior’s analysis. She confirmed 
that the residence is an historic resource under CEQA and summarized aspects of the property that contribute to 
the National Register District. 
 
Chair Barnett confirmed with the historic consultant that the DRHPC should evaluate the project the same 
whether the residence is individually significant or significant as a contributor to the National Register District. 
 
Alice Duffee, APD Preservation, expressed unlikelihood that archaeological resources would be discovered 
during construction given extensive disturbance that has occurred on site. 
 
George McKale, representing the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation, noted the League is scrutinizing the 
project because the residence is one of the oldest buildings in Sonoma. He disagreed with APD Preservation’s 
findings and felt that the project would adversely impact the resource. 
 
Alice Duffee, APD Preservation, responded by showing a graphic that illustrated how the structure was 
substantially modified over time with the original salt box home engulfed. 
 
Chair Barnett asked the historic consultant if the 1918 Queen Anne iteration can be viewed individually 
historically significant. Alice Duffee indicated that, while old enough, it cannot because it has been highly 
modified and exterior changes over the years compromised the historic significance of the building. Chair Barnett 
found this conclusion troubling since most people consider the residence historically significant and because the 
League gave an award for the 2001-2003 renovation. Alice Duffee responded that the renovation created a false 
sense of historicism and degraded the structure’s true features. Chair Barnett confirmed with the historic 
consultant that a building can seem or appear to be historically significant but not be based on the rigid 
standards under CEQA. 
 
Based on this discussion Comm. Randolph concluded that the DRHPC should treat the building as an historic 
resource due to its contribution to the National Register District and focus project review on how the remodel 
addresses the four aspects of location, materials, setting, and feeling. 
 
Chair Barnett pointed out that Historic Resource Evaluations are not typically disputed, and when a similar 
disagreement came up in review of a remodel/addition project at 563 Second Street East, the DRHPC required 
peer review. Given Mr. McKale’s concerns and credentials, Chair Barnett suggested that peer review may be 
warranted in this case. Comm. Randolph noted that several people had requested peer review. 
 
Chair Barnett confirmed with staff how the process would lay out if more analysis or peer review were required 
by the DRHPC. He then asked if Mr. McKale wanted peer review. Mr. McKale answered that he does not feel 
peer review is needed though additional research is necessary, which could result in changes to the project. 
Personally, he does not like being peer-reviewed himself and would prefer to work with the historic consultant to 
come to an agreement about impacts. 
 
Comm. Randolph emphasized that the DRHPC’s responsibility is to review the project in terms of scale, massing 
and feeling. 
 
Robert Baumann, applicant and project architect, noted that lots of time, effort, and money have been expended 
to design a proposal that addresses the various parameters that apply to the property. He pointed out that the 
structure has significant decay and many life-safety issues based on inspections. He met with staff and APD 
Preservation early on to figure out how to approach the project and meet his client’s needs. Ultimately, the 
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direction was to save the front façade, even though he didn’t feel the façade warranted preservation, and 
increase the second floor height to make it usable and code-compliant. The project meets all zoning 
requirements and the project would use similar but not identical materials consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards. 
 
Comm. Randolph, appreciated the significant effort put into the proposal but noted this is the first time the 
DRHPC has seen the project. 
 
Chair Barnett requested public comment on the project design. 
 
Kathy Sperring, adjoining neighbor at 442 Second Street East, stated the project is a significant enlargement that 
will adversely impact her. She expressed specific concern about the second dwelling unit proposed along the 
back of the property and increased storm water runoff onto her property from the development. She requested 
the DRHPC review the drainage issue and second unit. She also requested that the DRHPC require a greater 
setback for the second unit, and include the second unit’s floor area in the Floor Area Ratio. 
 
Chair Barnett confirmed that the DRHPC does not have discretion or review authority over the second dwelling 
unit or drainage matters. 
 
Robert Baumann stated they have been proactive and hired Adobe & Associated 2-3 weeks prior to develop a 
drainage plan. He indicated that the Sperrings are disputing the location of the common property line which is 
why they feel so impacted. 
 
Gene Sperring, adjoining neighbor at 442 Second Street East, asked the DRHPC to delay their decision in order 
to find out what’s planned for drainage and grading. He indicated that there is a dispute about where the 
common property line is located. 
 
Chair Barnett appreciated the concerns but reiterated those matters are outside the DRHPC’s discretion. 
 
Steve Weingard, adjoining neighbor at 245 East Spain Street, expressed the view that the scale and mass of the 
proposed home is excessive and will appear enormous from the street. He suggested that an addition could be 
designed to go deeper into the lot rather than wider. 
 
Mary Martinez, resident, concurred with Mr. Weingard’s comments. She showed a visual to contrast the 
difference in scale between the existing and proposed residence. She stated the project will dwarf the home to 
the east and adversely affect the historic fabric of the neighborhood. 
 
Robert Bauman, project architect, responded by showing a more comprehensive visual diagram that illustrated 
the difference in scale between existing and proposed conditions. He noted that scale is subjective but 
professionally he feels the project meets the design intent, and is compatible with the texture of the east side and 
East Spain Street. He believes this is a successful solution given the variety of parameters that apply. 
 
Chair Barnett inquired with Alice Duffee about how scale and mass should be treated. Ms. Duffee responded 
that the building is a historic resource for purposes of CEQA, and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards that 
apply are the rehabilitation standards. 
 
Chair Barnett went through the rehabilitation standards to highlight the project’s inconsistency with them and the 
discrepancy that arises when applying them in this case, even if the building is considered significant as a 
contributor rather than individually significant. Alice Duffee indicated there is very little guidance or direction on 
how to navigate the rehabilitation standards when dealing with a historic resource that is a contributor to a district 
but not individually significant. 
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Comm. Randolph asked the project architect about the rational for increasing the width of the façade. Robert 
Baumann indicated that the design approach resulted from discussion with the City and historic consultant. 
 
Tamara Honeybourne, 558 Second Street East, expressed concern that the project could impact the historic 
integrity of the neighborhood and urged the DRHPC to carefully consider the mass, size, and scale of the home. 
  
Chair Barnett closed the public comment.  
 
Comm. Anderson felt the main consideration was balancing the building’s historic significance and the 
compatibility of new construction for modern needs. He noted the proposal is under the maximum height limit 
and complies with all other zoning standards. 
 
Comm. Tippell concurred with Comm. Anderson and recognized that a significant amount of time and effort went 
into developing the proposal. She thinks the residence is historically significant given its association and the 
League award. She noted there are two differing professional opinions on the building’s historic significance and 
ultimately the commissioners will have to decide. She felt the massing of the house on the street is significant 
and will appear prominent. She preferred the existing west elevation in comparison to the proposed which she 
felt was plain and also indicated a preference for a detached garage. She expressed concern about the 
proposed yellow siding color and suggested a lighter shade or cooler color tone. 
 
Comm. Johnson agreed with APD’s analysis. He understood neighbor concerns but noted the project is within 
the zoning standards. He concurred with Comm. Tippell regarding the proposed colors. He concluded that the 
proposal as presented falls within the parameters of what is allowable and therefore could not oppose it. 
 
Comm. Randolph felt the primary consideration is the qualitative aspects of the project. She expressed her view 
that, despite the attractive design, the house feels too large and massive for the space and streetscape. 
 
Chair Barnett noted that the DRHPC’s interest is to preserve historic resources and he finds this particular case 
confusing. He recognized the property’s significance in contributing to the streetscape and agreed that was a key 
consideration in reviewing the project. However, he felt the residence is individually significant and stated that he 
cannot approved the project as submitted because it does not comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for rehabilitation.  
 
Alice Duffee explained that the DRHPC needs to determine if the historic resource is the district or the individual 
structure and if the building is considered significant as a contributor rather than individually significant then the 
most important aspect is preserving the façade. 
 
Bill Wisiaslowski, property owner, indicated that he wants to save the structure but also make it a two story, 
family home which requires major repairs and upgrades given current conditions. He emphasized that the 
proposal complies with all the zoning rules and explained that his intent is to improve the property and 
neighborhood. 
 
Comm. Tippell suggested the DRHPC consider this a study session review and have the applicants come back 
to address their comments, similar to the DRHPC’s initial review of the remodel/addition project at 563 Second 
Street East. Comm. Anderson concurred. Chair Barnett polled the commission who general supported this 
approach, but recommended more specific direction be provided. 
 
