
 

  
 

City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 

Preservation Commission 
AGENDA 

Regular Meeting of June 21, 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. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE 

 
ITEM #1 –Sign Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of a portable 
freestanding sign, two 
interchangeable wall signs, and 
illumination for a previously 
approved wall sign for a wine tasting 
room (Lake Sonoma). 
 
Applicant:   
Tyler Galts 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
134 Church 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 #2 – PUBLIC HEARING 

ISSUE: 
Review of Draft Downtown Sonoma 
Preservation Design Guidelines. 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

 RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Forward to City Council, with 
recommendations. 

CEQA Status: 
Not applicable. 

 



ITEM #3 – DISSUSSION ITEM 

ISSUE: 
Review future items/projects priority list. 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

 RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Receive and provide 
feedback. 

CEQA Status: 
Not applicable. 

 

 

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 June 17, 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 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
1 
 
6/21/16 

                                                                                            

Applicant 

Tyler Galts 

Project Location 

134 Church 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 build 1904) 
         

Request 

Consideration of a portable freestanding sign, two interchangeable wall signs, and illumination for a previously approved 
wall sign for a wine tasting room (Lake Sonoma) located at 134 Church Street. 

  
Background: On November 25, 2015, staff administratively approved a 10 square foot wall sign for Lake Sonoma Tasting 
Room. 
 
At this time the applicant is proposing a new portable freestanding sign, two new interchangeable wall signs, and sign 
illumination for the administratively approved wall sign. 
 
Portable Freestanding Sign: The applicant is requesting approval of a portable freestanding sign. The two-sided sign is 12 
square feet in area (4 feet tall by 3 feet wide) per side. The sign consists of a wood material. The interchangeable fixed 
messages would be professionally printed in the form of a decal stuck to a melamine surface. 
 
Portable Freestanding Sign Regulations (§18.20.014): It is the intent of this section to minimize the use of portable 
freestanding signs in order to minimize visual clutter and conflicts on sidewalks and to ensure that when portable 
freestanding signs are allowed that they are harmonious with their surroundings and distinctive in their design and 
creativity. Portable freestanding signs shall be allowed only when approved by the planning director or his or her designee 
upon a finding that special circumstances exist regarding the applicant’s business location that requires a freestanding 
portable sign. Examples of such special circumstances include, but are not limited to: (1) the business is not visible from the 
street on which it lies; (2) options for permanent signs have been exhausted; or, (3) some other valid physical justification. 
Portable freestanding signs shall be designed so as to be compatible with the architecture of the building in which the 
applicant’s business is located and compatible with other buildings on the same block and in the same vicinity as the 
applicant’s business. Generic design, signs having an A-frame design, prefabricated signs, and plastic materials shall be 
discouraged and shall be subject to DRHPC review. If the lineal feet of street frontage at the location at which an applicant 
desires to place a portable freestanding sign is less than 40 feet, the maximum allowable size of a freestanding shall be five 
square feet.  The freestanding sign shall not exceed a maximum width of 24 inches and a maximum height of 48 inches. 
The lineal feet of the property where the portable freestanding sign is proposed is 14 feet. The sign does not comply with 
the requirements to be approved administratively in that it would exceed the maximum allowable size of a freestanding sign 
(5 feet) by 7 square feet. The sign is proposed to be located on the north side of the gate opening just inside the Lake 
Sonoma Winery property. The sign would not impinge upon pedestrian traffic because it would provide at least four feet of 
sidewalk clearance. In review of the application, the primary issues that the DRHPC should consider is whether site 
conditions and the current business visibility justify use of a portable freestanding sign, the width of the sign, and the size 
of the sign. 
 
Applications for portable freestanding signs that do not meet the ordinance size limitations shall be subject to the review 
and approval of the DRHPC, which may, but is not required to, permit exceptions to the dimensional standards if it finds 
that: 
(1)  The circumstances of the sign location or design necessitate the granting of such exceptions in order to provide 

adequate visibility, address unique site conditions, or provide for enhanced design quality or creativity; and, 
(2)  The proposed exception to dimensional standards is consistent with the intent of this section; and, 
(3)  The proposed exception to dimensional standards, if granted, would not result in the approval of a portable 



freestanding sign that is in excess of 72 inches in height. 
 
