
 

      
 

City of Sonoma  
Design Review and Historic  

Preservation Commission 
AGENDA 

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

Sonoma, CA  95476 
 

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

 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Micaelia Randolph Chair 
 

              
Commissioners:   Kelso Barnett 
                             Christopher Johnson 
                             Leslie Tippell 
                             Bill Essert  
                             Robert Cory (Alternate) 
                              
                              

  
COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC 
Presentations by audience members on items not appearing on the agenda. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Minutes from the meetings of September 15, 2015, May 31, 2016 and June 21, 2016. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE 

 
ITEM #1 – Sign Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of two new wall signs 
and a new monument sign for a 
storage facility (Extra Space 
Storage). 
 
Applicant:   
Johnson Sign Company 
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
19240 Sonoma Highway 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Commercial (C) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: 
West Napa/Sonoma Corridor 
Base: Commercial (C) 
Overlay: None 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
CEQA Status: 
Categorically Exempt 
 

ITEM #2 – Sign Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of a new monument 
sign for an office building (Marcy 
House). 
  
Applicant:   
Sonoma Valley Historical Society  
 
Staff:  Wendy Atkins 

Project Location: 
205 First Street West 
 
General Plan Designation: 
Park (Pk) 
 
Zoning: 
Planning Area: Vallejo District 
Base: Park (Pk) 
Overlay: Historic (/H) 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
 
Commission discretion. 
 
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 – Design Review 
  
REQUEST: 
Consideration of building elevations, 
exterior colors, materials, lighting, 
and landscaping for a 6-unit 
condominium project. 
 
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 
 

 

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

DESIGN REVIEW AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
MEETING 

September 15, 2015  
Community Meeting Room, 177 First Street West, Sonoma, CA 

 
Draft MINUTES 

 
Chair Barnett called the meeting to order at 6:33 p.m.   
 
Roll Call: 
 

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

Absent:  

Others 
Present: 

Associate Planner Atkins, 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: None  
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Comm. Randolph made a motion to approve the minutes of August 
18, 2015.  Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion was unanimously adopted.   

CHANGES TO AGENDA ORDER: None 
CORRESPONDENCE: None. 
 
Item #1–Consideration of a new monument sign for a mixed use building at 430 West 
Napa Street.  
 
Applicant: Sonoma Signs/ Extraordinary Ventures California 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report.   
 
Comm. Johnson confirmed with staff that a six foot setback is required.  
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment.  
 
Rose Jager, Sonoma Signs, described the proposed modifications to the sign and said the 
square footage of the sign will be less than the previous sign.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comms. Johnson and Tippell are satisfied with the placement of the new monument sign. 
 
Comm. Anderson viewed the shape and configuration of the new sign as an improvement.   
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Comm. Randolph and Chair Barnett agreed with Comms. Anderson,Tippell and Johnson’s 
comments.  
 
Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the proposal as submitted subject to the conditions of 
approval. Comm. Randolph seconded. The motion was unanimously adopted (6-0).  
 
Item # 2- Consideration of a new monument sign for a mixed use building at 276 East 
Napa Street.  
 
Applicant: Sonoma Community Center 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report.   
 
Chair Barnett confirmed with staff that the project is in the Historic Overlay District.  
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment.  
 
Bob Sanders, Robert Sanders & Company/Sonoma Community Center representative, said the 
sign will be illuminated from dusk to 10 p.m.  
 
Roger Heigel, resident, discussed the plan with neighbors concerned with alterations to the 
façade of the building. He felt the new marquis will help market the programs offered at the 
Sonoma Community Center.  
  
Comm. Randolph confirmed with Mr. Heigel that the illumination is internal not external. 
 
Chair Barnett asked how frequently the sign language will change.  
 
Comm. Randolph valued having a large  message board.  
 
Comm. Tippell wondered if the new sign is similar to the existing sign.  
 
Chair Barnett suggested reversing the colors on the reader board from black to white. 
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Johnson welcomed the project team back and appreciated the positive outreach to the 
neighbors and the revisions made.  
 
Comms. Tippell and Anderson appreciated preserving the brick and supported the new sign.  
 
Comm. Randolph liked the new logo.   
 