In providing more specific direction Comm. Tippell requested a different color palette. Comm. Johnson asked for 
size and mass to be addressed, and more distinction between old from new construction. Comm. Anderson 
indicated that he was prepared to approve the project as submitted but acknowledged other commissioners 
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concerns about massing at the streetscape. Comm. Randolph asked that the applicant revisit different options 
for the streetscape elevation. Chair Barnett felt the streetscape should be preserved as is with an addition at the 
back of the home. Chair Barnett also felt that peer review of the historic analysis should be required as the 
structure could be individually significant. 
 
Senior Planner Gjestland asked the commission to clarify whether they desired peer review. The majority of the 
commission did not feel that peer review should be required. 
 
Comm. Tippell made a motion to continue the item with direction given to the applicant. Comm. 
Anderson seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
                

Item #3 – Demolition Review – Consider of a Demolition Permit to demolish the single-family home 
located at 19241 Fifth Street West (Applicant: Schellinger Brothers Construction). 
  
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 
 
Chair Barnet questioned the 1951 year built date on the staff report and noted the Sonoma League for Historic 
Preservation survey date indicated the building was constructed in 1925. Staff confirmed that the correct date is 
1951 based on a 1941 topographic map, which confirmed that there were no buildings on the site in 1941. 
Aluminum clad sliding windows also indicated a mid-century building date. 
 
Chair Barnett opened the public comment. 
 
Tom Origer displayed an aerial photograph form 1948, which indicated that there were no buildings on the site; 
therefore, the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation survey was incorrect. 
 
Bill Schellinger, applicant, stated he had no additional comments, except that he would like approval to demolish 
the building right away. 
 
Comm. Randolph asked the applicant if he was going to build anything on the property and the applicant replied 
in the affirmative. 
 
Chair Barnett closed the public comment.  
 
Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve the project as presented and Comm. Randolph seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
Issues Update:  Associate Planner Atkins reported that the kick off meeting for the Downtown Design Guidelines 
project is on Thursday.  
 
Comments from the Commission: Comm. Tippell requested that the Commission discuss and review the 
requirements for commercial real estate signs. Staff indicated that that item could be placed on the December 
agenda. 

   
 Comments from the Audience:  
 
Adjournment: Chair Barnett made a motion to adjourn at 10.05p.m. to the next regular meeting scheduled for 
6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, December 15, 2015. Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of the 
Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission on the day of       
 
 
Approved: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant 
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CITY OF SONOMA 
DESIGN REVIEW AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
December 15, 2015 

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

 
Chair Barnett called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 
Roll Call: 
 

Present: Chair Barnett,  Comms. Randolph, Tippell, Johnson, Essert (Alternate) 
Absent: Comm. Anderson 
Others 
Present: 

Associate Planner Atkins, Planning Director Goodison, Administrative 
Assistant Morris  

 
Chair Barnett 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. He reminded everyone to turn off cell phones and pagers.  
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: Mary Martinez, complimented the DRHPC on the approval of the new awning 
for Sweet Scoops Ice Cream that she felt complimented exterior façade of the building in the Plaza Historic 
District.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: None 
 
CHANGES TO AGENDA: Chair Barnett made a motion to move Items #2, #3 & #4 up before Item # 1 but after 
Item # 1A. Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail was received on Items #1 and #4.   
 
 
Item #1A - Consent Calendar - These items will be acted upon in one motion unless removed from the 
Consent Calendar for discussion by Commissioners or any interested party. (Proposal to install banners on the 
Plaza light standards for the Sonoma Valley Hospital from May 1, 2016 to May 31, 2016) 
 
Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the consent calendar as recommended. Comm. Johnson seconded. 
The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
Item #1 - Sign Review-Consideration of a new monument sign for a mobile home park (Sonoma Oaks) 
at 19275 Sonoma Highway. 
 
Applicant:  Thomsen Properties 
 

Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 

Chair Barnett opened the public comment period. 
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Robert Sanders, Robert Sanders & Company, described the new signage as more visually appealing.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the public comment period.  
 
Comms. Tippell and Johnson said the new monument sign for the mobile home park is an improvement. 
 
Comm. Randolph agreed with her colleague’s comments and supported the new signage.  
 
Comms. Essert and Chair Barnett viewed the new monument sign as more visible and easier to read. 
 
Chair Barnett is pleased with the new design and agreed with his fellow Commissioners that it is a vast 
improvement.  
 
Comm. Essert made a motion to approve the sign proposal as submitted. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion 
was unanimously adopted.  
 
 
Item # 2- Consideration of a new monument sign and a window sign for a mixed use building at 545 West 
Napa Street 
 
Applicant:  Lucy Moreno 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 
 
Chair Barnett opened the public comment period. 
 
Lucy Moreno, business owner, requested the new signage to advertise her business. She removed the non-
compliant signs as requested by the City.  
 
Comm. Tippell is not fond of the green paint color chosen but thought it could be acceptable if all the signs were 
coordinated on site. She recommended a maroon/burgundy color for the background with white lettering to 
complement the peach tone of the building.  
 
Comm. Essert liked the suggestions made and deferred to his fellow Commissioners for making a 
recommendation to the applicant.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the public comment period.  
 
Comm. Johnson is pleased with the design and font size for the new signage.   
 
Comm. Essert thanked the applicant for being flexible about the suggestions made for the new signage which he 
found helpful in his  review.  
 
Chair Barnett agreed with Comm. Essert that the applicant’s open mindedness to the recommendations from the 
Commissioners was very important.   
 
Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the monument sign and a window sign for the mixed use building as 
follows: 1) the monument sign shall include a burgundy background with either black or gold lettering; and, 2) the 
window sign shall not include a border. Comm. Randolph seconded. The motion was unanimously adopted.  
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Item #4- Design Review- Consideration of new paint colors for a hotel (El Dorado Hotel) at 405 First Street 
West. 
 
Applicant:  El Dorado Hotel 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 
 
Comm. Tippell confirmed with staff that brush outs are in the back entrance near the stairwell. 
 
Chair Barnett opened the public comment period. 
 
Julie Workman, Moana Restaurant Group, Project Manager for EDI, said the goal is to refresh the hotel’s façade 
with a lighter color palette.   
 
Comm. Randolph inquired if changes were proposed for the doors. The applicant responded that a change in door 
color is being considered.   
 
Mary Martinez, resident, is disappointed that the color palette chosen is too dark. She urged the Commission to 
postpone the review until more information was submitted.  
 
Planning Director Goodison noted that many of the original elements of the Adobe have been removed over time.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the public comment period.  
 
Comm. Tippell favored “trendy” charcoal grays but thought the proposed colors might be too extreme for this 
prominent corner in the Historic District.  She recommended softer gray tones with a mustard color as an accent 
color.   
 
Comm. Randolph agreed with Comm. Tippell’s comments that the entryway is too dark.  
 
Comm. Essert agreed with Comm. Randolph’s comments with nothing further to add.  
 
Comm. Johnson agreed with his fellow Commissioners that a mustard color is a good choice.  
 
Chair Barnett suggested lighter color options.  
 
Comm. Tippell made a motion to continue the item with the suggestions made for lighter color choices and a mock 
up to better illustrate the proposal. Comm. Randolph seconded. The motion was unanimously adopted.  
 
 
Item #1 (taken out of agenda order) - Continued Design Review - Site design and architectural review of 
proposed alterations and an addition to a residence at 227 East Spain Street.  
Applicant:  Robert Baumann & Associates 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 
 
Chair Barnett clarified that the residence was a contributing resource under CEQA and the Secretary of Interior’s 
standards should be followed. He noted that it might be possible to de-list the building, if it is truly not a historic 
resource, in which case the Secretary of Interior’s standards would no longer apply. 
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Chair Barnett opened the public comment period. 
 
Robert Baumann, Robert Baumann & Associates, project Architect, stated that the proposal is in full compliance 
with all the zoning regulations and the Development Code and revisions were made based on recommendations 
from the previous meeting. For example, retaining the salt shape box, bringing the side yard into compliance, more 
lighting in the east elevation of the plan, and a reduction of 18 inches in the roof height. He followed the Secretary 
of Interior (SOI) standards. The eave break is a delineation of the old portion of the home to the new section. The 
project is sympathetic to the characteristics of Sonoma.    
 
