
 

      
 

City of Sonoma  
Design Review and Historic  

Preservation Commission 

AGENDA 
Meeting of February 16, 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 January 20, 2015, February 17, 2015, March 17, 2015, and January 19, 2016. 

 
CORRESPONDENCE 

 

ITEM #1 – 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. 
 
Staff:   Wendy Atkins 
 

 Request: 
 
Request to install banners on Plaza 
light standards – 2016 Jack London 
Centennial. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Approve. 

 
 
 
 

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 and Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of two new awnings 
and four new awning signs for a 
hotel (Sonoma Hotel). 
 
Applicant:   
Tim Farfan and Craig Miller  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
110 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 #4 – Sign Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of design review for a 
restaurant (Murphy’s Irish Pub 
Expansion). 
 
Applicant:   
Murphy’s Irish Pub, LLC  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
464 First Street East 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Commercial (C) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
Downtown District 
Base: Commercial (C) 
Overlay: None 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #5 – Discussion Item 
  
ISSUE: 
Discussion and review of sign 
regulations related to commercial 
real estate signs. 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 
 

 RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Discuss and provide direction. 
 

 

ISSUES UPDATE 

COMMENTS FROM THE COMMISSION 

COMMENTS FROM THE AUDIENCE 

ADJOURNMENT 

 
I do hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing agenda was posted on the City Hall bulletin board on February 12, 
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 
January  19, 2016 

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 Randolph, Comms. Barnett, Tippell, Johnson, Essert  
Absent: None. 
 
Others Present: Associate Planner Atkins, Planning Director Goodison, Administrative 
Assistant Morris 
 
Chair Randolph stated that no new items would be heard after 10:30 p.m. unless the 
Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission so decides. Any decisions made 
tonight can be appealed within 15 days to the City Council. He reminded everyone to 
turn off cell phones and pagers.  
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: Mary Martinez, resident, encouraged the public to 
participate in the discussions regarding the Downtown Design Guidelines by attending 
the upcoming City sponsored meeting at the Sonoma Community Center on January 
25th at 6:30 p.m.  
 
Robert Demler, resident, suggested that all late mail received prior to the meetings be 
distributed to all interested parties listed on the City’s email distribution list.      
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Comm. Barnett made a motion to approve the minutes of 
November 17, 2015 and December 15, 2015 with changes noted. Comm. Essert 
seconded. The motion carried unanimously 5-0.  
 
CHANGES TO AGENDA: None 
 
CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail was received on Items #1 from Mary Martinez, and #2 
from Lee Parry and Patricia Cullinan.    
 

 
Item #1 – Continued 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. 

Julie Workman, Moana Restaurant Group, Project Manager for EDI, proposed changing 
the hotel’s façade and presented large visual displays.  
 
Comm. Barnett confirmed that Julie Workman preferred design option 1 or 2.  
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Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment. 

Mary Martinez, resident, encouraged the Commission to select “warm” paint color.  
 
Chair Randolph  closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Tippell appreciated the applicant working with the Commission and supported 
the revisions made. She preferred option 2 or 3. 
 
Comm. Johnson agreed with Comm. Tippell’s comments and supported option 2.  
 
Comm. Barnett complimented the applicant for submitting a complete application that 
included site history. He preferred option 2. 
 
Comms. Essert supported option 2 because it exudes warmth and contrast.  
 
Chair Randolph agreed with her fellow commissioners and preferred option 2. She 
appreciated seeing the brand palette since it was very helpful in making a decision.   
 
Comm. Barnett appreciated the new design and agreed with his fellow Commissioners 
that it was a vast improvement.  
 
Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the application as submitted with the 
recommendation for option 2. (Benjamin Moore paint). Comm. Johnson seconded. The 
motion carried unanimously (5-0).  
 

 
Comm. Barnett addressed the public,  at the request of Planning Director Goodison, and 
said it was not necessary for him to recuse from Item # 2 as was requested by Robert 
Baumann, Robert Baumann & Associates, in a  letter.   
 
Item # 2 – 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 Randolph opened the item to public comment.  
 
Bill Wisialowski, property owner, proposed a new design to restore the original structure 
with a connector between the old and new addition. He said the design was inspired by 
the Barracks and he wanted to make it different.  
 
Comm. Barnett appreciated the new design and questioned whether the applicant 
responded to direction given or independently preferred a Queen Anne home.   
 
Charlene Hunter, neighbor/League of Historic Preservation member, confirmed with the 
applicant that the tank house will be removed. She is disappointed that many historic 
homes are being replaced therefore diminishing the neighborhood character forever.  
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Steve Weingard, next door neighbor, is disappointed with the uninterrupted mass and 
height and disagreed that the project complied with the Historic District guidelines. He 
Believes that the addition should be set back from the existing structure. 
 
Bill Jasper, resident, felt the project could be compared to the restoration of the 
“Haunted House” on Fourth Street East. 
 
Cathy Sperring, neighbor, is primarily concerned with the second unit in the back that 
would compromise her privacy. She viewed the proposal as inconsistent with elements 
of the Development Code.  
 
Staff noted that accessory buildings are not subject to review by the DRHPC, but are 
evaluated as part of the building permitting process.  
 
Simon Blattner, neighbor, (20 year resident) stated that while he no objection in principle 
to the concept of an addition, he was concerned about potential privacy impacts and 
hoped that the applicant would address that issue.  
 
Johanna Patri, resident/former President for the League of Historic Preservation 
complimented the applicant for efforts made to preserve the home. She is of the opinion 
that the intent of the Secretary of Interior standards is not to duplicate the structure or to 
introduce replications of historic structures, but rather to restore in modes that are 
contemporary but also complementary. She agrees that the Monterey style clashes with 
the original structure and that the massing of the addition is incompatible.  
 
Mark Parry, architectural historian, stated that the project had been improved by 
retaining the historic façade and setting back the addition, but he was concerned that the 
design and materials proposed for the addition as in his view they are not subordinate to 
the original home and the materials selected are a distraction.  
 
Robert Demler, resident/President for the League of Historic Preservation, said that the 
property owner is member of the League and that George McKale spoke on behalf of the 
League at the last meeting. He said the League discussed the proposal with the owner 
but did not have an opinion on the latest design.  
 
Mary Martinez, suggested that story poles would be helpful. 
 
Patty DaFerne, resident/former Planning Commissioner, is mainly concerned with the 
addition and how it might impact views of the property form the street and the neighbor 
on the east.  
 
Victor Conforti, resident/local architect, expressed reservations regarding current plan. 
He felt the addition could be viewed as false historicism. He is confident in Robert 
Baumann’s ability to solve the problem of differentiating the design in a revised proposal.  
 
In response to a question from Comm. Barnett, Planning Director Goodison confirmed 
that  detached garages (up to 400 square feet) are exempt from the floor area ratio.  
 