Chair Barnett did not favor an internal illuminated sign, especially in historic residential areas, 
but agreed with his fellow commissioners that the modified sign is an improvement.  
 
Comms. McDonald and Chair Barnett were pleased with the colors selected.  
 
Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve the proposal as submitted. Comm. Anderson        
seconded. The motion carried 5-1. Chair Barnett opposed.  
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Item # 3- Consideration of two freestanding signs for a commercial building at 156 East 
Napa Street. 
 
Applicant: Sharna Haver  
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
 
Robert Sanders, Robert Sanders & Company, used the City’s building façade program to 
preserve the integrity of the historical building.  
 
Comm. Randolph confirmed with the applicant that there are two small lights under the sign.   
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment.  
 
No public comment.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comms. Randolph and Anderson supported the sign program and envisioned some benefits for 
other tenants.  
 
Comm. Tippell and Chair Barnett valued the simplicity of the signage and respect for design 
guidelines in the historic district in the proposal.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Randolph made a motion to approve two freestanding signs for a commercial building 
located at 156 East Napa Street as submitted with the allowances for one additional projecting 
sign located at the rear of the building. Comm. Tippell seconded. The motion was unanimously 
adopted (6-0).  
          
Item # 4- Consideration of a design review and new signs for a commercial building 
(Fletcher Rhodes) at 1177 Broadway. 
 
Applicant:  Emily Mughannam 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment.  
 
Emily Mughannam, applicant, envisioned the replacement signs drawing more attention to her 
commercial business.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Johnson viewed the fresh paint as an enhancement. 
 
Comm. Tippell preferred the original design, blue color, and window detailing.  
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Comm. Anderson agreed with his fellow commissioners comments. 
 
Comm. Randolph agreed with Comm. Tippell and preferred the original colors that were 
selected.   
 
Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the proposal as submitted for new signs with a 
recommendation for the first color choice for a mixed use building at 1177 Broadway. Comm. 
Randolph seconded. The motion was unanimously approved (6-0).  
 
Item #5- Consideration of a design review for an apartment building at 286 Perkins Street. 
 
Applicant:  Steve and Terri Holifield 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report.   
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment.  
 
Terri and Steve Holifield, applicants, said the tenants in the building agreed with the changes.  
 
Comm. Randolph asked if the deck cover will be removed.  
 
Chair Barnett confirmed with the applicant that the existing landscaping will be replaced. 
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Johnson is satisfied with the project.  
 
Comm. Tippell visited the site and agreed with Comm. Johnson about revamping the 
landscaping.  
 
Comms. Anderson and Randolph agreed with making changes to the windows.  
 
Comms. Randolph, McDonald, Anderson and Chair Barnett said the development is well 
integrated in the neighborhood and had an “inviting feel”. 
 
Comm. Tippell made a motion to approve the proposal as submitted with a suggestion to  
provide a different front door color and a lighter trim color. Comm. Randolph seconded. The 
motion was unanimously approved (6-0).  
 
Terri Holifield confirmed with staff that the motion included only “suggestions to the applicant” 
not requirements.    
 
# 6- Landscape Review Consideration of a landscape plan for an office and storage 
building (3 Badge Beverage Company) at 32 Patten Street      
   
Associate Planner Atkins presented staff’s report. 
 
August Sebastiani, business owner, described the new use for the space.  
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June King landscape Architect/Principal, Landmark Landscape Company. said the stone work is 
similar to the Sebastiani Winery. She designed an interactive garden setting that will incorporate 
water features. 
 
Chair Barnett opened the item to public comment.  
 
No public comment.  
 
Chair Barnett closed the item to public comment. 
 
Comm. Randolph is pleased with the building renovations and felt the landscaped courtyard 
could be considered a quasi “public space”.  
 
Comms. Tippell, Johnson and Chair Barnett supported all the improvements made. 
 
Comm. Anderson made a motion to approve the landscape plan for an office and storage 
building at 32 Patten Street as submitted. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion was 
unanimously approved (6-0).  
 
Associate Planner Atkins reported the following:  
 
The City Council will review revisions to the sign ordinance on November 2, 2015.  
 
