
 

  
 

City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 

Preservation Commission 
SPECIAL AGENDA 

Meeting of April 26, 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  
                             Robert Cory (Alternate) 
                              
                              

  
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
Presentations by audience members on items not appearing on the agenda. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Minutes from the meeting of March 15, 2016. 

 
CORRESPONDENCE 

 
ITEM #1 –Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of design review for 
two commercial buildings. 
 
Applicant:   
Studio 101 Designs  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
19366 and 19370 Sonoma 
Highway 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Mixed Use (MU) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
West Napa/Sonoma Corridor 
Base: Mixed Use (MX) 
Overlay: None 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #2 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of design review for a 
vacation rental.  
 
Applicant:   
835 Broadway LLC 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

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

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Withdrawn by the applicant. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 



ITEM #3 – Demolition Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Demolition of a single-family 
residence, well and pump house, 
and two sheds. 
 
Applicant:   
Scott and Claudia Murray  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
1181 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 – Demolition Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Demolition of a single-family 
residence. 
 
Applicant:   
Glenn Ikemoto 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
324 Second Street East 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Medium Density Residential (MR) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Northeast Area 
Base: 
Medium Density Residential (R-M) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #5 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of site design and 
architectural review of a new single-
family residence, secondary 
residence, and accessory 
structures. 
 
Applicant:   
Glenn Ikemoto 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
314-324 Second Street East 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Medium Density Residential (MR) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Northeast Area 
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 April 22, 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.  



CITY OF SONOMA 
DESIGN REVIEW AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
March 15, 2016 

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

 
Chair Randolph called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 
Roll Call: 
 
Present: Chair Randolph, Comms. Tippell, Johnson, Essert, Cory (Alternate) 
 
Absent: Comm. Barnett 
 
Others Present: Associate Planner Atkins, Administrative Assistant Morris 
 
Chair Randolph stated that no new items would be heard after 10:30 p.m. unless the 
Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission so decides. Any decisions made 
tonight can be appealed within 15 days to the City Council. She reminded everyone to 
turn off cell phones and pagers.  
 
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: None 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve the minutes of 
February 16, 2016. Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion carried unanimously 4-0 
(Comm. Cory abstained) 
 
CHANGES TO AGENDA: None 
 
CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail was received on Item 1  

 
Comm. Tippell recused due to financial interest and left the dais. 
 
Item 1- Consideration of design review of three vacation rentals and a duplex at 
158, 164, 166 and 172 West Napa Street. 
 
Applicant: Michael Marino  
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 

Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  

Michael Marino, resident/business owner California Wine Tours/vacation rental 
operator (850 Broadway) intended to remodel the Historic Hawker House preserving 
the historic elements that can be retained. He clarified with staff and the DRHPC that 
Monterey White is the proposed paint color not Montgomery white as indicated in the 
staff report. The duplex is proposed for a long term rental not a vacation rental.   
 
Comms. Johnson and Cory visited the site. 
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Kevin Dixon, project architect/contractor, aimed to retain the original shape of the 
building by building from the inside out. He hoped to strike a balance between the 
architecture and construction.  
 
Leslie Tippell, color specialist, confirmed that a glazing specialist will preserve the 
original windows and the trim color is Monterey white. The Benjamin Moore historic 
colors compliment the details of the original Hawker House.  The new roof is 
composition shingles. She recognized the historic Hawker House is the focal point so 
as many historical elements as possible will be preserved and continued throughout.  
 
Comm. Essert confirmed with the color specialist that the exterior of the Millgard 
windows will be painted black.  
 
Comm. Cory inquired about suggestions he made to the applicant about the 
thickness of the roof shingles. He felt that a thinner roof material would be more 
period appropriate. 
 
Leslie Tippell indicated that the applicant would be open to considering a thinner roof 
material and would like approval for both options.. 
 
Kevin Dixon, project architect/contractor envisioned the three roofs incorporating 
different textures.     
   
Comm. Cory is disappointed that the three houses will have the same roof materials 
even though the colors will be different.   He recommended that the roofing materials 
for the historic Hawker House be more period appropriate and the roof material 
should be flat.  He also objected to the roofing material and the garage door on the 
duplex. He felt the style of the garage door is overused and suggested using plywood 
with trim instead. On 164 West Napa Street he felt that two different styles were 
being used on the face of the building and that the style of the house did not call for a 
mansard roof. He also did not support the picture window. On 172 West Napa he 
objected to the lights on the French doors being a different size than on the windows 
and he did not feel that a picture window was appropriate. 
 