Chair Randolph asked the applicant to return to the lecturn. 
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Bill Wisialowski, property owner reviewed illustrations for his presentation to respond to 
the concerns that had been raised and expressed his desire to be flexible. He noted that 
the grade of the back yard would not be raised and that a drainage plan would be 
developed and implemented. He agreed with comments that the east elevation could be 
improved and that the existing house could be better integrated with the new addition.  
 
Commissioner Comments: 
 
Comm. Tippell is sympathetic to the applicant returning for a third review session and 
she appreciated the preservation of the existing residence and the significant setback 
associated with the proposed addition. However, she opposed the new design, and 
would prefer a less contrasting style, i.e. traditional, farmhouse, single story, and 
suggested a lighter palette and the same roofing style for a harmonious ridge line. 
 
Comm. Johnson applauded the efforts made to preserve the original structure but found 
the remodel disjointed in terms of its relationship to the original structure. He felt that a 
design that is more complementary to the existing structure should be used.   
 
Comm. Barnett is pleased that the historic resource is addressed in the revised plan with 
respect to adhering to specific historic guidelines. He recognized a need to strike a fair 
balance between the rights of property owners and stringent regulations. His major 
concern is that the new addition should be subordinate to the original structure. Although 
there has been tremendous progress made, he did not support the architectural style 
and is concerned by the unresolved issues expressed by the neighbors. He stated that 
the addition does not comply with the spirit of the Standards. 
 
Comm. Essert thanked the applicant and agreed with the majority of his fellow 
commissioner’s comments. He recognized the importance of respecting the historic 
resource. He suggested having story poles so neighbors can better understand the 
scope of the project. He would prefer a single story addition, if that can be 
accommodated in the program. 
 
Chair Randolph is concerned with the massing, neighborhood compatibility, and overall 
style. She agreed with Comm. Essert that the commission’s role is not to design the 
home, but rather to offer suggestions during the review process.  
 
The owner is receptive to the comments made and welcomed another review. He and 
his team will work in good faith to address all the concerns raised by the Commission.  
 
Comm. Barnett made a motion to continue the item to the next meeting on February 16, 
2016. Comm. Essert amended the motion to have the applicant include story poles on 
site and provide a landscape plan rendering. Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion 
carried unanimously (5-0).  
 

 
Item #3 – Sign Review – Consideration of a six window signs for a convenience 
store (Easy Stop Market #1) at 925 Broadway.  
 
Applicant:  Easy Stop Market #1 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
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Comm. Barnett confirmed with staff that the existing signs are neon not LED.  
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.   
 
Tom Mackin, business owner/tenant, (12 years), commended the store owner for the 
positive changes made to improve his store front. He recommended a City survey of 
non-conforming signs and felt it should be uniform throughout the community.   
 
Associate Planner Atkins responded that the City Investigates code enforcement issues 
on a complaint basis. 
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to  public comment.   
 
Comm. Essert supported the six signs.  
 
Comm. Barnett agreed with Comm. Essert that this site might need a variance to allow 
for additional signage because of its setback location along Broadway/Highway 12. 
 
Comms. Johnson and Tippell applauded the applicant for removing the non-compliant 
signs.  
 
Comm. Barnett made a motion to approve the proposal for seven window signs at 925 
Broadway.  Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion carried unanimously (5-0).  
 

 
Item #4 – Sign Review – Consideration of a new illuminated monument sign for a 
gas station (76 Service Station) at 19249 Sonoma Highway.  
 
Applicant: United Sign System  
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
 
Comm. Barnett confirmed that the existing signs were approved in 2014 and the new 
sign is larger.   
 
Comm. Johnson questioned if all the illegal signs were removed. 
 
Miguel Bunting, business operator, will remove everything on the windows that advertise 
promotional items. He explained the Phillip 66 corporate office is reverting back to the 
original logo for branding purposes.  
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  
 
Brian Campbell, Sales Rep//United Sign Systems, said the sign will be similar and 
placed on the existing base. 
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to  public comment.  
 
Comms. Tippell, Barnett, Essert and Chair Randolph supported the new design.  
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Comm. Johnson concurred and encouraged the applicant to remind outside vendors not 
to put non-conforming signs up. 
 
Comm. Essert made a motion to approve a new illuminated monument sign for the 76 
Service Station at 19249 Sonoma Highway as submitted subject to the conditions of 
approval that include conformance with California Building Code. Comm. Barnett 
seconded. The motion carried unanimously (5-0).  
 

 
Item #5 – Sign Review – Consideration of design review and new canopy signs for 
a sign for a gas station (76 Service Station) at 19249 Sonoma Highway.  
 
Applicant: Perry Builders, Inc.   
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
 
Joe Sands, Parry Builders Inc., said that aluminum composite will be used not plastic.  
 
Comm. Barnett confirmed the valiances will be illuminated.  
 
Comm. Essert confirmed with the applicant there will be no audio sound or LED T.V.  
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  
 
No public Comment.  
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.   
 
Comms. Tippell and Barnett are satisfied with the new modern branding proposed.   
 
Comm. Essert liked the car wash.  
 
Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve new canopy signs for a sign for a gas station 
(76 Service Station) at 19249 Sonoma Highway. Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion 
carried unanimously (5-0).  
 

 
Item #6 – Sign Review – Consideration of design review for a restaurant (Slice by 
Mary’s), at 14 West Spain Street  
 
Applicant: Michael Ross, AIA 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
 
Comm. Barnett inquired when the building was built. Atkins replied that Senior Planner 
Gjestland determined it was built between 1941-1943.  
 
Michael Ross, AIA, Ross Drulis Cusenbery Architecture, Inc., proposed a minor 
alteration to the building to accommodate a new service for the restaurant. The building 
underwent a major renovation in 1987. 
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Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment. 
 
No public Comment.  
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comms. Tippell, Johnson, and Barnett supported the remodel application from a well-
respected architect on behalf of a long time business on the Plaza. 
 
Comm. Essert inquired about the windows.  
 
Michael Ross said no changes are proposed for windows or the building’s exterior.  
 
Comm. Barnett made a motion to approve a restaurant addition (Slice by Mary’s), at 14 
West Spain Street. Comm. Essert seconded. The motion carried unanimously (5-0).   
 

 
Item #6 – Design Review – Design review of exterior modifications for two 
vacation rental units at 162-166 West Spain St.  
 
Applicant: Laura Olson 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  
 
No public Comment.  
 
Chair Randolph  closed the item to public comment.   
 
Comm. Essert had reservations about the project as proposed. He confirmed with staff 
that George McKale, Historic consultant, submitted a letter of determination that the door 
is acceptable. 
 
Comm. Barnett felt the proposal is respectful of the Historic standards.  
 
Comms Tippell Johnson, and Barnett supported the proposed modifications. 
 
Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve exterior modifications for two vacation rental 
units at 162-166 West Spain St. Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion carried 
unanimously (5-0).  
 

 
Item # 7 – Design Review – Design review for a new single family residence and 
attached garage at 790 Second Street East. 
 