Adjournment: Chair Barnett made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:09 p.m. The motion 
was unanimously carried. The next regular meeting scheduled is at 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, 
January 20, 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 20th day of January                
2015. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted 
 
 
________________________________ 
Cristina Morris, Administrative Assistant   
 



CITY OF SONOMA 
DESIGN REVIEW AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
May 31, 2016 

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

 
Chair Randolph called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 
Present: Chair Randolph, Comms. Johnson, Essert, Barnett, Cory (Alternate) 
 
Absent: Comm. Tippell 
 
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:  No public comments. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE: Late mail was received on Item #2 from Mary Martinez and Item 
#4 from Glenn Ikemoto, Ron Alpert, MacNair & Associates, and Horticulture Associates   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Comm. Barnett made a motion to approve the minutes of 
June 16, 2015 as submitted and May 17, 2016 with changes noted. Comm. Essert 
seconded. The motion carried unanimously (5-0).   
 
Item 1- Consideration of design review for two commercial buildings at 19366 and 
19370 Sonoma Highway.  
 
Applicant: Studio 101 Designs  
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 

Comm. Barnett confirmed with staff that the use permit is active since building 
permits had been issued for the residential units in the Planned Unit Development.  
 
Steven Mosley, Studio 101 Designs, said the changes will modernize the building.  
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  

Joan Jennings, resident Villa de Lunas, viewed the proposal for the mixed use parcel 
as not conforming with the Development Code and General Plan in regards to size 
and compatibility. She said the “transition between residential and commercial” is not 
cohesive with the neighboring uses. She urged the Commission to reevaluate the  
area and oppose the proposal.  
 
Nick Dolata, neighbor, concurred with Joan Jenning’s comments and considered it a 
“piece meal” development. He encouraged the Commission to deny the application.  
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Jack Ding, resident, is primarily concerned with parking. He supported the use of City 
funds to develop affordable housing.  
 
Brian Rowlands, neighbor, is concerned with parking and the location for garbage bins. 
He requested that the developer fix the gate. 
 
Steve Jennings, neighbor, wants the landscape plan revised to ensure an adequate 
buffer between the homes and commercial buildings since the Planning Commission 
had requested harmonizing uses. The neighbors are disappointed that there has been 
no contact with Kibbey Road, LLC. He felt the townhome residents are absent of 
consideration.  
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Barnett questioned if the design fits into the area along Highway 12. He 
evaluated the proposal within the context of the approved master plan. 
 
Comm. Essert preferred a wood guard rail welded with wire mesh that conformed with 
the regional architecture in the wine country.  
 
The applicant has not developed a landscape plan but the bio swale retention will be 
included in the landscape plan.   
 
Comm. Essert asked the applicant if underground parking was considered.  
 
The applicant responded that it was an option but cost prohibited.  
 
Comm. Johnson asked about proposed changes from the original plan.  
 
Chair Randolph confirmed with staff the parameters under review.  
  
Associate Planner Atkins said the DRHPC is limited to elevation details, colors and 
materials, landscaping, lighting, and site details. 
 
Comm. Essert confirmed with staff that the DRHPC approved a landscape plan on April 
18, 2006.  
 
Chair Randolph reopened the item to public comment.  
 
Joan Jennings said it is problematic to approve a “piece meal” development and she is 
not satisfied with the communications with the developer and felt they should be more 
flexible. 
 
Jack Ding, neighbor, is disappointed that more consideration is not made for the 
residents.  
 
Christine Rowlands, resident, is very concerned with traffic flow (i.e. ingress/egress into 
the project).     
  
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  



                 May 31, 2016, Page 3 of 6 

 
Comm. Johnson struggled with the overall design.   
 
Comm. Barnett noted two primary concerns; 1) project aesthetics 2) unable to make the 
finding that the project responds appropriately to the context of the adjacent 
development, as well as existing site conditions and environmental features. 
 
Comm. Essert agreed with Comm. Barnett and recommended more collaboration with 
the neighbors regarding parking concerns.  
 
Comm. Cory visited the project site and recognized the views expressed by the 
residents. 
 
Chair Randolph appreciated the public comments and noted that it is customary for 
commissioners to read the entire packets before considering the merits of a project.  
 