Alice P. Duffee, Historic Preservation Planner APD Preservation LLC, the consultant retained by the applicant to 
review the historic aspects of the project, summarized her findings.  
 
Amy Alper, local Architect, submitted late mail directly to Chair Barnett at 5: 35 p.m. that indicated full support of 
the project. Chair Barnett read the letter into the public record.  
 
Chair Barnett inquired about the roof level. 
  
Robert Baumann responded that the roof level is subordinated and the eave break is a delineation of the old 
portion of the home and the new section.  
 
Comm. Tippell inquired about the design changes made to the home.  
 
George McKale, representing the League for Historic Preservation, agreed with Alice Duffee’s analysis of the 
proposal and the importance of retaining certain features of the structure.   
 
Comm. Essert questioned the fenestration and door issues addressed by Alice Duffee in her report. He does not 
see a significant distinction between the old and new windows and his impression is that the new windows look 
similar. Comm. Essert said differentiating the old from the new is an important element of the proposal as 
discussed by Chair Barnett.  
 
Robert Baumann noted that the windows are not scaled and the only change is 3 over 1. The original 20th century 
windows were replaced.     
 
Chair Barnett is concerned with all 82 buildings in Sonoma that are contributing historic resources to the District, 
including this one, as they are a unique and irreplaceable resource. He noted that some of the interpretations are 
subjective in nature but disagreed with the opinions expressed that the integrity of historic residence should not be 
fully preserved. He referred to the seven elements and findings that must be applied under the Secretary of Interior 
Standards and Guidelines. 
 
Mark Parry, Architectural Historian, is concerned with the deterioration of valuable cultural resources in cities. He 
described the historic home as a typical Queen Anne from the 1918 Era. He opposed the changes being proposed 
by the applicant since he is of the opinion they do not adhere to the Secretary of Interior standards as applied in 
other jurisdictions.  
 
Comm. Randolph asked Mr. Parry if changing the fence was material. He responded that the additions should 
normally be placed in the rear so the streetscape remained the same, regardless of whether or not a fence is 
removed.  
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Robert Demler, resident/President for the League of Historic Preservation, confirmed that George McKale spoke 
on behalf of the League at the Board level. He appreciated all the parties input and the fair amount of negotiation 
and compromise made.   
 
George McKale, stated that the League’s opinion has changed after the revision made to the east elevation and in 
his view the standards are met.  
 
Cathy Sperring, neighbor (442 Second St. East), asked that a letter written by Karla Noyes, not received by Staff 
or DRHPC members, be read into the public record. Planning Director Goodison was handed the correspondence 
and read the letter, expressing Karla Noyes’ opposition to the application.  
 
Bill Wisialowski, the property owner, expressed his desire to be flexible and integrate into the neighborhood. He 
intended to live in the home long-term and planned to leave the residence to his family. He was encouraged by his 
neighbors to make exterior/interior changes because of disrepair, safety concerns, and deferred maintenance 
issues. He hired local experts for his plan of action to repair the historic residence and felt he has been entirely 
responsive to the DRHPC suggestions 
 
Victor Conforti, local architect, expressed confidence in Mr. Baumann’s abilities as an experienced architect. He is 
of the opinion that the new roofline and the east addition detract from the historic qualities of the original residence. 
The Secretary of Interior guidelines advise against changing defining features, which is clearly being done with the 
changed massing of the building and new roof design. He is surprised by the reports that indicated the structure is 
not of historical significance according to State and Federal guidelines and in light of the Certified Local 
Government status for the City.  
 
Mark Parry, felt that delisting the property from the National Registry is not the solution and the impact on the 
Historic District must be retained with proper treatment to the existing elements.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the public comment period.  
 
Comm. Essert appreciated the efforts made so far and wanted to preserve the historic integrity of the home as 
much as possible, He agreed with Mr. Parry about the significance of the small home and visibility form the street 
and preferred that it be built backward.  
 
Comm. Randolph thanked the applicants and appreciated their flexibility and hoped a decision could be met so the 
owner could move forward. Her primary concern is the fence location in relation to the home.  
 
Comm. Tippell thanked the applicants and expressed her desire to make a decision one way or another so the 
home would not deteriorate further. She interpreted the data as subjective and felt that the required findings could 
be made for the revised project.  
 
Comm. Johnson thanked the applicant and is encouraged that members of the League supported the proposal. He 
felt they met the design parameters.  
 
Comm. Randolph clarified that her previous comments are not intended to represent a decision and she hoped 
that with further discussion, clear direction for the applicant could be provided.  
 
Chair Barnett asked about the circumstances, from staff’s perspective of the original approach that was taken in 
the design of the additions. He also raised the question of whether a peer review should be undertaken of the 
Cultural Resources Evaluation.  
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Planning Director Goodison reviewed the staff contacts and meetings that were held with the architect and the 
other consultants to the project. He recommended against a peer review, noting that it is the job of the 
Commission to make independent findings. Having yet another study would not change that requirement.  

 
Chair Barnett’s concurred that a peer review might not be useful, but reiterated that the main issue from his 
perspective is that he does not agree that the project, even as revised, complies the with the applicable Secretary 
of Interior standards. That said, he he respected the right of the property owners and the architect’s project goals 
and he believes that these could be fulfilled though an alternative design approach.  
 
Chair Barnett re-opened the item for public comment. 
 
Mr. Parry felt the remodel is not appropriate for Sonoma and the standards of care need to be followed.  
 
Victor Conforti critiqued the project in terms of loss of integrity to the original building and said more improvements 
could be made.  
 
Chair Barnett confirmed with Mr. Baumann that the roof extends back 2 feet and the fascia of the porch is 
continuous,  
 
Comm. Essert said respect for the resource is key and the main focus should be on the salt box and then build 
back from that point to compromise the space in the back to respect the historic structure.   
 
Comm. Randolph asked Mr.  Conforti if doing certain items might retain the integrity of the historic integrity of the 
addition/remodel and whether the roof line should be lowered.   
 
Robert Baumann said the determination could be considered subjective in nature but ultimately compliance with 
the standards should determine the property owner’s ability to use the property as he/she determines is the best 
use. In his view, the Commission should respect the work that has been done by the historic resources consultant 
and the concurrence of the League for Historic Preservation. Applicants are advised to hire experts to guide them 
and to consult with the League. If the findings of these experts are brushed aside, why require them in the first 
place? 
 
Bill Wisialowski, homeowner, said that he and his team had worked in good faith to address all the concerns raised 
by the Commission.  
 
Chair Barnett asked the applicant if enough feedback was provided to move forward.  
 
The Commission took a five-minute recess. 
 
Robert Baumann requested that the Commission continue the item so that they could take some time to assess 
the feedback from the Commission and determine whether there is a way forward. 
 
Comm. Essert made a motion to continue the project to the next meeting on January 19, 2015, with a   
recommendation for revised plans to be submitted, 3 D renderings, and further review of the Secretary of Interior 
Standards. Comm. Randolph  seconded. The motion was unanimously adopted. (Comm. Anderson absent)  
 
 
Item # 5 Discussion Item- Discussion and review of sign regulations related to commercial real estate 
signs. 
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Comm. Tippell made a motion to continue the Item #5 to the next meeting on January 19, 2016.  Comm. Johnson 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
 
 
Issues Update: Associate Planner Atkins reported the following;  
 
The Downtown Design Guidelines will be reviewed at a special study session at 6:30 p.m. January 25, 2016, at the 
Sonoma Community Center.  
 
Comments from the Audience: None 
 
Election of Officers: Chair Barnett nominated Comm. Micaelia Randolph for Chair, Comm. Tippell seconded. The 
nomination was unanimously approved. Chair Barnett nominated Christopher Johnson as Vice Chair.  Comm. 
Randolph second.  The nomination was unanimously approved.     
 
Planning Director Goodison thanked Chair Barnett for his great service and appreciated all the efforts of the 
Commissioners and congratulated the new Commissioners on their appointment.   
 