Applicant: Russell Nobles 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
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Comm. Tippell requested to see the siding samples. 
 
Gary Bishop, representing Russell Nobles Construction, showed building material 
samples for the home.   
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  
 
William Burcham, homeowner, stated he spoke with the neighbors and received support 
for the project..    
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comms. Johnson and Barnett are impressed with the project and the receptiveness from 
the neighbors.  
 
Comm. Barnett felt neighbors would have attended the meeting if there was opposition.  
 
Comm. Essert concurred with Comm. Barnett and is pleased with the cleanup efforts.  
 
Chair Randolph agreed that there has been significant improvement made to the 
property.    
 
Comm. Barnett made a motion to approve a new single family residence and attached 
garage at 790 Second Street East.  Comm.Tippell seconded. The motion carried 
unanimously (5-0).  
 

Postponed to the meeting on February 16, 2016. 
 
Discussion Item – Discussion and review of sign regulations related to 
commercial real estate signs. 
 

 
Issues Update: Associate Planner Atkins reported the following;  
 
The Downtown Design Guidelines will be reviewed at a special study session on 
January 25, 2016, 6:30 p.m. at the Sonoma Community Center.  
 
Associate Planner Atkins proposed action Item minutes for the approval of the 
outstanding minutes from 2015.  
 
All the commissioners agreed this was a good course of action.  
 
Chair Randolph welcomed Comm. Essert as a regular member of the DRHPC.  
 
Comments from the Audience: None 
 
Adjournment: Chair Randolph made a motion to adjourn at 10:21 p.m. to the next 
regular meeting scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, February 16, 2016. The motion 
carried unanimously (5-0).  
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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 
January 20, 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, Anderson, McDonald, Johnson  

Absent:  

Others 
Present: 

Associate Planner Atkins, Senior Planner Gjestland, 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: Rachel Hundley, City Councilmember, expressed her interest in Historic 
Preservation issues and appreciated the dedication of committee members and staff.  
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Comm. Randolph made a motion to approve the Minutes of December 17, 2014 as 
submitted.  Comm. McDonald seconded.  The motion was unanimously approved. 

CHANGES TO AGENDA ORDER: Meekk Shelf, Sonoma Wine and Cheese, requested a change in the agenda 
order change to move Item #7 forward because several business merchants were already in attendance.   

Mary Martinez, resident, disagreed with changing the agenda order since it could set a precedent. Comm. 
Anderson made a motion to discuss Item 7 after Item 2. The motion was unanimously approved.  

CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail was received for Items 1, 4 and 7.  
 
Item #1 – Consideration of two wall signs for a restaurant (B & V Whiskey Bar & Grille) at 400 First Street 
East.   
 
Applicant: Codi Binkley 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report.   
 
Comm. Anderson confirmed with Staff that all the signs are approved.   
 
Comm. Randolph inquired about a change in the menu style. 
 
Codi Binkley, business owner, proposed a casual dining experience during the day with a more upscale menu 
offered at night. 
 
Comm. Anderson clarified with the applicant that the daily menu displayed will be featured in a secured glass 
box with two keys.  
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Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment. 
 
Mary Martinez, resident, felt the sign application is incomplete and should not be reviewed as presented.  
 
Robert Ryan, commercial tenant, is satisfied with the proposal and commended the applicant for being 
supportive and a “good neighbor”. 
 
Dawn Marmaduke, Grandma Linda’s Ice Cream, is pleased with the process in place for approving new signs.        
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. McDonald is satisfied with the proposed changes to the business yet remained concerned with the sign’s 
illumination and the mounting on the historic building. He did not oppose a variance.   
 
Comm. Tippell supported the wall sign and new logo as a business improvement.  
 
Comm. Randolph cautiously reviewed the proposal because a previously approved sign did not appear/reflect 
what she expected/envisioned.  
 
Comm. Anderson reminded the Commission and public that there was a cork board and he could visualize the 
concept for the new sign. 
 
Chair Barnett echoed some of the many comments made from his fellow commissioners and the public and 
supported.   
 
Chair Barnett re-opened the public comment. 
 
Codi Binkley stated that their lighting has not changed since 1983.  
 
Comm. Anderson confirmed with the applicant that incremental approvals are acceptable so the menu board 
could be approved and the font size lettering could be decided by the Commission or Staff at a future date. 
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. McDonald made a motion to approve the application as submitted with the condition that any changes to 
the font, size, lighting, or orientation of the sign shall be brought back to the DRHPC. The approval applies to the 
illuminated wall sign and the menu board wall sign. Comm. Anderson seconded. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
 

 
Item #2 – Consideration of a trash enclosure area for a restaurant (El Dorado Kitchen) at 405 First Street 
West at 405 First Street West. 
 
Applicant: Treg Finney 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report.   
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment. 
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Treg Finney, applicant, said the enclosure will give the appearance of a fence when closed.  
 
Comm. Anderson confirmed the metal framing will be flush with the building. 
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. McDonald thanked the applicant for making the recommended changes. 
 
Comms. Tippell, Randolph, Anderson and Chair Barnett supported the proposal.  
 
Comm. McDonald made a motion to follow the rolling gate frame design and materials baton board frames.  
Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion carried unanimously.   
 

 
Comm. McDonald made motion to change 7 to Item 3. 
 
Item- Discussion and review of sign regulations related to portable freestanding signs. 
 
Laurie Decker Economic Coordinator/Chamber of Commerce “got the word out” about the discussion tonight 
regarding displaying signs on the sidewalks in the alleyways. She mentioned that Sonoma Court Shops has an 
approved sign program in place.  
 
Comm. Randolph appreciated staff’s packet in particular the “historical” discussion. 
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment. 
 
Jeanette Fung, Sox & Vine, business owner in an alleyway across from the Plaza said it is sometimes difficult for 
customers to find the business and the portable signs are beneficial. 
 
Meekk Shelf, thanked the commission for moving the item forward and  working with Burgers and Vine. In her 
opinion, alleyway signs are valuable since businesses often find it challenging to attract customers. She believed 
the City should be more accommodating in this regard.   
 
Robert Ryan, business owner on an alleyway agreed.  He often hears visitors say “don’t miss the alleyways”.  
He appreciated the well maintained streets and the diversity of the storeowners on the Plaza streets being 
maintained and ADA compliant.  
 
Ryan Cooper, Sonoma Wine Shop, supported other small businesses efforts to remain unique and friendly.  
 
Dawn Marmaduke, felt the sign regulations limit her business and some are not applicable.  She resented having 
received a letter from the City to remove the sign or pay a fine.    
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Anderson questioned if alleyways or streets are differentiated in the sign applications and felt a bigger 
concern is signage along the Caltrans right of ways.  He appreciated innovative and the artistic nature of the 
local signs.  
 