Michael Marino said that when he applied for the Building Permit for the Hawker 
House the only Planning requirement was to replace the roof material in-kind. He 
would like the option to explore either thickness for the roofing material.  
 
Comm. Essert stressed that CEQA guidelines must be followed. He inquired whether 
restoration or recycled glass will be used in in the windows. Michael Marino stated 
that the original window glass and the design material will be replaced where 
needed. 
 
Patricia Cullinan, resident, complimented the owner and project team for their efforts 
and hoped that the Secretary of Interior standards might be better clarified for future 
projects. She added that a historic preservation design professional could give better 
guidance on the roofing material. 
  
Robert Demler, resident/west side property owner is satisfied with the proposed 
changes for the site and viewed nice enhancement and viewed as an improvement to 
the West side of town.    
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Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Johnson is satisfied with the owner’s experience remodeling homes.  
 
Comm. Essert echoed the comments from public and felt the scale is appropriate.  
He appreciated reusing the bricks under the window sills. He suggested that the bay 
window and copper roof on 172 West Napa Street does not effectively represent the 
time period and he suggested placing a grill on the window to block the view from the 
gas station. He commented that  black paint on the window trim is attractive but 
challenging to maintain. He stated that restoration glass is preferred for the replacement 
windows. Finally, he recommended that the applicant consult with a historical consultant 
for roof material. 
 
Comm. Cory is concerned with the Hawker House since it has been placed on the 
National Register and requested that it be kept as authentic as possible. 
 
Chair Randolph agreed with her fellow commissioner comments that the attention to 
detail is impressive in the plan.  
 
Comm. Essert made a motion to approve the project as submitted with the condition that 
the applicant consult with a historic consultant to ensure the roof material for 158 West 
Spain Street is period appropriate. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion carried 
unanimously (4-0)  
 
Commissioner Comments: 
 

 
Issues Update: Associate Planner Atkins reported the following;  
A webinar on Historic building codes will be held on March 23rd at the City Hall 
conference room. 
 
Comments from the Audience:  
 
Comments from the Commission:  
 
Adjournment: Chair Randolph made a motion to adjourn at 7:45 p.m. to the next 
regular meeting scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, April 26, 2016. The motion carried 
unanimously.  
 
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 
 
04/26/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Studio 101 Designs 

Project Location 

19366 and 19370 Sonoma Highway 

Historical Significance 

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

Request 

Consideration of design review for two commercial buildings located at 19366 and 19370 Sonoma Highway. 

Summary 
Background: On July 14, 2005, the Planning Commission approved a Use Permit and a Planned Development Permit for 
the property located at 19370 Sonoma Highway (see attached Final Conditions of Project Approval). On September 20, 
2015, the Design Review Commission approved building elevations and exterior materials for a mixed-use project on the 
properties (see attached minutes from the September 20, 2005, Design Review Commission meeting). On March 21, 2006 
the DRC approved a landscape plan for Sonoma Village West. The approved landscaping associated with the two 
commercial buildings has not been installed.   
 
At this time the applicant is proposing a revised proposal for the two, two story commercial buildings on the properties.  
According the applicant, the proposal consists of vernacular architecture consisting of agrarian structures. The applicant is 
proposing board-and batten siding, large double-hung windows (see attached manufacture specification sheet), and a 
standing seam metal roof (see attached manufacturer specification sheet). Detailing includes wood balconies, wood guardrail 
with inset welded wire grids, and wood brackets. Proposed exterior colors consist of James Hardie Arctic White for the 
siding, Metal Sales Manufacturing Corporation metal seam roof Slate Grey in color, and Dark Brown Andersen windows 
and doors. 
 
Outdoor lighting is proposed in the form of three each Millennium Lighting (RAS-12-SB) light fixtures (see attached 
manufacture specification sheet) located on the north, west, and east facing elevations. 
 
Findings for Project Approval: 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. 
 