Adjournment: Chair Barnett made a motion to adjourn at 10:15 p.m. to the next regular meeting scheduled for 
6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, January 19, 2016. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing minutes were duly and regularly adopted at a regular meeting of the 
Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission on the day of       
 
 
Approved: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant 
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
1 
 
01/19/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

El Dorado Hotel 

Project Location 

405 First Street West 

Historical Significance 

   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old  
                                   Year built: 1880 

Request 

Consideration of new paint colors for a hotel (El Dorado Hotel). 

Summary 

Background: At the December 15th DRHPC meeting the DRHPC conducted a preliminary review of new paint colors for 
the El Dorado Hotel. The DRHPC continued the review of the project to a future meeting and provided the applicant with 
the following feedback: 

 Option 2 was preferred; however, it was recommended to lift up the gray a little bit more (similar to the color on the 
gable shingles). 

 The front door should be a different color (i.e. a pop of gold). 
 Consider adding a lighter yellow color in the triangle area of the building. 
 Provide an alternate color scheme including two door colors and color mockup. 

 
Exterior Colors: Four options for color schemes (all Benjamin Moore) have been put forward for the DRHPC’s 
consideration (Option 1, Option 2, Option 3, and Option 4):  

 Option 1: PM-8 (charcoal slate) on the exterior, OC-31 (fog mist) for the exterior trim, and 1617 (cheating heart) 
for the entrance doors. The charcoal slate color sample indicated in the Design Review Packet depicts a color that 
is 50 percent lighter than the original color. 

 Option 2: HC-168 (Chelsea gray) on the exterior, OC-31 (fog mist) for the exterior trim, and 1617 (cheating heart) 
for the entrance doors. The Chelsea gray color sample indicated in the Design Review Packet depicts a color that is 
25 percent lighter than the original color. 

 Option 3: HC-167 (Amherst gray) on the exterior, OC-31 (fog mist) for the exterior trim, and 1617 (cheating heart) 
for the entrance doors. The Amherst gray color sample indicated in the Design Review Packet depicts a color that 
is 25 percent lighter than the original color. 

 Option 4: 1600 (Timber wolf) on the exterior, OC-31 (fog mist) for the exterior trim, and 1617 (cheating heart) for 
the entrance doors. 
 

Note: The existing sign painted on the building (south of the entrance) is proposed to be painted over with the new exterior 
paint color. 
The applicant has indicated that color samples will be presented at the meeting, brush-outs have been applied to the building 
(on the north side of the building adjacent to the café and restaurant), and a color board will be presented by at the upcoming 
DRHPC meeting. 
 
Findings for Project Approval: For projects within the Historic Overlay zone or a Local Historic District and projects 
involving historically significant resources, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission may approve an 
application for architectural review, provided that the following findings can be made (§19.54.080.G): 

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

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



 

 

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

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

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

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

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

of Historic Properties. 
 
An Encroachment Permit shall be required for all work performed in the public right-of-way. Please contact Lisa Sevilla at 
(707) 933-2205 for information regarding City Encroachment Permits.  

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

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

   

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

 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Attachments 

1. Historic Resources Inventory 
2. Design Review Packet. 
 
cc: El Dorado Hotel 
 405 First Street West 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Moana Enterprises, Inc. 
 Attn: Robert Harmon 
 625 Redwood Highway Frontage 
 Mill Valley, Ca  94941 
 
 Moana Restaurant Group 



 

 

 Attn: Julie Workman 
 835 Fifth Avenue 
 San Rafael, CA  94901 
 
 EDI Associates 
 835 Fifth Avenue 
 San Rafael, CA  94901-3204 
 
 Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 
  
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Alice Duffee, via email 
 
 SLHP Historic Survey, via email 



































































January 19, 2016 
Agenda Item 2 

 
M E M O 

 
To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission 
 
From: Associate Planner Atkins 
 
Re: Continued design review of proposed alterations and an addition to the residence located 

at 227 East Spain Street 

 
Site Description 
 
The subject property is a 12,081-square foot parcel located on the south side of East Spain Street 
less than two blocks from the Plaza. The property is currently developed with a ±2,000 square-
foot, two-story home with a detached garage connected to a guest room/tower, and separate 
greenhouse (a swimming pool and some trees at the back of the parcel were recently removed in 
anticipation of construction). The property slopes downward from East Spain Street to the south 
(96 to 91 feet above msl). The frontage is improved with curb, gutter, and sidewalk, with a 
driveway on the east side. A six-foot tall fence is located directly behind the sidewalk along with 
two Japanese maples trees and a large oak tree in the front yard. The residence was initially con-
structed circa 1850 with a substantial renovation occurring in 1918 and subsequent alterations 
since that time. Adjoining land uses consist of single-family homes. 
 
Evaluation of Historic Significance 
 
The property is located within the City’s Historic Overlay Zone, was included in the Sonoma 
League for Historic Preservation’s 1978 Historic Resource Survey, and is identified as a contrib-
uting resource to the Sonoma Plaza NRHP district. A recently updated Historic Resource Eval-
uation and Determination of Effect prepared by APD Preservation (enclosed) found that: 1) the 
home does not appear to be historically significant as an individual resource due to loss of integ-
rity; 2) it is significant as a contributing resource to the streetscape and surrounding NRHP dis-
trict. This finding is consistent with the determination of the initial assessment, but the revised 
report incorporates responses to questions that were raised regarding the analysis. As requested 
by the DRHPC, the historic consultant met with representatives of the League for Historic 
Preservation in order to clarify question areas, resolve areas of disagreement, and discuss poten-
tial modifications to the design.  
 
Background 
 
At the November 17th DRHPC meeting the DRHPC conducted a preliminary review of proposed 
alterations and an addition to the residence located at 227 East Spain Street. The DRHPC contin-
ued the review of the project to a future meeting and provided the applicant with feedback with 
regard to site design and massing of the project: 
 

 The massing of the building is excessive and it may appear too large from the street. 
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 The existing west elevation, with the inclusion of the bay window, should be retained. 
 The intensity of the color selection should be toned down to fit in with the neighborhood. 

In addition, an alternative color scheme was requested. 
 A preference for a “salt box” roof-line was expressed. 
 It was suggested that the garage be detached from the residence and set back further form 

the street. 
 Streetscape perspectives were requested. 
 The drawings should better distinguish existing building element from new construction. 
 The project may not be consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
 The design of the façade should be revised to fit in better with the existing streetscape. 

 
At the December 15th DRHPC meeting the Commission reviewed a revised proposal. In the re-
vision, basic direction of filling in the residence with a two-story addition on the east and in-
creasing the overall roof height was was retained. However, the added building element was 
stepped back two feet from the face of the existing building and the height of the new roof-line 
was reduced. The use of a different dormer design and siding were also proposed as a means of 
distinguishing the original from the new. Following an extensive discussion, the DRHPC contin-
ued the review of the project to a future meeting and provided the applicant with the following 
feedback: 
 

 Improve the differentiation between the original structure and the proposed addition, per-
haps by using a connecting building element. 

 The addition to the front of the original building should be a single story element to better 
differentiate it from the original structure. 

 Retain the look of the older smaller residence. 
 Windows can be used as a tool to differentiate the old from the new. 
 By modifying the front elevation and changing the height of the roof, the project may not 

be consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Instead, it would be pref-
erable to retain the original elements of the front facade, including the roofline, employ a 
larger setback and greater differentiation of any additions, and focus the placement of 
new construction at the back of the residence or set back from the front of the original 
structure. 

 Provide a larger setback for the addition (twelve feet or more). 
 Provide a 3-dimensional rendering. 

 
These directions were provided by individual Commissioners and do not necessarily represent a 
consensus of the Commission. However, it appeared through the discussion that while two 
Commissioners felt that the revised project was acceptable, three Commissioners were con-
cerned that it still did not adequately comply with the Secretary of Interior Standards for Reha-
bilitation.  
 
Revised Project Description 
 
At this time, a revised proposal has been prepared and is presented to the DRHPC for review in-
cluding a letter from APD Preservation LLC stating that the revised project is consistent with the 
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Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation (attached). The revised proposal 
features the following modifications:  
 

 The façade of the existing home shall be restored and the outline of the 1918 renovation 
will be maintained. 

 The addition will be set back twelve feet from the front façade of the existing home, and 
the new garage will be set back five feet from the face of the connecting building ele-
ment. 