Comm. Randolph summarized:  
 



January 20, 2015 Page 4 of 7 

1. Small businesses want signs. 
2. Costs for professional signs. 
3. Support small business. 
4. Simpler sign process. 

 
Comm. Tippell suggested uniform and standardized signs options. 
 
Comm. McDonald is pleased with the sign program around the Plaza. He wants more flexibility for business 
signage in the Sonoma Alleyways, (Private property owner will dictate-empowering the property owner with 
guidelines from the City. He agreed with his other Commissioners that the design will resolve itself. 
 
Chair Barnett agreed that more flexibility for signage in alleyways should be considered. He agreed with Comm. 
McDonald but thinks a couple options may be too generic. He agreed that consistency is important,  
 
Comm. McDonald summarized that commissioners agreed to allow standardized signs in alleyways, with 
property owner approval. 
 
Comm. Anderson appreciated the public comment about seasonal signs. 
 
Comm. McDonald motioned to continue the item to a future meeting to allow staff to provide examples of 
portable freestanding signs that could be approved administratively. 
 

 
 
Item #4 – Consideration of design review for a Vacation rental and office building at 20079 Broadway 
 
Applicant/Property Owner: William Welch  
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
 
Comm. Anderson confirmed the approval for the vacation rental is for  two rooms.  
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment. 
 
William Welch, new property owner, is proposing an office and having a vacation rental that he feels is a better 
use for the building. 
 
Comm. McDonald confirmed with the applicant the reason for changing the windows was the noise factor. He is 
concerned with the signage possibility of having an office use. He felt glazing is more inviting.  
 
Fred O’Donnell, Figo Design, received the building approvals a year ago and is revising the scope of the project 
adding more parking spaces in the back.     
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Tippell appreciated the modern design and she agreed with Comm. McDonald That the windows should 
be modified. 
 
Comm. Randolph liked the changes made. 
 
Comm. Anderson supported but likes the original cherry wood door. 
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Chair Barnett supported the proposal and is pleased that there will be a use for the space. More glass is 
beneficial.  
 
Comm. McDonald suggested that lowering windows allowing more natural light to enter is beneficial for rental 
spaces, 
 
Comm. Randolph said different windows will change the geometry of the building.   
 
Comm.  Anderson made a motion to approve the submittal as submitted. Comm. Randolph seconded. The 
motion carried 3-2. (Comm. McDonald and Chair Barnett opposed.) 
 
Item #5 -Consideration of design review  of proposed alterations to a residence at 116 Chase Street. 
 
Applicant/Property Owner: Chad Overway 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment. 
 
Chad Overway and Jean Overway, applicants and property owners, were available to answer questions.  
 
Comm. Anderson inquired if the window replacements will be same size wood windows, 
 
Chris Brown, neighbor on the west side stated his main concern was with height of the building. He confirmed 
with staff that the setback is five feet and the new addition met the setback requirements.  
 
Senior Planner Gjestland stated that an accessory structure does not require design review,  
 
Joe Aaron,  neighbor,  supported the proposal.  
 
Karen Collins, neighbor, supported the project and appreciated the efforts of the DRHPC to maintain the 
neighborhood integrity. 
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Anderson is pleased with the preservation and restoration of the home. 
 
Comm. Tippell congratulated the owners on the restoration. 
 
Comm. McDonald and Chair Barnett appreciated the attention to details.  
 
Comm. McDonald made a motion to approve the proposal as submitted with the following conditions of 
approval: 1) the final garage door selection shall be reviewed by the historic evaluator, Juliana Inman, for 
consistency; and 2) photographs of the interior of the residence (taken prior to any demolition) shall be 
provided to the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation. In addition, the DRHPC recommended that the 
dog-eared element on the porch be removed. 
 
 
Chair Barnett called a five minute recess. 
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Item #6- Consideration of building elevations, exterior colors, materials, lighting, and landscaping for an 
18 unit Planned Development at 821-845 West Spain Street. 
 
Applicant: Ledson Development  
 
Senior Planner Gjestland presented staff’s report. 
 
The City Council upheld the Planning Commission decision but requested a modification to Lot 3.  
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. McDonald is very pleased with the housing projects. He requested clarification on the utilities, 
landscaping, and water meters around the side of the units and screened by the landscaping, 
 
Bill Reinhart, Landscaper/Civil Engineer, is impressed that Steve Ledson mentioned utilities for the site upon his 
first site visit.  
 
Steve Ledson, applicant, confirmed that the mailboxes will be clustered. 
 
Comm. TIppell questioned the architect about the color selections.  
 
Bob Buckner, color consultant, will use the same color palette used in the West MacArthur Street subdivision.   
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. McDonald confirmed with Staff that landscaping will be reviewed by the Planning Director and the City 
Attorney. He recommended utilities to be reviewed as part of the landscaping plan. 
 
Comms. Tippell and Randolph were impressed with the level of details in the landscaping plan. 
 
Comm. Anderson is satisfied with the quality of construction in the Ledson Homes.  
 
Chair Barnett commended the project team and said that the West MacArthur subdivision is a good opportunity 
for first time homebuyers. 
 
Comm.  McDonald made a motion to approve the site plan subject to COA that include  CCRs to include 
perimeter trees and staff review of the final utility plan. Comm. Anderson seconded. The motion carried 
unanimously.  
 

# 6- Consideration of building elevation details, exterior color and materials, and outdoor lighting for a 
mixed-use building (CocoaPlanet) located  921 Broadway. 
 
Comm. Anderson recused due to proximity and left the room. Comm. Johnson came to the dais. 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff report.   

 
 Chair Barnett opened the public comment. 
 
 Tom Anderson, project Architect, described the project.   
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 Anne McKibben, property owner, choose a muted blue color for the roof and natural stones.   
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment.  

 
 Comm. McDonald is pleased with the proposal and felt it will help upgrade this section of Broadway. His only 
reservation is the blue roof color.  

 
 Comms. Tippell, Randolph and Johnson concurred with Comm. McDonald but would like the roof color toned 
down.   

 
 Anne McKibben agreed with the Commissioners and will explore other color options for the roof.  
 
Comm. McDonald made a motion to approve the project as submitted including the standing seam metal roof 
with the condition that the final color sample of the roof come back to the DRHPC with several options that are 
consistent with the corrugated metal siding, fenestration, window systems, and slate.  In addition, a landscape 
plan shall be reviewed at a later date Comm.  Randolph seconded. The motion was unanimously approved.  
 

 
    

  
Comments from the Audience:  
 
Chair Barnett made a motion to adjourn.  
 
Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 10:47 p.m. to the next regular meeting scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on 
Tuesday, February 17, 2015. 
 
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 
February 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. Randolph, , Anderson, Johnson  

Absent: Comrs. Tippell, McDonald  

Others 
Present: 

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: No public Comment 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  

CHANGES TO AGENDA ORDER:  

CORRESPONDENCE: None 
 
Item #1 – Consideration of two window signs for two suites in a commercial building (Suites A and B) at 
645 First Street West.  
 