Landscaping: As required by the Use Permit conditions of approval (number 25), the applicant will be submitting a 
landscape plan (including fences, walls, pavers, and required tree planting, including street trees) for the DRHPC’s 
consideration at a later date. The landscape plan shall comply with the City of Sonoma’s Water Efficient Landscape 
Ordinance. 
 
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. Correspondence 
2. Minutes from the September 20, 2005 Design Review Commission Meeting  
3. Conditions of Project Approval and Mitigation Monitoring Program for Sonoma Village West Mixed-

Use project 19370 Sonoma Highway 
4. Project narrative 
5. Window manufacture specification sheet 
6. Roof manufacturer specification sheet 
7. Lighting manufacturer specification sheet 
8. Color board 
9. Rendering 
10. Site plan 
11. Floor plans 
12. Building elevations 
13. Building cross section 

 
 
cc: Studio 101 Designs 
 101 H Street Ste., C 
 Petaluma, CA  94952 
 
 Kirby Road LLC 
 541 Wes Main Street 
 Merced, CA  95340 
 
 Kirby Road LLC 
 2269 Chestnut Street # 242 
 San Francisco, CA  94123-2600 
 
 Joan Jennings, via email 
 
 Jack Ding, via email 



 
 Nick Dolata, via email 
 
 Maria Pecavar, via email 
 
 Brian Rowlands, via email 
 
 Steve Jennings, via email 
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
3 
 
04/26/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Scott and Claudia Murray 

Project Location 

1181 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: 1951 
 

Request 

Demolition of a single-family residence, well and pump house, and two sheds located on the property at 1181 Broadway. 

Summary 

The property is a ±15,000 square foot parcel located on the west side of Broadway midblock between Newcomb Street and 
Clay Street. The site is currently developed with a single-family residence, a well and pump house, and two sheds. 
 
The property is located within the City’s Historic Overlay Zone; however, it is not listed on the local Historic Resources 
Survey, the State Register, or the National Register. However, under the Development Code, demolition of any structure 
over 50 years old is subject to review and approval by the DRHPC. A copy of the existing site plan (Site Plan) is attached.  
 
Historical Significance: According to the State Office of Historic Preservation, structures over 50 years old may be 
historically significant, even if not listed on a local or State/National register. Pursuant to §15064.5 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a resource is considered “historically significant” if the resource meets any one of the 
following criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (as set forth under Public Resource Code 
§5024.1): 
 

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

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

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

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

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

Given the age of the building, in January, 2016, staff advised the applicant to prepare a Historic Resource Evaluation of the 
property to determine if the residence was historically significant. The applicant stated in the project narrative that the 
existing structures on the site do not meet the above criteria for listing on the California Register.  
 
The DRHPC should decide if it agrees with the applicant’s statement that the existing structures on the property do not meet 
the above criteria for listing on the California Register.  If the DRHPC makes the statement that the existing structures on the 
site do not meet the above criteria for listing on the California Register then the structures are not historical resources,  
demolishing them would not have a significant effect on the environment, and the project qualifies for a Class 1 Categorical 
Exemption under CEQA (§15301. Existing Facilities). 
 
If the DRHPC is not able to make the statement that the existing structures on the site do not meet the above criteria for 
listing on the California Register, then the DRHPC may require that the applicants have a Historic Resource Evaluation 



 

 

prepared to determine if the residence, well and pump house, and two sheds located on the property are historically 
significant.  
  
City Regulations for Demolition Permits: The City’s regulations for demolition permits rely heavily on the criteria for 
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources in determining whether a property is historically significant and 
can be demolished. This is reflected in both §19.54.090.F.2 (Determination of Significance) and §19.54.090.G.1 (Findings, 
Decision) of the Development Code. If the DRHPC determines that the residence does not qualify as a historic resource 
under CEQA and can make the findings listed below, then the demolition may be approved. If the DRHPC chooses to 
approve the demolition of the residence, the DRHPC may require that  the single-family residence not be demolished until 
building permits for the replacement structure have been issued and that the inside and outside of the residence be photo 
documented and submitted to the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation and City of Sonoma. 
 
Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.090 of the Development Code, the DRHPC must make the following findings to 
approve a Demolition Permit: 
 

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

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

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

 
All demolition projects require a demolition permit from the City of Sonoma Building Department prior to performing any 
demolition work. Additional clearances from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (hazardous materials ‘J’ 
number), Sonoma County PRMD (sewer disconnect permit), Sonoma County Health Department (well abandonment 
permit), Sonoma Planning Department (tree protection and storm water management best practices), and other agencies or 
departments may be required prior to issuance of a demolition permit. For further information, please contact the Building 
Department at (707) 938-3681. 
 
If commissioners wish to arrange a site visit to inspect the home independently, please contact the applicant, Scott and 
Claudia Murray at (707) 939-9001. 
 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

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

   

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

 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 

 



 

 

Attachments: 
1. Project narrative. 
2. Pictures of existing residence. 
3. Site plan. 

 
 
 
cc: Scott and Claudia Murray 
 P.O. Box 2201 
 Sonoma, CA  95476-2201 

 
Mary Martinez, via will call at City hall 
 
Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
Alice Duffee, via email 
 
SLHP Historic Survey 
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
4 
 
04/26/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Glenn Ikemoto 

Project Location 

324 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: 1951 
 

Request 

Demolition of a single-family residence on the property at 324 Second Street East. 

Summary 

The property is a ±28,700 square foot parcel located on the east side of Second Street East just south of the bike path. The 
parcel is developed with a residence, swimming pool, and a detached garage/workshop. 
 
The property is located within the City’s Historic Overlay Zone; however, it is not listed on the local Historic Resources 
Survey, the State Register, or the National Register. However, under the Development Code, demolition of any structure 
over 50 years old is subject to review and approval by the DRHPC. A copy of the existing site plan (Site Plan) is attached.  
 
Historical Significance: According to the State Office of Historic Preservation, structures over 50 years old may be 
historically significant, even if not listed on a local or State/National register. Pursuant to §15064.5 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a resource is considered “historically significant” if the resource meets any one of the 
following criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (as set forth under Public Resource Code 
§5024.1): 
 

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

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

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

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

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

Given the age of the building, in November, 2014, the applicant commissioned Juliana Inman Architect to prepare a 
historical review of the property to determine if the residence was historically significant. Historical review found that the 
property does not meet the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources and therefore is not a 
historical resource as defined under CEQA (see attached 314-324 2nd Street East Historical Review Sonoma, CA dated 
November 13, 2014). Because the structure is not an historical resource, demolishing it would not have a significant effect 
on the environment and the project qualifies for a Class 1 Categorical Exemption under CEQA (§15301. Existing Facilities). 
  
City Regulations for Demolition Permits: The City’s regulations for demolition permits rely heavily on the criteria for 
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources in determining whether a property is historically significant and 
can be demolished. This is reflected in both §19.54.090.F.2 (Determination of Significance) and §19.54.090.G.1 (Findings, 
Decision) of the Development Code. If the DRHPC determines that the residence does not qualify as a historic resource 
under CEQA and can make the findings listed below, then the demolition may be approved. If the DRHPC chooses to 



 

 

approve the demolition of the residence, the DRHPC may require that  the single-family residence not be demolished until 
building permits for the replacement structure have been issued and that the inside and outside of the residence be photo 
documented and submitted to the Sonoma League for Historic Preservation and City of Sonoma. 
 
Required Findings: As set forth in §19.54.090 of the Development Code, the DRHPC must make the following findings to 
approve a Demolition Permit: 
 

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

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

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

 
All demolition projects require a demolition permit from the City of Sonoma Building Department prior to performing any 
demolition work. Additional clearances from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (hazardous materials ‘J’ 
number), Sonoma County PRMD (sewer disconnect permit), Sonoma County Health Department (well abandonment 
permit), Sonoma Planning Department (tree protection and storm water management best practices), and other agencies or 
departments may be required prior to issuance of a demolition permit. For further information, please contact the Building 
Department at (707) 938-3681. 
 
If commissioners wish to arrange a site visit to inspect the home independently, please contact the applicant, Glen Ikemoto 
at (510) 656-7600. 
 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

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

   

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

 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 

 



 

 

Attachments: 
1. Project narrative. 
2. Pictures of existing residence. 
3. Site plan. 