 The style of the addition employs Monterey Colonial features, with wood timber upper 
level balconies, stucco walls, and a clay tile roof. This approach clearly distinguishes it 
from the original structure. 

 Multiple-light windows are featured on the old portion of the building and 2 over 1 win-
dows are featured on the new addition. 

 New horizontal wood siding will not have the cove-lap joints, but coursing joints that 
will align with the coursing joins of the main house siding. 

 A revised color scheme has been provided.  
 An alternate style of shingle roof material has been proposed consisting of Zappone alu-

minum shingles, slate gray in color (the applicant would like both options to be approved 
by the DRHPC). 

 
The revised elevations and color scheme are attached, along with streetscape elevations showing 
nearby residences. 
 
CEQA Compliance: As a discretionary project, the proposal is subject to the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As previously noted, a Historic Resource Evalu-
ation and Determination of Effect was prepared for the residence and suggested that it meets the 
CEQA definition of a historical resource. Pursuant to Section 15331 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
rehabilitation and additions to an historical resource, may be considered categorically exempt 
from the provisions of CEQA provided the improvements are consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Class 31 – Historical Resource 
Restoration/Rehabilitation). Accordingly, an analysis was conducted to determine whether the 
proposal is consistent with the Standards (refer to attached Historic Resource Evaluation and De-
termination of Effect 227 East Spain Street, Sonoma, Sonoma County, California, prepared by 
ADP Preservation and letter from APD Preservation LLC stating that the revised project is con-
sistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Historic Preservation). The analysis 
concluded that the proposed project meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabili-
tation, which means that application is considered to be categorically exempt from CEQA. 
 
Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.080.G of the Development Code, in order to approve 
an application for site design and architectural review in the Historic Overlay Zone, the Design 
Review and Historic Preservation Commission must make the following findings: 
 

1. The project complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this Devel-
opment Code (except for approved Variances and Exceptions), other City ordinances, 
and the General Plan. 
The project complies with the applicable policies and regulations set forth in the Devel-
opment Code. 
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2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set 
forth in the Development Code.  
The elements of the property that contribute to the overall time, place, and historical de-
velopment of the Sonoma Plaza NRHP District are its location, setting, material, and 
feeling. By preserving and restoring the original structure and by clearly distinguishing 
the new building elements from the original structure through setbacks, design and mate-
rials, while maintaining compatible scale and massing, the proposed project would not 
impair those aspects of the property. Therefore, the project is consistent with the applica-
ble design guidelines of the Development Code. 
 

3. The project responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as well as ex-
isting site conditions and environmental features. 
The project proposes a residential addition, which is compatible with adjacent develop-
ment and consistent with height and setback requirements. As noted above, the large oak 
tree on the site would be preserved. 
 

4. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings.  
The front elevation of the original residence will not be altered, except by relocating the 
front door several feet to the east, centered under the existing second story dormer. The 
project includes a proposed residential addition, which would be setback 39 feet from the 
north property line. This addition will not significantly diminish public views of the orig-
inal residence and it complies with height, setback, coverage and other applicable limita-
tions of the Development Code.  
 

5. The project substantially preserves the qualities of any significant historic structures or 
other significant historic features on the site. 
While the property is identified as a contributing resource to the Sonoma Plaza NRHP 
District, the Cultural Resources Evaluation concludes that it does not appear to be histor-
ically significant as an individual resource because of loss of integrity. However, it does 
remain significant as a contributing resource to the streetscape and surrounding NRHP 
district. The façade of the original building will be retained and restored; thereby, pre-
serving is compatibility with the site and it surroundings as well as its contribution to the 
NRHP district. The proposed addition to the house is set back from the original building 
and clearly distinguished from it in terms of its design and materials, but is compatible in 
its design, scale, massing, and materials. 
 

6. The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in Chapter 
19.42 SMC (Historic Preservation and Infill in the Historic Zone). 
In staff’s view, the project complies with SMC 19.42 in that the retention and rehabilita-
tion of the original structure preserve its essential architectural features and thereby fur-
ther its contribution to the historic character of the surrounding neighborhood. 
 

7. The project substantially complies with any applicable preservation plan or other guide-
lines or requirements pertaining to a local historic district as designated through SMC 
19.42.020. 
The project is not located within a local historic district. 
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8. The project substantially complies with the applicable Secretary of Interior Standards 
and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 
The Historic Resource Evaluation and Determination of Effect on Historic Resource pre-
pared by APD Preservation finds that the elements of the property that contribute to the 
overall time, place, and historical development of the Sonoma Plaza NRHP District are 
its location, setting, materials, and feeling. The proposed project would not impair those 
aspects of the property. Furthermore, based on the analysis of the compatibility of the 
proposed project with the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation” and 
an assessment of the project’s consistency with the City of Sonoma’s current design 
guidelines, the project would have no adverse effect on the Sonoma Plaza NRHP District. 

 
Since the original building is being preserved and restored, these findings do not rely on the con-
clusion of the Historic Resources Evaluation that the building is significant as a contributing re-
source, but not as an individually significant resource. Staff would note that the historic 
consultant and the League for Historic Preservation concur that the modified design would not 
cause a substantial change to the historic integrity of the structure as a contributor to the District. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Commission discretion. 

 
 
Attachments 
1. Project Narrative. 
2. Historic Resource Evaluation and Determination of Effect: 227 East Spain Street, Sonoma, Sonoma County, 

California. 
3. Letter from APD Preservation LLC, dated January 11, 2016. 
4. Picture of Roofing Material. 
5. North Elevation. 
6. Site Plan. 
7. Existing Exterior Elevations. 
8. Proposed Exterior Elevations. 
9. Proposed Exterior Details. 
10. Existing Exterior Details. 
11. Neighborhood Elevations. 
 
 
cc: Robert Baumann (via email) 

  Robert Baumann & Associates 
  545 Third Street West 
  Sonoma, CA 95476 
 
  Bill Wisialowski (via email) 
  40 Homeplace Ct. 
  Hillsborough, CA 94101 
 
  Alice Duffee (via email) 

APD Preservation  
  13125 Arnold Drive 
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  Glen Ellen, CA  95442 
 
  Cathy and Gene Sperring 
  442 Second Street East 
  Sonoma, CA  95476 

 
Patricia Cullinan, via email 

 
  SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
 
  Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall  
 
  George McKale, via email 
 
  Victor Conforti, via email 
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
3 
 
01/19/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

East Stop Market #1 

Project Location 

925 Broadway 

Historical Significance 

   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
        Year Built: 1983 
 

Request 

Consideration of seven window signs for a convenience store (Easy Stop Market #1) located at 925 Broadway. 

Summary 

The applicant is requesting approval of seven window signs for the Easy Stop Market #1 located at 925 Broadway.  Staff 
would note that this application was submitted in response to a code enforcement action. 
 
Window signs: The applicant is requesting the DRHPC consider approving the following window signs: 

 One each “Groceries” LED style internally illuminated window sign: The sign would have a height of 12 inches 
and a width of 35 inches (2.92 square feet). The window area is 6 feet tall by 5.5 feet wide (33 square feet). The 
window sign would cover 8.8 percent of the area of the window. 

 One each “Coffee” LED style internally illuminated window sign: The sign would have a height of 12 inches and a 
width of 35 inches. (2.92 square feet). The window area is 6 feet tall by 5.5 feet wide (33 square feet). The window 
sign would cover 8.8 percent of the area of the window. 

 One each “Beer & Wine” LED style internally illuminated window sign: The sign would have a height of 12 inches 
and a width of 35 inches. (2.92 square feet). The window area is 6 feet tall by 5.5 feet wide (33 square feet). The 
window sign would cover 8.8 percent of the area of the window. 

 One each “Lotto” LED style internally illuminated window sign: The sign would have a height of 12 inches and a 
width of 35 inches. (2.92 square feet). The window area is 6 feet tall by 5.5 feet wide (33 square feet). The window 
sign would cover 8.8 percent of the area of the window*. 

 One each “Open” LED style internally illuminated window sign: The sign would have a height of 12 inches and a 
width of 35 inches. (2.92 square feet). The window area is 2.5 feet tall by 6 feet wide (15 square feet). The window 
sign would cover 19 percent of the area of the window. 