Comm. Essert viewed parking as a tradeoff between underground or between the 
residential and commercial buildings.  
 
Comm. Barnet made a motion to consider the meeting a study session and encouraged 
the developer to attend the next meeting, make a good faith effort to work with the 
neighborhood to come up with a revised development solution, return with a full 
landscape plan that addresses buffering with the existing development, highway 
frontage, and Lyon Street frontage, and strongly encourage repairs be made to the gate. 
The motion carried unanimously (5-0).  
 
Item 2- Demolition review demolition of a single family residence well and pump 
house and two sheds at 1181 Broadway.  
 
Applicant: Scott and Claudia Murray 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 

Comm. Essert questioned why the narrative stated it was not historically significant.  
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  
 
Scott Murray, Valley resident/property owner, said the existing structure had no 
redeeming value and he was granted a demolition permit 10 years ago. He is 
meeting a City goal of building more affordable housing units.  
 
Mary Martinez, resident, is concerned with infill projects located on the Broadway 
corridor.  
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Barnett suggested that the applicant submit a historical evaluation.  
 
Comms Essert and Johnson agreed that a report would be helpful. 
 
Comm. Cory stated he had discussed the plan with Mr. Murray and is satisfied.  
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Chair Randolph reopened the item to public comment. 
 
Scott Murray said the plans are the same and did not hire a consultant to prepare a 
historic report because of the cost.  
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment 
 
Comm. Essert made a motion to request the applicant return with a Historic Resource 
Evaluation. Comm. Johnson seconded. The motion carried unanimously (5-0). 
 
Item 3- Demolition Review of a single family residence at 324 Second Street East.  
 
Applicant: Glenn Ikemoto  
 
Comm. Johnson recused and left the room.  
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 

Glenn Ikemoto, applicant, was available to answer questions.   
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  

No public comment.  
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Barnett complimented the applicant on submitting a Hisotric Resource 
Evaluation.  
 
Comms. Essert, Cory and Chair Randolph agreed with Comm. Barnett’s comments and 
supported the demolition.  
 
Comm. Barnett made a motion to approve the Demolition Permit as project as 
submitted. Comm. Essert seconded. The motion carried unanimously (4-0) (Comm. 
Johnson recused).  
 
Item # 4 Design Review- Consideration of site design and architectural review of a 
new single-family residence, and accessory structures at314-324 Second Street 
East. 
 
Applicant: Glenn Ikemoto 
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. Comm. Barnett confirmed with 
staff that the setbacks conformed with City standards and it was staff’s opinon that 
the findings could be made.  
 
Comm. Essert questioned the exterior lighting plan. He confirmed with staff that the 
proposal is contingent upon merging the two lots together.    
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  



                 May 31, 2016, Page 5 of 6 

 
Glenn Ikemeto, applicant, introduced the project team Ira Kurlander, Architect, Penny 
McGrain, project designer and thanked staff. His goal is to accommodate his extended 
family and preserve the “rural setting” as much as possible. He felt he addressed the 
neighbors’ concerns by providing a shade study and arborist report.  
 
Claudia Ranniker, neighbor, valued her gardening and outdoor living space. She 
requested that five trees be removed.  
 
Ira Kurlander, project architect, presented the sample board to illustrate the building 
and design materials. He said the “T” shape of the parcel was an anomally.He said 
the top of the residence will peek over the garage and olive trees will be situated in 
the center of the property. 
 
Penny McGrain, project designer, held the parcel in the highest regard and 
envisioned a non-evasive integration into the neighborhood. She said the olive grove 
will be an enhancement to the streetscape.  
 
Comm. Barnett clarified that the olive trees planted will be over 150 year old. 
 
Mr. Ikemeto claimed that shade will not negatively impact the neighbor’s along the 
northern property line. 
 