As a condition to the authorization of portable freestanding signs, the applicant shall be required to furnish to the city proof 
of insurance and to execute an agreement obligating the permitee to indemnify and hold the city harmless for any action, 
claim or expense that may occur as a result of the placement of the portable freestanding sign on any sidewalk or public 
right-of-way. Any person who fails to furnish the required proof of insurance and indemnification in connection with the 
placement of a portable freestanding sign shall be in violation of ordinance and shall be subject to immediate removal by 
the city. 
 
Interchangeable Wall Signs: Two new interchangeable wall signs are proposed on the trellis over the gate facing First 
Street West. The sign are 2 square feet in area (1 foot tall by 2 feet wide). The signs would be constructed of aluminum. 
Copy on the sign would consist of a professionally printed interchangeable decal with a UV coating. Illumination is not 
proposed.  
 
Wall Sign Regulations (§18.20.180): Wall signs projecting over the property line, including a light box or other part thereof, 
shall not exceed a thickness of 12 inches. The proposal is consistent with this requirement. 
 
Illumination for Existing Wall Signs: Two “non-glare” light fixtures are proposed to illuminate the previously approved 
wall sign (see attached manufacturer specification sheet). The applicant is proposing to illuminate the sign from 10 a.m. to 
10 p.m. Normal business hours are from 10 a.m. to 10 p.m. daily. 
 
Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s frontage on Church Street (45 feet), the maximum aggregate sign area 
allowed for the parcel is 24 square feet. The total aggregate sign area for the property would be ±14 square feet, 
including the existing wall sign (10 square feet) and proposed interchangeable wall signs (4 square feet).The proposal is 
consistent with this requirement.  

 
Number of Signs: A maximum of two signs are permitted for any one business (§18.16.010). The proposal is not consistent 
with this requirement in that there would be three signs for the business including the existing wall sign and proposed 
interchangeable wall signs. 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 signs normally permitted for any one business. The 
DRHPC may grant variances from the provisions of the sign ordinance provided that certain findings can be made (see 
below). 
 
1. Exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions, not resulting from any act of the owner or applicant, apply to 

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

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

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



 
 

 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action

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

   

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

 

DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Attachments 
1. Portable freestanding sign location map. 
2. Interchangeable wall sign narrative and drawing. 
3. Portable freestanding sign narrative and drawings. 
4. Sign illumination narrative. 
5. Current sign approval information. 
6. Manufacture specifications and rendering of proposed light fixtures. 
7. Sign maps. 
 

 
cc: Tyler Galts 
 777 Madrone Road 
 Glen Ellen, CA  95442 
 
 Robert Benziger Trust 
 1270 Lovall Valley Road 
 Sonoma, CA  95476-4839 
 
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Alice Duffee, via email 
 
 SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
 
 Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 















































June 21, 2016 
Agenda Item #2 

 
M E M O  

 
To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission 
 
From: Associate Planner Atkins 
 
Subject: Draft Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines 
 
Background 
 
On April 21, 2015 a draft request for proposals (RFP) for preparation of downtown preservation 
and design guidelines was presented to the Design Review and Historic Preservation 
Commission (DRHPC) for review and comment, at which time the Commission voted 
unanimously to forward the RFP to the City Council. Subsequently, on May 4, 2015, the City 
Council unanimously approved the RFP. In August, 2015, Page & Turnbull was selected by an 
interview panel consisting of City staff, commission members, and members of the public to 
prepare the design guidelines. Following the selection of the consultant, the key steps undertaken 
to date in the preparation of the design guidelines are as follows: 
 

 November 19, 2015: the Advisory Committee participated in a walking tour of the project 
area and provided suggestions and feedback on the format of the document.  

 
 January 25, 2016: the City of Sonoma held a public workshop and received suggestions 

and comments from the public on many aspects of the content of the design guidelines. 
 

 On May 19, 2016: a review draft of the Downtown Design Guidelines was completed.  
 

 June 2, 2016: the Advisory Committee met to discuss the draft design guidelines, 
provided additional feedback, and participated in a design review exercise (see attached) 
using the draft Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines as a tool to complete 
the exercise.  