Applicant: Terry Harms 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report.   
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment. 
 
Terry Harms, applicant, clarified that the lettering is in white clear glass and the outline of the makeup lettering in 
red.  
 
Chair closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Randolph is pleased with the characteristics of the sign proposed. 
 
Comm. Anderson liked the design and font size. 
 
Comm. Anderson made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Comm. Randolph seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved. 
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Item #2 –Sign Review- Consideration of a wall sign and two window signs for a commercial building (Fig 
one’s Olive Oil Co, at 483 First Street West.  
 
Applicant: Christine Triplet  
 
Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report.   
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment. 
  
No public comment. 
 
Chair closed the item to public comment. 
 
Chair Barnett postponed the item until later in the meeting since the applicant was not present.  
 
 

 
Comm. Anderson recused due to conflict of interest.   
 
Item- #3 Continued consideration of design review, a landscaping plan, and signs for a mixed-use 
building (Cocoa Planet) at 921 Broadway. 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report.   
 
Anne McKibben, applicant, selected an alternate color since none of the blue options would work. The exterior is  
corrugated silver and a copper color to  match the foil wrap on the chocolate caramels. The landscaping plan 
features water saving plants.  
 
Chair opened the item to public comment. 
 
No public comment. 
 
Chair closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Johnson applauded the applicant for their willingness to make changes. 
 
Comm. Randolph was extremely impressed by the revisions.  
 
Chair Barnett agreed the proposal is a vast improvement.   
 
All Commissioners congratulated the applicant for the efforts made in developing the business proposal. 
 
Staff noted consistency in the improvements and signage proposed for the building. 

 
Comm. Randolph made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Comm. Johnson seconded. The 
motion was unanimously adopted. (Comm. Anderson recused) 
 
Item #4 –Design Review- Consideration of design review and outdoor lighting for a commercial building 
(Pangloss Cellars) at 36 East Napa Street. 
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Applicant/Property Owner: Enterra Associates 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report.   
 
Chair opened the item to public comment. 
 
No public comment.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Anderson suggested that more revisions be made. 
 
Comm. Randolph appreciated Comm. Anderson’s comment about the sash and would like to see a sash at the 
bottom. 
 
Chair Barnett re opened the public comment. 
 
Applicant, considered the sash and it is not critical and will consider as an option.  The lantern light was selected 
to match the City lantern that existed, 
 
Chair Anderson made a motion to approve the application limited to the East elevation and applicant to return 
with alternative designs for the North side.  Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion was unanimously adopted.  
 
 
Item #5 - Design Review- Consideration of a landscape plan for an 11-unit apartment development 
(Rabbit Apartments) at 840 West Napa Street.  
 
Applicant/Property Owner: Ron Wellander 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report.   
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment. 
 
No public comment.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comrs. Johnson, Randolph and Anderson and Chair Barnett are pleased with the landscape plan.  
 
Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve as proposed Comm. Randolph seconded. The motion was 
unanimously adopted.  
 
Ron Wellander strongly expressed the desire to have a landscape plan reviewed during the building permit 
review process. He recommended this to the City Council and will continue to advocate for a change.  Irrigation 
system should meet State requirements for water conservation efforts. 
 
ISSUES UPDATE: Planning Director Goodison said that Comm. McDonald and Ron Wellander were selected by 
a two member panel of the City Council to fill the vacant positions on the Planning Commission. Comm. Johnson 
is a member of the DRHPC and the alternate position is open.  
 
COMMENTS FROM THE COMMISSION 
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Reopening Item #2- Sign Review-Consideration of a wall sign and two window signs for a commercial 
building (Figone’s Olive Oil Co, at 483 First Street West.  
 
Applicant: Christine Triplet   
 
Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report.   
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment. 
  
No public comment.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Chair Anderson made a motion to approve the sign at front elevation and not each side of the side doors.  
Comm. Randolph seconded.  The motion was unanimously adopted.       

 
Comments from the Audience:  
 
Chair Barnett made a motion to adjourn.  
 
Adjournment: Chair Barnett made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:30 p.m. to the next regular meeting 
scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, March 17, 2015. 
 
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 
March  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. Randolph, , Anderson, McDonald, Johnson , 
Tippell 

Absent:  

Others 
Present: 

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, resident, requested that the Commission consider 
developing design guidelines for applicants to follow in the Historic District.  She noted Pasadena as a good 
example where there are historic design guidelines for every neighborhood. She suggested a “Certificate of 
appropriateness” standard in light of the recent webcam placed on a historic building across from the Plaza.  
 
Patricia Cullinan, resident, agreed with Mary Martinez and supported design guidelines for the Historic Districts 
in Sonoma.  
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the Minutes of July 15, 2014 as 
submitted.  Comm. Randolph seconded.  The motion was unanimously approved. 

CHANGES TO AGENDA ORDER: None 

CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail on Item #2 and #3. 
 
Item #1- Sign Review-Consideration of a new monument sign for a mixed-use building at 19230 Sonoma 
Highway.  
 
Applicant:  Audrey Lee 
 
Robert Sanders, Robert Sanders & Company, discussed that the new sign incorporated other adjoining 
businesses.  
 
Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report. 
 
Chair Barnett opened the public comment. 
 
No Public comment. 
 
Chair Barnett closed the public comment.  
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All Commissioners supported the sign and said it is an improvement.  
 
Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the sign as submitted. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion was 
unanimously adopted. 
 
Item #2 – Consideration of a wall sign for a restaurant (B & V Whiskey Bar & Grille) at 400 First Street 
East.   
 
Applicant: Codi Binkley 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report. 
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment. 
 
No public comment.  
 
Chair closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Anderson liked the scale and the link fits the building and the space and is an improvement. 
 
Comm. Tippell is satisfied with the replacement sign and will help with the branding which was the original goal. 
 
Comm. Johnson concurred with Comms. Tippell and Anderson and supported the proposal.  
 
Chair Barnett appreciated the effort of the applicant.  
 
Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve the application as submitted. Comm. Anderson seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved. 
 
 

 
Item #3  – Consideration of design review and outdoor lighting of commercial building (Pangloss Cellars) 
at 35 East Napa Street. 
 
Applicant: Enterra Associates 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report. 
 
Chair Barnett  opened the item to public comment. 
 
Patricia Cullinan, resident, supported the proposal and felt it is a successful addition to the Plaza District.   
 
Mary Martinez, resident, felt the applicant “listened to the concerns” and improved the plan.  
 
Alice Duffee, Historical Consultant, was present but did not address the Commission. 
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Johnson thanked the applicant for working with Mary Martinez and Patricia Cullinan to insure that the 
Historic Buildings are preserved in Sonoma.  
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Comm. Tippell is comfortable with the overall design elements.  
 
Comm. Randolph appreciated the flexibility of the applicant and is pleased with the proposed upgrades to the 
building.  
 