 
 
 

cc: Glen Ikemoto 
 324 Second Street East 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Magrane Associates 
 746 Broadway 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Claudia Ranniker 
 300 Second Street East 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Ronald Palbert, via email 
 
 Molly Rolig, via email   
 
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Alice Duffee, via email 
 
 SLPH Historic Survey, via email 
 
 Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 
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04/26/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Glenn Ikemoto 

Project Location 

314-325 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: 1955 
 

Request 

Consideration of site design and architectural review of a new single-family residence, secondary residence, and accessory 
structures located at 314-324 Second Street East. 

Summary 

Background: On March 10, 2016, the Planning Commission considered and approved a Use Permit to convert part of an 
existing detached garage and workshop into guestrooms/residential use (see attached approval letter and conditions of 
approval). 

Site Characteristics: The project site is comprised of two adjoining parcels on the east side of Second Street East just south 
of the bike path (the parcels would be merged to accommodate the overall development plan). The parcel fronting Second 
Street East has an area of ±7,361 square feet and is largely paved over. The larger interior parcel has an area of ±28,700 
square feet and is developed with a residence, swimming pool, and a detached garage/workshop. Numerous trees are located 
on the site, including a large oak and rows of Italian cypress.  
 
Project Description: The overall development plan for the site involves a number of elements including: 
 

1. Demolition of the existing residence (constructed in 1955 per Assessor’s records). 
2. Construction of a one-story replacement residence with covered porch and patio. 
3. Partial conversion of an existing ±1,900-square foot detached garage and workshop into guestrooms/residential use 

(the structure would be linked to the main residence by a covered breezeway). 
4. Construction of an additional residence (over garage) in the front/vacant portion of the site. 
5. Construction of various detached accessory structures including a new swimming pool, pool house, gym, and pump 

house with arbor. 
6. Access and landscaping improvements throughout. 
7. Merging the two parcels into a single lot. 

 
In general, the intent of the overall project is to create a residential complex for use by the owners and their family. Further 
details can be found in the attached project narrative and accompanying material. 
 
It is the responsibility of the DRHPC to review and act upon the project site plan, building massing, building elevations, 
elevation details, exterior materials, landscaping (including fences and walls), lighting, and site details. All proposed 
building/site improvements will be subject to this review, including the new pool house and exterior renovation of the 
existing accessory building.  
 
Building Elevations & Exterior Materials:  
Guest House and Garage: A new two-story two-bedroom guest house is proposed on the western portion of the property 
(near Second Street East). Proposed exterior materials consist of a stucco base with board and batten siding above and a 
raised seam metal roof with matching gutter (see attached manufacturer specification sheet). The garage doors are proposed 
to be a four section fold-up type, faced in smooth plywood with V grove vertical joints (the spacing will approximate that of 
1x4 boards), and painted with a low gloss finish (darker than the board and batten walls). The proposed front door and the 
pair of ground level storage space doors will be faced with 1x4 vertical boards with V groove joints. The applicant is 
proposing Casement windows throughout (see attached specification sheets).  



 

 

 
Garage and Bedroom Wing: The existing detached garage and workshop will be converted into a two-story two-bedroom 
garage and bedroom wing. Proposed exterior materials consist of a stucco base with board and batten siding above and a 
raised seam metal roof with matching gutter (see attached manufacturer specification sheet). The garage doors and entry 
doors will consist of painted wood. The applicant is proposing Casement windows throughout (see attached specification 
sheets).  
 
Main Residence: A new one-story main residence is proposed in the middle of the property. The main residence and the 
guest house and garage are proposed to be linked by a covered breezeway. Proposed exterior materials consist of a stucco 
material and a raised seam metal roof with matching gutter (see attached manufacturer specification sheet). Loewen narrow 
style terrace doors are proposed on the east, west, north, and south elevations (see attached manufacturer specification 
sheet). Casement style windows are proposed throughout the building with double hung windows in the kitchen and the den. 
 
Pool House: A new pool house is proposed in the northwest corner of the property.  Proposed exterior materials consist of a 
stucco material featuring plywood and batten barn doors on the east elevation. The proposed roofing materials consist of a 
Universal protective coating, CS-401 Polyurethane Elastomeric Traffic Topping-Deck 70 material and the color coat will be 
a light grey to closely match the color of the raised seam metal roofing material (see attached manufacture specification 
sheet). 
 