 Two each multi-colored “Lottery” plastic style internally illuminated window sign: The sign would have a height of 
12 inches and a width of 35 inches. (2.92 square feet). The window area is 6 feet tall by 5.5 feet wide (33 square 
feet). The window sign would cover 8.8 percent of the area of the window*. 

*The “Lotto” and Lottery” signs are proposed to be placed in the same window. The combined windows signs would cover 
18 percent of the area of the window. 

 
It should be noted that additional window signs (poster signs) exist on the building that have not been included as 
part of this application. The applicant should remove the window signs not included in the application immediately. 

 
Window Sign Regulations (§18.20.200): Permanent or temporary window signs shall not cover more than 20 percent of 
the aggregate area of each window facing a public right-of-way. Permanent window signs shall require review by the 
DRHPC, and shall be included in the total aggregate sign area allowable for the site. Display of temporary window 
signage shall not exceed 90 days per year. The window signs are consistent with this requirement.  
 
Illuminated Window Sign Regulations (§18.20.130.B.4): One illuminated window sign no more than two square feet in 
area may be permitted. Such a sign shall be counted as one sign, and shall be included in the aggregate sign area. A neon 
sign shall be considered an illuminated window sign. The proposal is not consistent with this requirement in that there 
would be seven illuminated window signs for the business. The application is requesting a variance from the 
requirement. 



 

 

 
Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s primary frontage on Broadway (38.5 feet), the maximum aggregate sign 
area allowed for the business is 21.4 square feet. The proposal would result in a total aggregate sign area of ±17.5 square 
feet, including the seven window signs (17.5 square feet). Note: the aggregate sign area does not include the existing 
wall sign and monument sign. It should be noted that when calculating the aggregate area of a two-sided sign, each face 
is multiplied by 0.75 (§18.16.021). The proposal is not consistent with this requirement.  The applicant is requesting a 
variance from this standard. 
 
Number of Signs: Only one freestanding sign is allowed per property and a maximum of two signs are permitted for any 
one business (§18.16.012 and §18.16.010). The proposal is not consistent with these requirements in that nine signs are 
proposed for the property, including the existing wall sign, existing monument sign, and seven proposed illuminated 
window signs. 
 
Basic Findings: In order to approve any application for sign review, the review authority must make all of the following 
findings: 
 
1. The proposed signage complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this sign ordinance (except for 

approved variances), all other city ordinances, and the general plan; 
 
2. On balance, the proposed signage is consistent with the purpose and intent expressed by SMC 18.04.010 and the 

applicable guidelines for signs set forth by SMC 18.60.010, Appendix A – Design guidelines for signs; and, 
 
3.   The proposed signage is harmonious and consistent overall with the location of the site, including adjacent and 

surrounding development and its environmental features. 
 
Variances: As noted above, the window sign covers more than 20 percent of the aggregate area of the window facing the 
public right-of-way and the proposal exceeds the aggregate sign area for the property. The DRHPC may grant variances 
from the provisions of the sign ordinance provided that certain findings can be made (see below). 
 
1. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions, not resulting from any act of the owner or applicant, apply to 

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

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

improvements in the vicinity. 
 

6. The sign will not limit, restrict, impede, or impair sight distance or visibility. 
 
Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, the project shall be in conformance with applicable 
requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California Building Code, shall 
obtain a building permit prior to installation. 
 

 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

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

   

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
1. Project narrative 
2. Sign pictures 
 
 

 
 

 
cc: Easy Stop Market #1 
 925 Broadway 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Maria and Michael Lounibos 
 P.O. Box 586 
 El Verano, CA  65433-0586 
 
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Alice Duffiee, via email 
 
 SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
 
 Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 
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Applicant 

United Sign System 

Project Location 

19249 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) 
                                   Year built: 1974 
 

Request 

Consideration of a new illuminated monument sign for the 76 service station. 

Summary 

Background: On August 16, 2005, the Design Review Commission approved a new canopy fascia color, new canopy 
logo signs, and the refacing of an existing (47 square-foot in area) monument sign for the Jolly Washer 76 service 
station. On April 15, 2014, the DRHPC approved a new monument sign for the service station. At this time, the 
applicant is proposing to a new monument sign located along Sonoma Highway.  
 
Monument Sign: The proposal involves installing a new illuminated monument sign located in the northeast corner of 
the site. The sign would have a height of 7 feet and a width of 7 feet 2 inches (50.12 square feet in area). The sign would 
be constructed of a plastic material. Copy on the sign would consist of blue and black lettering on a red and grey 
background. Service stations are allowed one freestanding/monument company identification sign not exceeding 18 
square feet per side and one price sign not exceeding twelve square feet per side. Both signs may be double-faced and 
illuminated (§18.20.170). The monument sign combines both company identification and pricing. Accordingly, a 
maximum sign area of 30 square feet per side may be permitted if the DRHPC supports the concept of combining these 
two elements. However, even under this scenario, the monument sign exceeds the maximum size limitation, in that each 
side is ±50.12 square feet. The DRHPC has the discretion to require a smaller monument sign if deemed necessary or 
allow the new monument sign through a variance. 
 
Illumination: Illuminated signs are considered generally inappropriate except for businesses that normally operate in the 
evening hours, which is the case for the 76 Service Station. The sign would be illuminated from 4 a.m. to 11 p.m. (Monday 
through Friday) and 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. (Saturday and Sunday). Gas is dispensed 24 hours per day. The applicant has stated 
that the surface brightness will not be greater than one hundred (100) foot-lamberts. 

 
Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s frontage on Sonoma Highway (±140 feet) and Ramon Street (±265 feet), 
the maximum allowable aggregate sign area for the property is 115 square feet. The proposal would not comply with 
this standard in that signage for the service station would total ±116.18 square feet, including the monument side (75.18 
square feet of aggregate sign area), the two logo signs on the fascia (12 square feet of aggregate sign area combined) 
(proposed on a separate application), the wall sign on the carwash (±9 square feet of aggregate sign area), and the wall 
sign on the primary building (±20 square feet of aggregate sign area). The applicant is requesting a variance from this 
standard.  
 
Existing Signs: During the site visit, staff observed a number of illegal signs displayed on the property consisting of a 
portable freestanding sign (California Lottery), and a number of illuminated and non-illuminated window signs.  These signs 
have not been approved and shall be removed immediately. 
 
Basic Findings: In order to approve any application for sign review, the review authority must make all of the following 
findings: 



 

 

 
1. The proposed signage complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this sign ordinance (except for 

approved variances), all other city ordinances, and the general plan; 
 
2. On balance, the proposed signage is consistent with the purpose and intent expressed by SMC 18.04.010 and the 

applicable guidelines for signs set forth by SMC 18.60.010, Appendix A – Design guidelines for signs; and, 
 
3.   The proposed signage is harmonious and consistent overall with the location of the site, including adjacent and 

surrounding development and its environmental features. 
 
Variances: As noted above, the window sign covers more than 20 percent of the aggregate area of the window facing the 
public right-of-way and the proposal exceeds the aggregate sign area for the property. The DRHPC may grant variances 
from the provisions of the sign ordinance provided that certain findings can be made (see below). 
 
1. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions, not resulting from any act of the owner or applicant, apply to 

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

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

improvements in the vicinity. 
 

6. The sign will not limit, restrict, impede, or impair sight distance or visibility. 
 
Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, the project shall be in conformance with applicable 
requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California Building Code, shall 
obtain a building permit prior to installation. 
 
 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

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

   

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

 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Attachments 

1. Project narrative 
2. Picture of existing monument sign 
3. Sign drawings 

 
 
 
 
cc: United Sign Systems 
 5201 Pentecost Drive 
 Modesto, CA  95356- 9271 
 
 Cachita LLC 
 721 W School Street 

Cotati, CA  94931-4162 
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Applicant 

Perry Builders, Inc. 

Project Location 

19249 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) 
                                   Year built: 1974 
 

Request 

Consideration of design review and new canopy signs for the 76 service station. 

Summary 

Background: On August 16, 2005, the Design Review Commission approved a new canopy fascia color, new canopy 
logo signs, and the refacing of an existing (47 square-foot in area) monument sign for the Jolly Washer 76 service 
station. A separate application (with a different applicant) has been submitted for a new monument sign. At this time the 
applicant is proposing design review and new canopy signs for the property. 
 