Comm. Anderson commended the applicant for staying on course and described the process as an “architectural 
journey”.  
 
Chair Barnett said the course taken has gone well.  
 
Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the revised submittal with the recommendation to use Smokey Taupe 
(983) and all the finishes as presented. Comm.  Randolph   seconded. The motion carried unanimously.   
 

Item #4- Discussion Item- Discussion and review of sign regulations related to portable freestanding 
signs.  
 
Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report. 
 
The update was received by the commission. 
 

Item #5- Discussion Item- Discussion and review of interior remodels and demolitions and potentially 
related to the Certified Local Government program. 
 
Planning Director Goodison presented the staff report. 
 
There is nothing in the Development Code that gives the DRHPC authority to review the interior of buildings but 
it is reviewed by the City’s Building Department.  
 
 

 
 
Planning Director Goodison  reported the following; 
 
1. Webcam on Maya restaurant building.  
 
Comm. Tippell questioned if the building owner gave authorization for the use. 
 
2. Draft RFP to hire consultant for Downtown Design Guidelines.  
 
3. Tree removal application from Sonoma Court Shops for Broadway trees.  
 

    
Comments from the Audience: Patricia Cullinan thanked Planning Director Goodison for all the productive 
efforts for developing the downtown design guidelines.  
 
Chair Barnett made a motion to adjourn at 8:00 p.m.  
 
Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 8:00 p.m. to the next regular meeting scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on 
Tuesday, April 21, 2015. 
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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  17th day of March, 2015. 
 
 
Approved: 
 
 
________________________________ 
Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant 



Item # 1 

Memo 
 

DATE: February 16, 2016 

TO: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commissioners 
 

FROM: Wendy Atkins, Associate Planner 

SUBJECT: Request to install banners on Plaza light standards—2016 Jack London Centennial 

 
 

Jack London Park Partners is proposing to install banners on Plaza light standards from June 1, 2016, to 
June 30, 2016. The banners are consistent with the Plaza Banner Administrative Policy approved by the 
City Council on May 21, 2008.  

If approved, the applicant shall submit a fee in the amount of $1,380 to the City of Sonoma. This fee will 
cover the costs of installing and removing the banners, the staff time required to support installing and 
removing banners, and associated City administrative expenses.  

 

 
Attachments  

1. Plaza Banner Form 
2. Sample of proposed banners 

 
 
 
 
cc: Jack London Park Partners 
 Attn: Tjiska Van Wyk, Executive Director 
 2400 London Ranch Road 
 Glen Ellen, CA  95442 
 

Terry Melberg, Parks Supervisor 
 
Colleen Pratt, Public Works Administrative Assistant 











February 16, 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 ±2,018 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 
 
Beginning in November 2015, the DRHPC has conducted a series of reviews on the application. 
At the meetings of November 17th and December 15th, the proposed design direction called for 
filling in the residence with a two-story addition on the east, set off with a relatively small set-
back, and increasing the overall roof height. A scaled-back version of this approach was present-
ed at the December meeting. However, due in part to a change in its composition, a majority of 
the Commission directed that a different approach be taken, calling for the main façade of the 
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residence to be preserved and for the addition to be substantially set back from the front of the 
building. 
 
At the January 19, 2016 DRHPC meeting the Commission reviewed a revised proposal reflecting 
the updated approach. In the revision, the façade of the existing home was to be restored and the 
outline of the 1918 renovation maintained. The addition was set back twelve feet from the front 
façade of the existing home, and the new garage was set back five feet from the face of the con-
necting building element. In order to provide a clear contrast between old and new, the style of 
the addition employed Monterey Colonial features, with wood timber balconies, stucco walls, 
and a clay tile roof. Following an extensive discussion, the DRHPC continued the review of the 
project and provided the applicant with the following feedback: 
 

 Appreciation and support were expressed for the preservation and restoration of the his-
toric façade. 

 Prior to the next DRHPC meeting, the applicant should conduct outreach to neighbors 
and the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation regarding revisions to the project. 

 The height and massing of the addition should be reduced.  
 The Monterey Colonial design may be interpreted as false historicism and may not fit in 

the surrounding neighborhood. 
 The use of strongly contrasting styles and materials raises concerns. A traditional farm-

house, craftsman, or contemporary style is preferred over the Monterey Colonial. 
 The east elevation appears to be a long wall—can it be broken up? 
 Story poles would be helpful and should be installed within five days of the DRHPC 

meeting. 
 A preliminary landscape plan addressing privacy issues should be submitted. 

 
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 the com-
missioners supported preserving the existing structure, a majority had substantial concerns re-
garding the style and massing of the revised design. 
 
Revised Project Description 
 
In response to the Commission’s direction, a revised proposal has been prepared and is presented 
to the DRHPC for review, including a letter from APD Preservation LLC stating that the revised 
project is consistent with both the letter and the spirit of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation (attached). The revised proposal features the following modifications:  
 

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

 The addition now begins with a one-story garage element set back five feet from the con-
nector element and twelve feet from the front façade of the existing home. It then steps 
up to a second-story element set back twelve feet from the face of the garage and steps 
down to a one-story element at the rear. To further reduce its massing, the length of the 
addition has been shortened by 30% and gable elements have been introduced on the east 
elevation. The addition features an 8-foot side yard setback on the east. 



 3 
 

 The addition features a Farmhouse style with a traditional gable roof, plain horizontal 
siding, and an asphalt composition roof. This approach distinguishes it from the original 
structure, but the style and materials are not as strongly contrasting as previously. 

 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 to match ex-
isting coursing joints 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). 

 Landscaping would be installed at key locations to address privacy concerns. Specifical-
ly, Italian Blue Cypress trees (initially between 9 and 11 feet in height) are proposed 
along the southern property edges and southwestern property line. In addition, the appli-
cant has stated that the existing trees canopy on the property to the east will, in large part, 
bock the view of the addition to the east. 

 
The revised elevations and color scheme are attached, along with streetscape elevations showing 
nearby residences. It should be noted that the applicant has indicated that outreach was made to 
the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation and to the adjoining neighbors prior to submitting 
the revised proposal. In addition, story poles have been installed on the site as suggested by the 
Commission. 
 
Accessory Buildings: To reiterate a point made in previous reviews of the project, residential 
accessory structures, including second units, are not subject to design review. 
 
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 updated analysis was conducted to determine 
whether the proposal is consistent with the Standards (refer to attached Historic Resource Evalu-
ation and Determination 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 consistent 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 
Rehabilitation, 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: 
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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. It meets all relevant requirements associated with residential development 
in the Low Density Residential zone, including limits on height, setbacks, Floor Area Ra-
tio, and lot coverage. 
 