 
The draft Downtown Design Guidelines are now presented to the Design Review and Historic 
Preservation for review and comment from the Commission and interested members of the 
public. (Interested persons may also review the design guidelines by going to the City of 
Sonoma’s website at: http://www.sonomacity.org/News.aspx.) Staff from Page & Turnbull will 
be present at the DRHPC review to receive comments that will inform edits made to the draft 
before final adoption by the City Council, scheduled for August of 2016. 
 
Introduction and Purpose 
 
The Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines were prepared to serve as a project 
planning tool for residents, property owners, the Planning Commission, and the Design Review 
and Historic Preservation Commission. The city of Sonoma’s Downtown Planning Area is the 
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focal point of historic Sonoma, which includes the Sonoma Plaza historic district (listed both in 
the National Register of Historic Places and as a National Historic Landmark). These guidelines 
seek to accommodate growth and change in the Downtown Planning Area, while guiding 
alterations of existing buildings and new development, with the goal of respecting and preserving 
the historic character of the community and promoting excellence in the built environment. The 
document provides guidance to property owners, city staff, the design community, and the 
general public to sustain the historical character of downtown Sonoma and ensure that changes to 
the built environment will be sensitive to the community’s historical legacy. 
 
How to Use the Design Guidelines 
 
The guidelines are arranged by chapters according to the scope of a proposed project: 
 

 Chapter 5: Repairing and Altering Existing Buildings 
 Chapter 6: Additions to Existing Buildings 
 Chapter 7: Designing and Constructing New Buildings 
 Chapter 8: Site Design and Alterations 
 Chapter 9: Special Considerations 

 
Each of these chapters outlines a number of historic preservation concepts that should inform the 
thought process behind project development and design review. The concepts represent design 
objectives that can be applied to many different situations and result in a compatible building 
that is integrated into the historic context. Each guideline is followed by additional and clarifying 
information in a bulleted list. Where possible, the guidelines also include links to National Park 
Service (NPS) Technical Preservation Briefs, which provide additional guidance and “how-to” 
information that may prove useful and is compliant with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Three sub-areas within the Downtown Planning District 
have been identified using the boundaries of the Sonoma Plaza National Register Historic 
District, the National Historic Landmark, and the Historic Overlay Zone. The first sub-area is 
determined by the boundaries of the National Register Historic District and National Historic 
Landmark District. The second sub-area is located outside of the historic districts but still within 
the Historic Overlay Zone established by the City of Sonoma, The third sub-are encompasses the 
southernmost portion of the Downtown Planning District and is located outside of the Historic 
Overlay Zone. The purpose of identifying these sub-areas is to clearly define the pre-existing 
conditions and polices that apply to each area. The goal is to encourage high-quality design and 
development that addresses the three sub-areas in appropriate ways. 
 
Review Exercise 
 
Attached is a review exercise that commissioners may want to undertake using the Downtown 
Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines as a tool to complete the task.  Commissioners will have 
the opportunity to review test scenarios involving additions, new construction, and site 
improvements that are similar to situations that could occur in downtown Sonoma. The intent of 
the exercise is to elicit feedback to improve the design guidelines. Three scenarios and associated 
drawings are attached for reference.  
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Scenario Descriptions: 
 

A. The house was constructed c. 1915 and is within the Historic Preservation Overlay Zone 
(sub-area 2, see page 47). It is considered a historic resource. The homeowner is 
considering building an addition to the house in the form of a guest bedroom. The 
homeowner would also like to replace the existing carport with an enclosed two-car 
garage.  Please describe how you might attempt to solve these issues while complying 
with the Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines. 

B. The owner of the residence, built in 1906, has proposed a project involving a new 
addition, new features on the front façade, and landscape changes. The house is within 
the Historic Overlay Zone (sub-area 1, see page 47). Consider this project with respect to 
the Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines. In what ways would the project 
comply with the guidelines? In what ways would it not, and how could the design be 
improved? 

C. The house was constructed in 2010 on a block that contains residences dating to the 
1910s within the Historic Over Zone (sub-area 2, see page 47). In consideration of the 
Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines, what are some issues you see with 
the new design? How could the design guidelines have influenced the building’s design? 
What if the building had been located in sub-area 3? 