Modifications to Canopy & Pump Islands: 

 The existing canopy is proposed to be removed and replaced with a plastic material, grey in color with an red decal 
sticker. The east and west facing elevation are proposed to be illuminated (See sheet A3 of the submitted plans). 
The existing canopy roof is proposed to remain unchanged. 

 Install new dispenser illuminated valences, toppers, and decals (red with blue, gray and white accent colors) on gas 
pumps. 

 The fueling islands curbs and U shaped bollards are proposed to be painted grey. 

 The existing canopy light fixtures are proposed to be removed and replaced (see attached specification sheet). 

Canopy Signs: 

Two new “76” canopy signs are proposed on the north and east facing elevations. The signs are 6 square feet in area (33 
inches in diameter). The sign would be constructed of a plastic material. Copy on the sign would consist of blue and white 
lettering on an red background. Internal illumination is proposed. The applicant is proposing to illuminate the signs from 4 
a.m. to 11 p.m. (Monday through Friday) and 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. (Saturday and Sunday). Gas is dispensed 24 hours per day. 
The applicant has stated that the surface brightness will not be greater than one hundred (100) foot-lamberts. 
 

Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s frontage on Sonoma Highway (±140 feet) and Ramon Street (±265 feet), 
the maximum allowable aggregate sign area for the property is 115 square feet. The proposal would not comply with 
this standard in that signage for the service station would total ±116.18 square feet, including the monument side (75.18 
square feet of aggregate sign area), the two logo signs on the fascia (12 square feet of aggregate sign area combined) 
(proposed on a separate application), the wall sign on the carwash (±9 square feet of aggregate sign area), and the wall 
sign on the primary building (±20 square feet of aggregate sign area). The applicant is requesting a variance from this 
standard.  
Canopy Signs: A maximum of three identification signs, not to exceed 10 square feet each, are allowed on a service 
station canopy (§18.20.027). The two “76” signs proposed on the canopy fascia would comply with this requirement in 
that each sign is 6 square feet. 

Issues: As the existing and proposed signage would exceed the maximum permitted for the site, a variance would be 



 

 

required for the approval of the requested sign permit. In review of this application, the DRHPC has discretion over the 
ultimate number, size, and location of proposed signs, as well as any exterior changes to improvements on the site, 
including colors, architectural details (e.g. proposed canopy fascia) and illumination (e.g. proposed illuminated logo 
signs on the canopy fascia). However, staff would note that the city cannot require alterations to registered trademarks. 
Therefore any logo signs that the DRHPC chooses to approve (including the copy “76”) can utilize their respective 
trademark colors (red/blue/white). All other elements of the proposal are subject to the discretion of the commission, 
including use of corporate colors throughout the property. 

Existing Signs: During the site visit, staff observed a number of illegal signs displayed on the property consisting of a 
portable freestanding sign (California Lottery), and a number of illuminated and non-illuminated window signs.  These signs 
have not been approved and shall be removed immediately. 
 
Basic Findings: In order to approve any application for sign review, the review authority must make all of the following 
findings: 
 
1. The proposed signage complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this sign ordinance (except for 

approved variances), all other city ordinances, and the general plan; 
 
2. On balance, the proposed signage is consistent with the purpose and intent expressed by SMC 18.04.010 and the 

applicable guidelines for signs set forth by SMC 18.60.010, Appendix A – Design guidelines for signs; and, 
 
3.   The proposed signage is harmonious and consistent overall with the location of the site, including adjacent and 

surrounding development and its environmental features. 
 
Variances: As noted above, the proposal would exceed the maximum allowable aggregate sign area for the property. The 
DRHPC may grant variances from the provisions of the sign ordinance provided that certain findings can be made (see 
below). 
 
1. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions, not resulting from any act of the owner or applicant, apply to 

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

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

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

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

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

   

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

 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Attachments 
1. Project narrative 
2. Permit packet 

 
 
 
 
cc: Perry Builders, Inc. 
 11130 Lorensor Road 
 Auburn, CA  95602  
 

Cachita LLC 
 721 East School Street 
 Cotati, CA  94931-4162 
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01/19/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Russell Nobles 

Project Location 

790 Second Street East 

Historical Significance 

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

Request 

Design review for a new single family residence and attached garage located at 790 Second Street East. 

Summary 

Background: On October 20, 2015, the DRHPC approved the demolition of a single-family residence located on the 
property at 790 Second Street East. 
 
At this time the architect is proposing to construct a 2,640 square foot residence and 560.25 square foot attached garage on 
the property.  
 
Zoning Requirements: The standards of the Low Density Residential zone applicable to the proposal are as follows: 
 
 Setbacks: The new residence will meet or exceed the normal setback requirements.  

 
 Coverage: At 28%, site coverage is less than the 40% maximum allowed in the Low Density Residential zone. 
 
 Floor Area Ratio: The project would result in a F.A.R. of 0.28, which is less than the 0.40 maximum allowed.  
 
 Parking: Two covered parking spaces are provided in the attached garage. This meets the requirement. 
 
 Height: The one-story residence would have a maximum ridge height of 21 feet one inch, which is less than the 30-foot 

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

 
1.     The historical significance, if any, of the site or buildings or other features on the site; 
         There are no historically significant features on the site. 
 



 

 

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

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

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

 
In general, it is staff’s conclusion that the applicant has successfully applied the applicable design guidelines in developing 
the plan for the replacement residence and detached garage. 
 
Building Elevations & Exterior Materials: The design of the new residence is intended to be compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood.  Proposed exterior materials consist of horizontal HardiePlank lap siding with 7-inch exposure 
per board and CertainTeed Landmark Pro (fiber glass construction shingles) Georgetown gray in color. The front door and 
side lights will consist of Simpson (or comparable) custom made stained glass depicting grapevines and will be composed of 
wood and glass material. The door on Chase Street will consist of a custom made Simpson (or comparable) design 
composed of wood and glass. The applicant is proposing Talon aluminum clad style windows (see attached specification 
sheets). The top ¼ of all windows will be mullioned in a 2-pane or 3-pane pattern. The windows will be double-hung in 
style, with the exception of the windows on the Second Street East/Chase corner, which will be a series of tall windows. 
 
Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.080.H of the Development Code, in order to approve an application for design 
review in the Historic Overlay Zone, the Design Review Commission must make the following findings: 
 

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

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

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

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

5. The project substantially complies with any applicable preservation plan or other guidelines or requirements 
pertaining to a local historic district as designated through SMC 19.42.020 

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

Commission Discussion 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation  Commission Action

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

   

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

 



 

 

 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Attachments: 

1. Project narrative  
2. Window specifications 
3. Siding specifications 
4. Roofing material specifications 
5. Site plan 
6. Floor plan 
7. Elevations 
8. Building sections 

 
 

cc:  William and Sandra Burcham 
  256 Richards Blvd 

Sonoma, CA  95476-3448 
 
Russell Nobles 
P.O. Box 1712 
Santa Rosa, CA  95402 

 
Mary Martinez, via will call at City hall 

 
Patricia Cullinan, via email 

 
Alice Duffee, via email 

 
SLHP Historic Survey 
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Applicant 

Michael B. Ross, AIA 

Project Location 

8 West Spain Street 

Historical Significance 

   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
                                   (Built between 1941 and 1953) 
                                   (This property is listed on the Sonoma Plaza District as a non-contributing building)         

Request 

Consideration of design review for a restaurant (Slice by Mary’s) located at 8 West Spain Street. 

Summary 
Background: On December 10, 2015, the Planning Commission approved a Use Permit to operate a take-out food 
establishment in conjunction with the adjoining Mary’s restaurant (see attached approval letter and conditions of approval).  
 
Environmental Review: Pursuant to Section 15301 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the leasing or minor alterations of 
existing private structures and facilities is Categorically Exempt from the provision of CEQA (Class 1 – Existing Facilities). 
 
Historic Evaluation: A historic evaluation has not been commissioned for this property. The property is listed on the 
Sonoma Plaza district as a non-contributing building (see attached National Register of Historic Places Registration Form). 
The property is listed on the DPR with a code of 6X (Determined ineligible for the NR by SHRC or Keeper). 
 