Pump House: A new pump house is proposed in the northeast corner of the property. Proposed exterior materials consist of a 
dark green metal siding. The proposed roofing materials consist of a Universal protective coating, CS-401 Polyurethane 
Elastomeric Traffic Topping-Deck 70 material and the color coat will be a light grey to closely match the color of the raised 
seam metal roofing material (see attached manufacture specification sheet). 
 
Gym: A new gym building is proposed south of the pump house on the eastern portion of the property. Proposed exterior 
materials consist of a dark green metal siding. The proposed roofing materials consist of a Universal protective coating, CS-
401 Polyurethane Elastomeric Traffic Topping-Deck 70 material and the color coat will be a light grey to closely match the 
color of the raised seam metal roofing material (see attached manufacture specification sheet). 
 
Exterior Lighting: A number of light fixtures are proposed within the project, including the following: A) 27 each FX 
Luminaire LED path lights; B) 8 each FX Luminaire LED well lights; C) 44 each FX Luminaire LED uplights; and, D) 4 
each FX Luminaire LED step lights. Fixture locations and details are indicated on the Landscape Plants L1.3 drawing. 

Fencing: The Landscape Details plan L2.1 (attached) indicates that six-foot tall, wooden fencing would be installed along 
the south and east boundaries of the project. In addition, four-foot tall, board form concrete wall is proposed to the north of 
the pool. 

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 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. It meets all 
relevant requirements associated with residential development in the Medium Density Residential zone, including 
limits on height, setbacks, Floor Area Ratio, and lot coverage. 
 

2. On balance, the project is consistent with the intent of applicable design guidelines set forth in the Development 
Code.  
With regard to the guest house and garage building, by placing it so that the most narrow dimension of the structure 
is parallel to the most narrow dimension of the parcel, it is consistent with the intent of design guidelines for the 
northeast planning area. 
 

3. The project responds appropriately to the context of adjacent development, as well as existing site conditions and 
environmental features. 
The project proposes residential and accessory structures, which are compatible with adjacent development and 
consistent with height and setback requirements.  
 

4. The project will not impair the historic character of its surroundings.  
The existing garage and bedroom wing is not over 50 years old; indeed, it was constructed 21 years ago. 



 

 

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

features on the site. 
Staff is not aware of any significant historic features on the site. 
 

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 project is consistent with the Guidelines for infill 
development in that the project meets the setback requirements and architectural considerations. 
 

7. The project substantially complies with any applicable preservation plan or other guidelines or requirements 
pertaining to a local historic district as designated through SMC 19.42.020. 
The project is not located 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 project is not subject to the Secretary of Interior Standards or Guidelines  

 
Landscape Plan: Landscape plans have been provided (Sheets L1, L1.1, L1.2, L1.3, L2, and 2.1) including a 
comprehensive tree list.  
 
Tree Plantings: The landscape plan indicates that 89 trees would be planted on the site (7 each 60”, 15 each 48”, 41 each 
36”, and 26 each 24” box size).  
 
Water Budget Calculations: In compliance with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, Hydrozone and Maximum 
Applied Water Allowance (MAWA) forms have been provided.  Calculations on the MAWA form indicate that the project 
would use 153,506 gallons or 56% of the annual water allowance of 272,914 gallons. 

Discussion of Project Issues: The owner of the duplex to the north, Ron Albert, has expressed concern about the 
positioning of the front unit adjacent to the rear yard of the duplex. The DRHPC may discuss this issue and make changes to 
the proposal if it deems necessary. 
 
Any approvals that the DRHPC may consider shall be contingent upon merging the two lots together prior to the submittal 
of any building 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. Owner’s Narrative 
2. Architect’s Narrative 
3. Project narrative—Landscape 
4. Neighbor’s Concerns 
5. Shade Study 
6. Tree Protection Measures 
7. Roofing Information 
8. Letter from Ira Kurlander 
9. Tree Preservation and Mitigation Report 
10. Window and Door Information 
11. Planning Commission Approval Letter and Conditions of Approval 
12. Email from Ira Kurlander Regarding Building heights 

 
 
 
cc: Glen Ikemoto 
 324 Second Street East 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Magrane Associates 
 746 Broadway 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Claudia Ranniker 
 300 Second Street East 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Ronald Palbert, via email 
 
 Molly Rolig, via email   
 
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Alice Duffee, via email 
 
 SLPH Historic Survey, via email 
 
 Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 
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