Ron Albert, adjoining property owner/landlord, did not oppose the uses proposed but his 
main concern is with the guest house, which is a two-story building at the rear of his 
property. He applauded the applicant’s efforts (i.e., preserving the view to the north and 
the plantings of olive trees). He said that Claudia and Roger Ranniker are good 
neighbors. He said he received an email sent by Rob Gjestland where the roof height is 
26 feet. He is concerned with privacy, the health of the tree on his property, and the 
environment for the tenants. He felt the shade study did not validate the applicant’s 
contention that both arborists’ report were the same. He is of the opinion that the 
proposal is not harmonious with the adjoining neighbors  
 
Claudia Ranniker, neighbor, felt encroached upon by the intensification of uses 
proposed especially the landscaping, which would limit her freedom. She felt constrained 
by the proposal and suggested a sense of ”entitlement” by the applicant.  
 
Comm. Essert asked Claudia Ranniker if she had a solution/remedy to improve the 
situation and she replied in the negative. 
 
Comm. Barnett appreciated her comments and confirmed that by cutting down trees it 
provided more sunlight for her fruits and vegetables. He stated that the property owner is 
well below the development potential for the site which is 11 units per acre.  
 
Comm. Cory is of the opinion that it would be ideal to remove the Italian cypress tree.  
 
Molly Rolig, tenant, downstairs unit (310 Second St. East) is concerned with the solid 
front wall of the structure compromising her privacy and sunlight.  
 
Penny McGain, project designer, believed the shade line is improved with the proposal.  
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Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Cory felt the shade issue is not enough of a reason to deny the application.   
 
Comm. Essert appreciated the team building, neighbor dialogue, positioning of the guest 
house and overall site design.   
 
Comm. Barnett appreciated the complete submittal. He thought that the applicant made 
“good faith efforts” with the adjoining property owners. He acknowledged the conflicting 
arborist reports and is satisfied with the shade studies. His main concern was the 
positioning of the guest house.  
 
Chair Randolph was impressed with the project and level of creativity for the space. She 
understands the concerns over the location of the guest house and is confident that the 
tree will be protected. She is not convinced that relocating the guest house will be a vast  
improvement for the shading issues raised.  
 
Comm. Essert made a motion to approve the project as submitted. Comm. Barnett 
seconded. The motion carried unanimously. (4-0) (Comm. Johnson recused) (The 
approval is contingent upon merging the two lots together prior to the submittal of any 
building permits).  
 
Issues Update: Associate Planner Atkins reported the following  
 
A draft of the Downtown Design Guidelines will be reviewed at the June 21st meeting.  
 
Comments from the Commission: Comm. Essert asked that the use of story poles be 
placed as a future agenda item. He said the microphone volume at the dais had 
improved.  
 
Adjournment: Chair Randolph made a motion to adjourn at 10:50 p.m. to the next 
regular meeting scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, June 21, 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 



CITY OF SONOMA 
DESIGN REVIEW AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
June 21, 2016 

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

 
Chair Randolph called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 
Present: Chair Randolph, Comms. Tippell, Essert, Barnett, Johnson,  
 
Absent: Comm. Cory (Alternate) 
 
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: None 
 
Item 1- Sign Review 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) at 134 Church Street.  
 
Applicant: Tyler Galts  
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 

Tyler Galts, applicant, said the new tasting room location is somewhat problematic 
since it is setback from the street 30 yards so a larger sign for more visibility is 
proposed.  
 
Comm. Barnett questioned the reasoning behind the sandwich board request.  
 
Comm. Essert confirmed with the applicant that the proposed lighting complied with 
standards.  
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  

No public comment.  
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Johnson questioned the value of having a sandwich board. 
 
Comm. Tippell is satisfied with the design package and preferred one sign. 
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Comm. Barnett is not opposed to the A board sign but only questioned why it is being 
proposed. He preferred installing two smaller signs.  
 
Comm. Essert agreed with the applicants reasoning for having one sign as opposed to 
three signs. 
 
Chair Randolph agreed with her fellow commissioners and is comfortable with three 
signs. She supported an A frame sign on the site. 
  
Comm. Johnson made a motion to approve the proposal as submitted. Comm. Tippell 
seconded. The motion carried unanimously (5-0).  
 
Item 2- Issue: Review of Draft Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines.  
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report. 

Christina Dikas, project manager, Page and Turnbull, presented an overview of the 
draft Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design Guidelines that is based on the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. She outlined the process and 
stated the objective is to have a clear focus. There was an advisory group meeting 
that elicited questions/feedback. The general consensus is that the Plaza is the 
“heart and soul” of Sonoma, that includes a variety of architectural styles (character 
defining features) that must be preserved, while changes are being proposed, along 
with having building height and massing to scale.    
 