2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set 
forth in the Development Code.  
By preserving and restoring the original structure and by clearly distinguishing the new 
building elements from the original structure through setbacks, design and materials, 
while maintaining compatible scale and massing, the proposed project would not impair 
those aspects of the property and would maintain its contribution to the character of the 
neighborhood. Therefore, the project is consistent with the applicable 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 40 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 substantially set back from the orig-
inal 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). 
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In staff’s view, the project complies with SMC 19.42 in that the retention and rehabilita-
tion of the original structure maintains its essential architectural features and thereby pre-
serves its contribution to the historic character of the 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. 

 
8. The project substantially complies with the applicable Secretary of Interior Standards 

and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 
The updated Historic Resource Evaluation and Determination of Effect on Historic Re-
source prepared by APD Preservation finds that the elements of the property that contrib-
ute 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 compati-
bility of the proposed project with the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabili-
tation” 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. 

 
In summary, the findings required for project approval can all be made. 
 
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 February 8, 2016. 
4. North Elevation Color Sample Sheet. 
5. Windows and Exterior Door Information. 
6. Siding Information. 
7.  Roofing Information. 
8. Proposed North and East Elevations. 
9. Proposed West and South Elevations. 
10. Correspondence 
11. Existing Elevation. 
12. Proposed Site Plan. 
13. Proposed Details. 
14. Existing Exterior Details. 
15. Neighborhood Elevations. 
 
 
cc: Robert Baumann (via email) 
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  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 
  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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Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
3 
 
 
02/16/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Tim Farfan and Craig Miller 

Project Location 

110 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: 1872 
 

Request 

Consideration of two new awnings and four new awing signs for a hotel (Sonoma Hotel) located at 110 West Spain 
Street. 

Summary 

Awning: The proposal involves the modification of the existing canvas fabric awnings on the building. The awnings would 
be installed on a welded aluminum frames above the First Street West and West Spain Street portions of the building.  In 
terms of compatibility, the exterior color scheme of the building is a beige color.  A picture of the proposed conditions and a 
sample of the awning material are attached for consideration. The proposed awnings are comprised of two individual 
awnings: 41 feet in length on First Street West; and, 65 feet in length on West Spain Street. The awnings and valance would 
be composed of a brown canvas. Both awnings would be installed on the existing silver colored aluminum frames. With 
regard to Building Code requirements, the vertical clearance from the public right-of-way to the lowest part of any awning, 
including valances, shall be 7 feet (Building Code §3202.2.3).  In addition, awnings may extend over public property not 
more than two-thirds the width of the sidewalk measured from the building. Stanchions or columns that support awnings, 
canopies, marquees and signs shall be located not less than 2 feet in from the curb line (Building Code §3202.3.1). The 
proposal complies with these standards in that the awning would provide 8.5 feet of clearance above the public walkway, 
and would extend only 4.5 feet from the face of the building resulting in 4.5 feet of clearance from the end of the awning to 
the face of the curb.  The purpose of the awning is to provide business identification and weather protection for the hotel. 
 
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. 
 
Awning Signs: 
Four lettering signs are proposed to be placed on the awnings along First Street West and West Napa Street as follows:  



 

 

 Two each “the girl and the fig” signs are proposed 3 square feet in area (0.5 feet tall by 6 feet wide). One on the 
awing on West Spain Street and one on the awing on First Street West. 

 Two each “Sonoma Hotel” signs are proposed facing First Street West, 9 square feet in area (1 foot tall by 9 feet 
wide). One on the awing on West Spain Street and one on the awing on First Street West. 

 
Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the site’s primary frontage on West Spain Street (91 feet) and secondary frontage on First 
Street West (91 feet), the maximum allowable aggregate sign area is 60.5 square feet. The business would have an aggregate 
sign area of 37 including the two existing projecting signs (9 square feet), existing window sign (4 square feet), and 
proposed awing signs (24 square feet). The proposal is consistent with this requirement.  
 
Number of Signs: A maximum of two signs are permitted for any one business (§18.16.012 and §18.16.010). The proposed 
awnings signs do not comply with this requirement in that there would be four signs for the Girl and the Fig (including two 
awing signs and two projecting signs) and three signs for the Sonoma Hotel (two awing signs and one window sign). The 
applicant is requesting a variance from this requirement. 

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 number of allowable number of signs. 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, 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. In addition, Section 807.2 of the Fire Code requires testing by an approved agency 
meeting the NFPA 701 flame propagation standards or the materials shall be noncombustible. Reports of test results shall be 
submitted to the Fire Code Official prior to issuance of a building permit. 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.        Picture of proposed sign 
4.        Awning sample 
  

 
cc:  Tim Farfan and Craig Miller 
  110 West Spain Street 
  Sonoma, CA  95476 
 

Alan Jones, Fire Marshall 
 
  Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 
   
  Patricia Cullinan, vía email 
 
  Alice Duffee, via email 
 
  SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
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02/16/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Murphy’s Irish Pub, LLC 

Project Location 

464 First Street East 

Historical Significance 

   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
                                   Year Built: 1979 
 

Request 

Consideration of design review for a restaurant (Murphy’s Irish Pub Expansion) located at 464 First Street East. 

Summary 

Background: A use permit was approved for the Place de Pyrenees in the 1970s, which allowed for a restaurant use at the 
subject location. The project is not subject to additional review by the Planning Commission. 
 
Design Review: The following building modifications are proposed for the expansion: 

 Replace the existing window on the west portion of the building with a new ADA compliant entrance door. The 
design of the new doors will match the existing doors. The door would be custom made by Sonoma Door. 

 Replace the existing window (to the west of the existing door) with dual doors, which will be designed as Dutch 
doors allowing either just the top or both top and bottom to be opened. The design of the new door will match the 
existing doors. The door would be custom made by Sonoma Door. 

 Install a new Dutch door on the existing door opening. The design of the new door will match the existing doors. 
The door would be custom made by Sonoma Door. 

 Install a new overhead weather proof awning identical to the metal awning over the existing Murphy’s patio. The 
awning is 12.5 feet wide and would extend 10 feet 3 inches from the face of the building. 

 Install a new Paloform “Robata” 54-inch gas fire pit (see attached picture). The fire pit shall also require review by 
the Fire Marshal. 

 Install new wood bench seating around the fire pit, black in color with gold trim.  
 Install a new barrel vaulted awing above the new ADA compliant entrance door patio (see below for additional 

information). 
 Install a new removable wood screen at the fire sprinkler stand pipes, which would be stained a dark color. 
 Reslope the existing accessibility ramp in front of new ADA compliant entrance door. 