Front Door Entry Modifications: The project requires design review for minor exterior alterations to the existing front entry 
door to meet current ADA access compliance requirements. The proposed alteration includes minor demolition of the 
existing entry foyer and the relocation of the front door and the transom window to provide adequate front approach 
clearances to the entry. 
 
Findings for Project Approval: For projects within the Historic Overlay zone or a Local Historic District and projects 
involving historically significant resources, the DRHPC may approve an application for architectural review, provided that 
the following findings can be made (§19.54.080.G): 

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

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

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

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

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

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

of Historic Properties. 
 
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. An Encroachment Permit shall be required for all work performed in the public right-
of-way. Please contact the Building Department at (707) 938-3681 for information regarding City Encroachment Permits. 
 



 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

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

   

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

 

DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Attachments 
1. Project narrative 
2. Planning Commission approval letter 
3. National Register of Historic Places Registration Form 
4. Status code description 
5. Site plan 

 
 
cc: RossDrulisCusenbery Architecture, Inc. 
 Attn: Michael B. Ross, AIA 
 18294 Sonoma Highway 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Alice Duffee, via email 
 
 SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
 
 Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 
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Applicant 

Laura Olson 

Project Location 

162-166 West Spain Street 

Historical Significance 

   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
                                   Year built: circa 1880 
  

Request 

Design review of exterior modifications for two vacation rental units located at 162-166 West Spain Street. 

Summary 

Background: On August 14, 2014, the Planning Commission denied a Use Permit application for adaptive re-use for two 
vacation rental units. On October 20, 2014, the City Council upheld the appeal and approved a Use Permit allowing, as an 
adaptive re-use, two vacation rental units within a historic building. The City Council approval also allowed for the 
following: 1) the in-kind replacement of the rear wooden deck and stairwell; 2) removal of wooden screening lattice beneath 
the deck; and, 3) the provision of a wheelchair ramp for ADA compliance. On August 18, 2015, the DRHPC approved the 
design review of exterior modifications for the building with a recommendation for the City Council to not require the 
installation the finial as required by the conditions of approval for the conversion of the building to two vacation rental units 
as an adaptive re-use of a historic structure. This request was not presented to the City Council by the applicant; therefore, 
the finial installation is required prior to final building permit approval. 
 
Site Description: The subject property is a 7,500 square foot parcel located on the north side of West Spain Street, mid-
block between First Street West and Second Street West. The property is developed with a historic building (the “Weyl 
House” constructed around 1880) which has been approved to accommodate two vacation rental units. A recent historic 
resources evaluation prepared by McKale Consulting determined that the Weyl House is eligible for listing on both the 
Nation Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical Resources. A three-car garage and parking lot are 
located behind the structure. The frontage is improved with curb, gutter, and sidewalk. The site is designated Medium 
Density Residential by the General Plan and has a corresponding R-M zoning. 
 
Proposed Project: The main elements of the project are as follows: 1) add two new small double-hung windows to the west 
facing elevation (one window on the first floor and one window on the second floor); and, 2) remove the existing door and 
brick staircase on the west exterior elevation. The door is proposed to be replaced with siding matching existing. 
 
Design Review: Alterations to existing structures requiring a Building Permit that result in substantive changes to a primary 
or street-side building elevation located within the Historic Overlay Zone are subject to architectural review in order to 
assure that the new construction complies with the following: (1) the required standards, design guidelines, and ordinances 
of the city; (2) minimize potential adverse effects on surrounding properties and the environment; (3) implement General 
Plan policies regarding community design; and, (4) promote the general health, safety, welfare, and economy of the residents 
of the City. (§19.54.080.A). 
 
Factors to be considered: In the course of Site Design and Architectural Review, the consideration of the review authority 
shall include the following factors: 

 
1.     The historical significance, if any, of the site or buildings or other features on the site; 
         A Historic Resources Evaluation Report was completed for the property in May, 2014. This evaluation found that 

the Weyl House is eligible for listing on the National and California registers, which means that the residence is 



 

 

an “historical resource” under CEQA. In addition, a Finding of Effect was completed for the property in 
December, 2015. This evaluation found that the Tillem Building Vacation Rental project is in compliance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Buildings, and therefore, would not result in an 
adverse effect on the historical resource. 

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

The adjacent properties to the north are developed with residential units and the property to the west is developed 
with a single family residences. The properties to the south consist of a vacation rental, newly constructed 
residence, and Bed & Breakfast Inn. The property to the east consists of a driveway, which serves the Park Villas 
PUD and Cypress Apartments. The proposed project will not alter street views of the building from the street. 
Setback, coverage, and FAR limitations are all met in the proposal.  
 

4.     The location, design, site plan configuration, and effect of the proposed development. 
A Finding of Effect of the building modification was completed for the property in December, 2015. This report 
determined that the Tillem Building Vacation Rental project is in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Buildings, and therefore, would not result in an adverse effect on the 
historical resource. As noted above, the addition will not be visible from the street and it complies with all 
applicable requirements of the Development Code.  

 
In general, it is staff’s conclusion that the applicant has successfully applied the applicable design guidelines in developing 
the plan for the replacement structure. 
 
Site Design & Architectural Review: While the proposal complies with the quantitative zoning standards noted above, the 
project is subject to site plan and architectural review by the DRHPC because the residence was constructed prior to 1945 
and lies within the Historic Overlay Zone. In this case, because review by the City Council was necessary, the DRHPC is 
responsible for reviewing and acting upon the elevation details and exterior materials.  
 
CEQA Compliance: As a discretionary project, the proposal is subject to the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). As previously noted, a historic resources evaluation report and findings of effect were prepared for the 
structure and suggested that it is eligible for listing on both the National and California registers. Pursuant to Section 15331 
of the CEQA Guidelines, rehabilitation and additions to an historical resource, may be considered categorically exempt from 
the provisions of CEQA provided the improvements are consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (Class 31 – Historical Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation). Accordingly, an analysis was 
conducted to determine whether the proposal is consistent with the Standards (refer to attached Finding of Effect Tillem 
Building Vacation Rental Project). The analysis that the proposed project meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, 
which means that application is considered to be categorically exempt from CEQA. 
 
Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.080.H of the Development Code, in order to approve an application for design 
review in the Historic Overlay Zone, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission must make the following 
findings: 
 

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

2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in this Development 
Code. 
The project is consistent with the applicable design guidelines of the Development Code in that the existing 
structure will be rehabilitated to reinforce the authentic historic character of the Downtown District. The project 
responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as well as existing site conditions and 
environmental features. The project proposes two vacation rentals, which is consistent with the adjacent 
development, and complies with height and setback requirement. 

3. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings.  
The front and side elevations of the original structure will not be altered, except for minor changes (addition of two 
windows). This addition will not alter public views of the original residence and it complies with height, setback, 
coverage and other applicable limitations of the Development Code.  

4. The project substantially preserves the qualities of any significant historic structures or other significant historic 



 

 

features on the site. 
A historic evaluation was conducted for the property, which has been developed with a structure that has been 
determined to be eligible for listing on the National and State registers.  
The project substantially complies with the applicable guidelines set forth in Chapter 19.42 SMC (Historic 
Preservation and Infill in the Historic Zone). 
In staff’s view, the project complies with SMC 19.42 in that the existing structure will be rehabilitated to improve 
the historic integrity to the house. 

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

In summary, it is staff’s view that the modified project is consistent with the findings required for approval of the application 
for Site Design and Architectural Review. 
 
Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, the proposal shall be in conformance with applicable 
requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California Building Code, shall obtain a 
building permit prior to installation.  
 

Commission Discussion 

 
 

Design and Historic Preservation Review Commission Action

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

   

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

 
 

DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 

Attachments: 
1. Project Narrative. 
2. Finding of Effect. 
3. Historic Resources Evaluation Report. 
4. Historic Resources Inventory. 
5. Window specification sheets 
6. Floor Plan. 
7. Existing and Proposed Exterior Elevations. 

 
 
 
 
cc:  Laura Olson 
  18173 Barrett Avenue 
  Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
  Len Tillem 
  846 Broadway 
  Sonoma, CA  95476 



 

 

 
Patricia Cullinan, via email 

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