Chair Randolph opened the item to public comment.  

Jim Bohar, historic district resident, questioned the relationship between this document 
and the existing historic overlay guidelines. He is primarily concerned with adaptive 
reuse and neighborhood compatibility.  
 
Associate Planner Atkins clarified that the scope of the design guidelines focused on 
aesthetics rather than adaptive reuse.   
 
Mary Martinez, resident/business owner, requested a longer period of time to 
comment on the draft guidelines. Her initial impression was that the document is too 
general and more substance is needed including consideration for a building’s 
footprint. She questioned the standard to be used for comparing renovated historic 
buildings to the original buildings with no alterations in regard to color schemes.  
 
Patricia Cullinan, resident, is concerned with demands made on the community and 
she questioned if solar panel installations will be addressed in the design guidelines.  
 
Victor Conforti, local architect, agreed with Mary Martinez that specific terms related to 
the size and massing of the project should be included. In general, he felt the document 
was well written but adding more substance is necessary to be an effective planning 
tool. He recommended that the DRHPC review projects prior to Planning Commission 
review.   
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Robert Demler, resident/League of Historic Preservation, concurred that the draft is a 
good starting point. He suggested providing clarity on what could be approved 
according to City standards. 
 
Gina Cuclis, valley resident/ former City planning commissioner, sees value in 
clarifying what can be approved according to City standards to gain a better 
perspective that in her view the new document will provide. She noted a difference 
between zoning requirements and design review guidelines.  
 
Prema Behan, resident, recommended  that the guidelines be reviewed in the initial 
stages of project review prior to any planning approvals.   
 
Amy Alper, resident, recommended having active links included in the document and 
successful examples.  
 
Victor Conforti, resident/ local architect, recommended that the commission use the 
document when evaluating development proposals. 
 
Robert Demler, resident, recommended having a document check list as an initial 
review.   
 
Chair Randolph closed the item to public comment.  
 
Comm. Barnett thanked City staff for initiating the process and engaging the consultant. 
He felt the document will be valuable to identify restrictions in the preliminary stages of 
project design. He suggested reexamining some portions of the development code in 
context of the downtown design guidelines. He wants a more aligned approach between 
the Planning Commission and DRHPC. 
 
Comm. Essert is of the opinion that something is missing/disconnect with some of the 
subjective language used. For example, “necessary” as referenced in the Windows and 
Doors section 5.1.4.  
 
Comm. Johnson applauded the public for their insightful input and he agreed with his 
fellow commissioners that it is a good start.  
 
Comm. Tippell agreed with Robert Demler that a checklist as a benchmark will benefit 
applicants.  
 
Chair Randolph is pleased with the discussion and she recommended having more 
examples of successful projects for reference. She reminded everyone that the draft 
report is available at http://www.sonomacity.org/News/Alcalde-Reception.aspx. She  
asked for an explanation about why color options were not included and recommended 
incorporating the Cochran binders from the League of Historic Preservation as an 
additional resource.  
 
Associate Planner Atkins clarified that the guidelines should be relevant to the 
Downtown District rather than outside the district that will use the development code.  
 
Chair Randolph reopened the item for public comment.  
 

http://www.sonomacity.org/News/Alcalde-Reception.aspx
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Mary Martinez, resident, is of the opinion that the floor area ratio (FAR) should be 
considered  by  the DRHPC so the massing is appropriate in the Historic District.  
 
Victor Conforti, suggested that the design guidelines should override FAR that is under 
the Planning Commission purview. He suggested reducing the FAR in the development 
code specific for the Historic Overlay District.  
 
Chair Randolph closed the item for public comment.  
 
Comm. Essert confirmed with Associate Planner Atkins that the Planning Commission 
will refer to the document.  
 
Associate Planner Atkins confirmed that the scope of the project is for the Downtown 
District and said the goal is to expand/apply the guidelines to the entire City in the future.  
 
Comm. Barnett suggested there should be a sense of urgency in implementing the 
document.  
 