 
Awning: The proposal involves the installation of a new canvas fabric awning on the building above the new ADA 
compliant entrance. The awnings would be installed on a painted metal frame.  In terms of compatibility, the exterior color 
scheme of the building is a red, white, and blue.  A picture of the proposed conditions and a picture of the awning material 
are attached for consideration (a sample of the awing material will be available at the DRHPC meeting). The proposed 
awning is 4 feet 10 inches wide. The awning would be composed of a black canvas with wheat colored stripes. With regard 
to Building Code requirements, the vertical clearance from the public right-of-way to the lowest part of any awning, 
including valances, shall be 7 feet (Building Code §3202.2.3).  In addition, awnings may extend over public property not 
more than two-thirds the width of the sidewalk measured from the building. Stanchions or columns that support awnings, 
canopies, marquees and signs shall be located not less than 2 feet in from the curb line (Building Code §3202.3.1). The 
proposal complies with these standards in that the awning would provide 9.5 feet of clearance above the public walkway, 
and would extend 11 feet three inches from the face of the building. The purpose of the awning is to provide business 
identification and weather protection for restaurant customers. 
 
Findings for Project Approval: For projects within the Historic Overlay zone or a Local Historic District and projects 



 

 

involving historically significant resources, the Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission may approve an 
application for architectural review, provided that the following findings can be made (§19.54.080.G): 

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

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

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

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

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

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

of Historic Properties. 
 
Signs: Signage for the business/property shall be subject to review and approval by City Staff or the Design Review and 
Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC) as applicable. 
 
Other permits required: In addition to the requirements of this title, the project shall be in conformance with applicable 
requirements of the 2013 California Building Code and where required by the 2013 California Building Code, shall obtain a 
building permit prior to installation. In addition, Section 807.2 of the Fire Code requires testing by an approved agency 
meeting the NFPA 701 flame propagation standards or the materials shall be noncombustible. Reports of test results shall be 
submitted to the Fire Code Official prior to issuance of a building permit. 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. In addition, the fire pit shall require review by the Fire Marshal.  

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 proposed sign 
4.        Awning sample 
  

 
cc:  Murphy’s Irish Pub, LLC 
  Attn: Bill Pollack 
  464 First Street East 
  Sonoma, CA  95476 
 



 

 

  Amelie and Gratien Guerra 
  P.O. Box 1308 
  Sonoma, CA  95476-1308 
 

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



























February 16, 2016 
Agenda Item #5 

 
 

M E M O  
 
To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission 
 
From: Associate Planner Atkins 
 
Subject: Commercial Sign Regulations  
 
 
Background 
 
At the November 17, 2015, DRHPC meeting, a commissioner expressed concerns with the 
proliferation of permanent commercial real estate signs located on buildings in the City of 
Sonoma. The concern was related to signs advertising available commercial space that are 
maintained indefinitely, whether or not the available space is ultimately filled. The intent of 
section 18.20.155.G Renewal of the Sign Regulations (attached) is to have a time limit on the 
display of all real estate signs.  The following is the language as currently codified: 
 
Renewal. Real estate signs (five or more units) may be displayed for up to 18 months as provided 
under SMC 18.12.090. After 18 months, DRHPC review is required and a sign permit 
application shall be submitted consistent with SMC 18.12.010. If the DRHPC determines that the 
sign has been maintained in a state of good repair and finish, then the DRHPC may allow the 
display of the sign to continue for a reasonable period of time as determined by the DRHPC  
 
Staff recommends removing the statement in the parentheses (five or more units), which would 
apply the renewal requirements to all real estate signs.  
 
 
Attachments: 
1. Draft Correction to Real Estate Sign Commercial Sign Regulations 
 
 
cc: Commercial Sign Interest List 



18.20.155 Real estate signs. 
A. Intent. Real estate signs for the purpose of advertising a property is for sale or lease shall be 
permitted provided such signs conform to the requirements of this section and are limited in duration to 
the time period established under SMC 18.12.090 or as may be extended under this section. 
 
B. Real estate signs (commercial, corporate) shall conform to the following requirements: 
 
1. Number, Display. One sign advertising that a property is for sale, lease or exchange is permitted on 
each building frontage to be displayed on the subject property by the owner or his/her agent, and may 
include the owner’s or agent’s name, address, and telephone number. 
 
2. Size. Real estate signs may be two‐sided and shall be no larger than eight square feet per side. Real 
estate signs for large properties (over 25,000 square feet of building area) may be two‐sided and shall 
be no larger than 32 square feet per side. 
 
C. Real estate signs (commercial, noncorporate) shall require review by the DRHPC. Real estate signs 
shall be compatible with the architecture of the building they advertise. Generic design, prefabricated 
signs, and the use of plastic materials are discouraged. 
 
D. Real estate signs (residential, one to four units) shall conform to the following requirements: 
 
1. Number, Display. One real estate sign advertising that a property is for sale, lease or exchange may be 
displayed on the subject property by the owner or his/her agent, and may include the owner’s or agent’s 
name, address, and telephone number. 
 
2. Size. Real estate signs may be two‐sided and shall be no larger than eight square feet per side (not 
including riders and toppers). 
 
3. Freestanding Real Estate Signs. The sign shall be attached to a post (or posts), no larger than four 
inches square, driven into the ground so that the top of the sign shall not be over six feet above the 
ground surface. There are two types of additional signs that may be placed on a real estate sign: a rider 
and a topper. A maximum number of two riders may be placed on the freestanding sign. One topper 
sign shall be allowed. There are two sizes of allowable rider signs: standard (24 inches by 18 inches); and 
premium (24 inches by 30 inches). One type of topper is allowed: 24 inches by six inches. 
 
4. Additional freestanding real estate riders or toppers may be allowed subject to the discretion of the 
planning director or his or her designee. 
 
E. Temporary/Portable Open House Signs. A maximum of two temporary “Open House” signs shall be 
allowed for any property, with their display limited to the hours that the property is available for 
viewing. The size of each “Open House” sign shall be limited to 24 inches wide by 18 inches in height. 
 
F. Real estate sign (five or more units) shall conform to the following requirements: 
 
1. Number, Display. A maximum of one real estate sign advertising that properties are for sale, lease or 
exchange may be displayed on the subject property by the owner or his/her agent, and may include the 
owner’s or agent’s name, address, and telephone number. 
 



2. The real estate sign may be two‐sided and shall be no larger than 32 square feet per side. 
 
G. Renewal. Real estate signs (five or more units) may be displayed for up to 18 months as provided 
under SMC 18.12.090. After 18 months, DRHPC review is required and a sign permit application shall be 
submitted consistent with SMC 18.12.010. If the DRHPC determines that the sign has been maintained 
in a state of good repair and finish, then the DRHPC may allow the display of the sign to continue for a 
reasonable period of time as determined by the DRHPC. 
 
H. Vacant Lots. Freestanding signs shall be set back at least 10 feet from the property line. Signs may be 
two‐sided and shall be no larger than eight square feet per side. On parcels in excess of one acre, a 16‐
square‐foot real estate sign shall be permitted. The sign shall be attached to a post driven into the 
ground so that the top of the sign shall not be over six feet above the surface of the ground. (Ord. 01‐
2015 § 1, 2015; Ord. 06‐2013 § 3, 2013; Ord. 03‐2011 § 1, 2011; Ord. 2000‐9 § 1, 2000. Formerly 
18.20.025). 
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