 
Schedule and Next Steps 
 

 July 14, 2016 – Review by the Planning Commission. 
 August 15, 2016 – City Council adoption of final Downtown Sonoma Preservation 

Design Guidelines. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Receive presentation, and provide feedback and identify any recommended revisions, and 
provide a recommendation to City Council for final approval. 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
1. Review exercise. 
 
A printed copy of the public review draft Downtown Design Guidelines is available for review at 
City Hall. 
 
 
 
cc: Downtown Design Guidelines Advisory Committee 
 
 Downtown Design Guidelines Interest List 
 
 Page & Turnbull, via email 



DOWNTOWN	SONOMA	PRESERVATION	DESIGN	GUIDELINES	
ADVISORY	GROUP	MEETING	#2 
June	1,	2016 

 

Activity	instructions:	You	will	have	the	opportunity	to	review	one	of	three	test	scenarios	involving	
additions,	new	construction,	and	site	improvements	that	are	similar	to	situations	that	could	occur	
in	downtown	Sonoma.	Advisory	Group	participants	should	break	into	three	groups,	and	each	group	
will	take	on	a	different	scenario:	A,	B,	or	C.	First,	appoint	a	spokesperson	to	take	notes.	For	each	
scenario,	please	read	the	associated	directions	below,	and	reference	the	illustration	sheets	placed	at	
the	table,	as	well	as	copies	of	the	Design	Guidelines	that	are	provided.	You	will	have	approximately	
ten	minutes	to	review	the	Design	Guidelines	in	relation	to	the	project	scenario.	
 

Scenario	
	A:	Consider	this	scenario	from	the	perspective	of	the	owner	of	the	house	pictured	who	would	be	
referencing	the	design	guidelines.	The	house	was	constructed	c.	1915	and	is	within	the	Historic	
Preservation	Overlay	Zone	(sub‐area	2,	see	page	47).	It	is	considered	a	historic	resource.	All	of	the	
bedrooms	in	the	house	are	currently	used	by	your	family	members,	but	you	are	considering	
building	an	addition	to	house	a	guest	bedroom.	Furthermore,	you	are	unhappy	with	the	current	
side	carport—which	was	constructed	during	the	1950s—and	would	like	an	enclosed,	two‐car	
garage.	Please	describe	how	you	might	attempt	to	solve	these	issues	while	complying	with	the	
Downtown	Sonoma	Preservation	Design	Guidelines.	Separate	into	sub‐groups	to	review	Chapters	5,	
6,	and	8	to	find	appropriate	guidance.	
	
	
Scenario	B:	The	owner	of	the	residence	shown	in	these	photographs,	built	in	1906,	has	proposed	a	
project	involving	a	new	addition,	new	features	on	the	front	façade,	and	landscape	changes.	The	
house	is	within	the	Historic	Preservation	Overlay	Zone	(sub‐area	1,	see	page	47).	The	proposed	
alterations	are	illustrated	in	the	drawings	provided.	Consider	this	project	with	respect	to	the	
Downtown	Sonoma	Preservation	Design	Guidelines.	In	what	ways	would	the	project	comply	with	
the	guidelines?	In	what	ways	would	it	not,	and	how	could	the	design	be	improved?	Separate	into	
sub‐groups	to	review	Chapters	5,	6,	and	8	to	find	appropriate	guidance.	
	
	
Scenario	C:	The	house	depicted	here	was	constructed	in	2010	on	a	block	that	contains	residences	
dating	to	the	1910s	within	the	Historic	Overlay	Zone	(sub‐area	2,	see	page	47).	In	consideration	of	
the	Downtown	Sonoma	Preservation	Design	Guidelines,	what	are	some	issues	you	see	with	the	new	
design?	How	could	the	design	guidelines	have	influenced	the	building’s	design?	What	if	the	building	
had	been	located	in	sub‐area	3?	Separate	into	sub‐groups	to	review	Chapters	7	and	8	to	find	
appropriate	guidance.	
	
	
After	your	group	discusses,	we	will	ask	each	spokesperson	to	report	on	the	group’s	approach	to	the	
scenarios.	
	



Scenario A: Planning an Addition



Scenario B: Evaluating a Proposed Addition

Existing front facade Proposed new front elevation

Existing side facade

Existing site

Proposed new side elevation

Proposed new site plan



Scenario C: Evaluating a New Residence



June 21, 2016 
Agenda Item #3 

 
 

M E M O  
 
 
To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission 
 
From: Associate Planner Atkins 
 
Subject: Future Items/Project Priority List 
 
Background 
At the April 14, 2014 DRHPC meeting, the commission reviewed the Certified Local 
Government Project Priorities (see attached memo) and provided staff with a “Top 
Three Priority” list, consisting of the following item/projects: 
 

1. Design Guidelines for Downtown 
2. Training 
3. Demolition by Neglect 

 
A draft Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines document is currently under 
review and is anticipated to be approved by the City Council on August 15, 2016. Staff 
actively seeks training opportunities for the DRHPC on an ongoing basis, and the City 
Council has approved an increase in the training budget for City Commissions and staff 
anticipates that this level will be maintained. The demolition by neglect project has not 
begun. 
 
Review of other Potential Projects 
 
At the November 17, 2015, DRHPC meeting, commissioner Tippell expressed concerns 
about how permanent commercial real estate signs are attached to historic buildings, 
and on May 31, 2016, Commissioner Essert requested a discussion on a possible 
requirement for story poles.  On April 1, 2015, Governor Brown signed Executive Order 
B-29-15, which directed the California Department of Water Resources to update the 
Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) by expedited regulation. The 
adopted version was incorporated into the California Code of Regulations, Title 23, 
Division 2, Chapter 2.7 and went into effect on December 1, 2015. This requires the City 
to update 
 
Staff is requesting direction from the DRHPC with regard to priorities. The MWELO is 
staff’s first DRHPC priority as it is a State requirement. Since demolition by neglect was 
previously identified as a “Top Three Priority” list project, it seems reasonable to include 
it as the second priority. How commercial signs attached to historic buildings will require 
some outreach to the real estate community, but could be accommodated as the third 



priority.  Because the DRHPC can already require story poles on a case-by-case basis, 
it seems that this should be the last priority. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Provide recommendations to staff on the priority of DRHPC item/projects. 
 
 
Attachments: 
1. Historic Preservation Plan: Implementation Measures 
2. DRHPC Certified Local Government Project Priority Review Memo, dated April 15, 

2014 
 
 























April 15, 2014 
Agenda Item #8 

 
 

M E M O  
 
 
To: Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission 
 
From: Associate Planner Atkins 
 
Subject: DRHPC Certified Local Government Project Priority Review 
 
Background 
 
At the March 18, 2014, Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission (DRHPC) 
meeting, the DRHPC received information regarding the changes related to Certified 
Local Government and recent Municipal Code revisions. During the discussion staff 
indicated that in April a list of implementation measures from the Historic Preservation 
Plan would be provided to the DRHPC along with other items of interest raised by the 
City Council, the DRHPC, and members of the public.   
 
Review of Implementation Measures and other Potential Projects 
 
On November 4, 2013, the City Council adopted a historic preservation plan (previously 
reviewed by the Design Review Commission). The plan includes an implementation 
section intended to guide future efforts to improve Sonoma’s historic preservation 
programs. Because the Preservation Plan was adopted last November, almost six 
months after the passage of the municipal budget, the only programs for which funding 
is currently allocated is staff and Commission training. (As the Commission is aware, 
staff routinely informs Commissioners of training opportunities with respect to historic 
preservation.) The preparation of the 2014-15 budget has not yet started, but as part of 
that process the DRHCP is now asked to review the Preservation Plan and other items 
of interest and make recommendations to the Council for funding measures and identify 
the top three priorities.  
 
The following is a list of items included on the implementation section of the Historic 
Preservation Plan: 
 

1. Apply to the State Office of Historic Preservation for designation as a Certified 
Local Government (CLG) and implement the ongoing requirements associated 
with that designation.  
 
The City applied for CLG designation in 2013 and implementation of the ongoing 
requirements is ongoing. 
 



2. Develop guidelines to be used by staff and the DRHPC to determine under what 
circumstances profession cultural and historic resource evaluations will be 
required in the review of applications involving know or potential significant 
historic resources.  

 
Guidelines have been developed to require evaluations of all potentially historic 
structures individual properties. 

 
3. Develop updated guidelines for use by staff and the DRHPC to evaluate 

additions and other modifications to historic structures based on Secretary of 
Interior standards.  
 
Although the Development Code already includes design guidelines for the 
review changes to historic structures and for infill in the Historic Overlay zone, 
updated guidelines have not been prepared. In staff’s view, this project would 
require consultant assistance and would need to be budgeted for by the City 
Council. As a means of narrowing the scope of this project, at least at the outset, 
consideration could be given to developing updated guidelines for the Plaza 
area. 
 

4. Establish a mechanism for regularly updating the City-adopted inventory of 
historic structures. Consider establishing criteria for designating resources having 
local historic significance. 

 
While this project would benefit from some level of consultant assistance (at least 
with regard to developing criteria for designating local-significant historic 
resources), it is not as complicated a project as the development of updated 
design guidelines. 

 
5. Draft a Mills Act program for consideration by the DRHPC and the City Council. 

 
Some staff work has already been done on this issue. While drafting such a 
program would not necessarily require consultant assistance, it would require a 
commitment of staff resources. 
 

6. Update the Development Code with respect to the responsibilities of the DRHPC 
to fully reflect CLG requirements. 
 
Much of this has already been accomplished with the adopting of amendments to 
the Development Code last November. While there are some follow-up items to 
take care of, this can be accommodated through the normal workload of staff. 
 

7. Maintain and strengthen the consultative relationship with the Federated Indians 
of Graton Rancheria on matters pertaining to cultural resources. 
 
Ongoing.  



8. Update the City’s GIS to better integrate SHPO data on historic and cultural 
resources. 

 
This would be a useful addition to the City’s Geographic Information System that 
would require some additional funding on a one-time basis to implement. 

 
9. Continue to pursue training and education opportunities with respect to historic 

preservation for both the DRHPC and staff. 
 

Ongoing. The City Council has already approved an increase in the training 
budget for City Commissions and staff anticipates that this level will be 
maintained. 
 

10. Establish a process for commenting on nominations to the National Register, 
consistent with the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
While it will be necessary to accomplish this task at some point, in staff’s view 
this is not a priority. 
 

11. Consider incorporating a Historic Resources Element in the next comprehensive 
update of the General Plan. 
 
This option would be considered for the next comprehensive update of the 
General Plan, which is not likely to occur for several years. 
 

12. Establish a new section on the City’s website, highlighting local resources and 
regulations pertaining to historic preservation. 
 
The City is already in the process comprehensively updating its website. This 
task will be accomplished as part of that work. 
 

13. Develop and maintain a database of the owners of historic sites and structures 
and other stakeholders to facilitate education and outreach with respect to 
historic preservation efforts. 
 
This task can be accomplished by staff, over time, as part of its normal workload. 
 

14. Work with the League for Historic Preservation, the Sonoma Valley Historical 
Society and other interested experts and organizations to provide educational 
materials for the owners and prospective owners of historic structures. 

 
Ongoing. 
 

15. Investigate the costs and benefits of requiring design review for changes to 
interior character-defining features of historically significant special purpose 
buildings. 



Staff is currently conducting background research on this topic, 
 
The following is a list of other items of interest identified by the City Council, DRHPC, 
and members of the public: 
 

 Investigate approving a pre-approved palette or some other sort of guidelines 
addressing building colors in the downtown area. This concept could be folded 
into the development of updated design guidelines for the downtown area. 
 

 The DRHCP has expressed interest in developing an ordinance that would 
establish maintenance requirements for historic structures. Staff is researching 
this issue. At this time, consultant assistance is not required. 

 
 Consider changing the 1945 threshold that triggers design review for alterations 

to single-family residences. This issue can be addressed as part of the normal 
workload of staff and the DRHPC. 

 
Recommendation 
 
Provide recommendations to the City Council on CLG program priorities so that they 
may considered by the Council in the budget process. 
 
 
Attachments: 
1. Historic Preservation Plan: Implementation Measures 
 
 
 
cc: Barbara Wimmer, SLHP (via email) 
 

Mary Martinez 
 P.O. Box 534 
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 George McKale (via email) 
 
 Patricia Cullinan, SVHS (via email) 
 
 Yvonne Bowers (via email) 
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