Comm. Barnett made a motion to forward to the City Council, with recommendation to 
approve the Downtown Sonoma Preservation Guidelines after Page and Turnbull has 
incorporated all the public feedback from this meeting and the Planning Commission 
meeting in addition, the DRHPC strongly encourages the City Council to allocate 
resources for additional preservation guidelines for the remaining planning districts 
starting with filing in the districts located in the Historic Overlay Zone. Comm. Essert 
seconded. The motion was unanimously approved. (5-0).  
 
Next Steps:  
July 14, 2016 Review by the Planning Commission, 
August 15, 2016 City Council adoption of final Downtown Sonoma Preservation Design 
Guidelines.  
 
Item 3- Review future items/projects priority list.  
 
Associate Planner Atkins presented the staff report.  
 
Comm. Johnson recommended demolition by neglect as a priority then commercial 
real estate signs. 
 
Comm. Barnett agreed with working on water efficiency first then commercial real 
estate signs.  
 
Comm. Essert is interested in discussing story poles  
 
All the commissioners recommended the following priority list: 

1. MWELO 
2. Demolition by Neglect 
3. Story Pole Requirement 
4. Commercial Real Estate Signs (how attached to buildings) 
5. Threshold of Significance (1945 vs. 50 years old) 
 

Chair Randolph appreciated Associate Planner Atkin’s quick responses.  
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Issues Update: None 
 
Comments from the Commission: Patricia Cullinan, resident, said demolition by 
neglect is not always obvious and is very important in the Downtown District.  
 
Adjournment: Chair Randolph made a motion to adjourn at 8:45 p.m. to the next 
regular meeting scheduled for 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, July 19 , 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 2016.      
 
 
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 
 
07/19/16 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Johnson Sign Company 

Project Location 

19240 Sonoma Highway 

Historical Significance 
   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
        Year built: 1984 
 
Request 

Consideration of two new wall signs and a refaced monument sign for a storage facility (Extra Space Storage) located at 
19240 Sonoma Highway. 

Summary 
Wall signs: Two wall signs are proposed: an Extra Space Storage sign; and an Office sign. The Extra Space Storage sign is 
one-sided and proposed to be installed on the face of an existing building adjacent to Sonoma Highway (on the north side of 
the driveway). The proposed sign is 23.75 square feet in area (1.5 feet tall by 15 feet 10 inches wide). The sign would 
consist of illuminated channel letters. Copy on the sign would consist of black and green lettering. The Office sign is one-
sided and proposed to be installed on the face of an existing building adjacent to Sonoma Highway (on the south side of the 
driveway). The proposed sign is 2.08 square feet in area (10 inches tall by 2.5 feet wide). The sign would consist of an 
aluminum face with Plex push thru illuminated letters. Copy on the sign would consist of a brown painted background with 
white letters. The applicant has stated that the sign will be illuminated from dusk to 2 a.m. and normal business hours are 6 
a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
 
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. 
 
Illuminated Monument Sign: A refaced, two-sided monument sign 19.7 square feet in area per side (5 feet 4.5 inches tall by 
3 feet 8 inches wide) is proposed in a landscaped area just north of the driveway. The sign would refaced with a Lexan sign 
face and vinyl graphics. Copy on the sign would consist of white lettering, on a green and black background. The sign is 
proposed to be mounted on the existing sign base, which is a stone material. Illumination is proposed in the form of the 
existing LEDs. The applicant has stated that the sign will be illuminated from dusk to 2 a.m. and normal business hours are 6 
a.m. to 10:00 p.m. 
 
Monument Sign Regulations (18.20.120): Freestanding signs shall be limited to one per parcel or property. The top of a 
freestanding sign, including the sign structure, shall not exceed 12 feet. Every freestanding sign shall be wholly on the 
property occupied by the use or uses identified or advertised, not within six feet of the nearest roadway or public pedestrian 
sidewalk or walkway, whichever is closer. The proposal is not consistent with this requirement in that the freestanding sign 
would be located only three feet from the sidewalk and the maximum height of the sign would be 7 feet 2 inches.  The 
applicant is requesting a variance from this requirement. Note: the Public Works Director has reviewed the proposed 
location of the sign has indicated that the sign should not be an obstruction to traffic sight lines under the premise that the 
existing sign is not changing dimensionally and not making the existing situation any worse. 
 
Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s frontage on Sonoma Highway (100 feet), the maximum aggregate sign area 
allowed for the parcel is 46 square feet. The total aggregate sign area for the property would be ±55.38 square feet, including 
the proposed wall sign (25.83 square feet) and monument sign (29.55 square feet). It should be noted that when calculating 
the aggregate area of a two-sided sign, each face in multiplied by 0.75 (§18.16.021.G). The proposal is not consistent with 
this requirement; the applicant is requesting a variance from this requirement. 



 
 

 
Size Limitations: No sign shall exceed 48 square feet in total area (§18.16.022). The proposal is consistent with this 
requirement as the wall signs would have an area of 23.75 and 2.08 square feet and the freestanding sign would have an area 
of 19.7 square feet per side. 
 
Number of Signs: Only one monument sign is allowed per property, and a maximum of two signs are normally permitted for 
any one business (§18.16.010). The proposal is not consistent with these requirements in that there would be three signs for 
the business including the two wall signs and freestanding sign; the applicant is requesting a variance from this requirement. 
 
Existing Signs: During the site visit, staff observed two illegal signs displayed on the property consisting of feather flag type 
signs.  These types of signs are prohibited in the Sign Ordinance and shall be removed immediately. 
 
Basic Findings: In order to approve any application for sign review, the review authority must make all of the following 
findings: 
 
1. The proposed signage complies with applicable policies and regulations, as set forth in this sign ordinance (except for 

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

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

surrounding development and its environmental features. 
 
Variances: As noted above, the proposed signs would, exceed the aggregate sign area allowed for the parcel and exceed the 
number of allowable 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. 
 
In addition to the variance findings, in order to approve the location of the freestanding sign closer than six feet to the 
sidewalk an addition finding is required that the sign will not limit, restrict, impede, or impair sight distance or visibility. 
 
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.  
 
Tree removal: Any trees proposed to be removed on the property having a single trunk circumference greater than one 
and one-half feet at a height of four and one-half feet will require the submittal of a Tree Removal Application. 
 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action
  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 
   

Roll Call Vote:   _______ Aye   _______ Nay   _______ Abstain   _______ Absent 
 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Attachments 
1. Project narrative 
2. Sign drawings 
 

 
cc: Johnson Sign Company 
 Attn: Todd Johnson 
 3595 Gravenstein Highway 
 Sebastopol, CA  95472 
 
 Jordon Manwaring 
 2795 E. Cottonwood Parkway, Suite #400 
 Salt Lake City, UT 84121 
 
 Blunt Trauma, LLC 
 1000 4th St #375 
 San Rafael, CA  94901-3148 
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City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
2 
 
07/19/16 

                                                                                            
Applicant 

Sonoma Valley Historical Society 

Project Location 

205 First Street West 

Historical Significance 
   Listed on National Register of Historic Places, including Sonoma Plaza district (Significant) 
   Listed on California Register of Historic Resources (Significant) 
    Listed within Local Historic Resources Survey (Potentially Significant) 
   Over 50 years old (Potentially Significant) 
        Year built: Circa 1800, moved 1989 
 
Request 

Consideration of a new monument sign for an office building (Marcy House) located at 205 First Street West. 

Summary 
Monument Sign: A new, two-sided monument sign 9.8 square feet in area per side (2.5 feet tall by 3 feet 11 inches wide) is 
proposed in the front yard area of the property, north of the walkway, and perpendicular to the sidewalk. The sign is 
proposed to be constructed of a composite material. Copy on the sign would consist of red and black lettering, on a grey 
background. The sign is proposed to be mounted on two 4 inch by 4 inch posts. Illumination is not proposed. 
 
Monument Sign Regulations (18.20.120): Freestanding signs shall be limited to one per parcel or property. The top of a 
freestanding sign, including the sign structure, shall not exceed 12 feet. Every freestanding sign shall be wholly on the 
property occupied by the use or uses identified or advertised, not within six feet of the nearest roadway or public pedestrian 
sidewalk or walkway, whichever is closer. The proposal is consistent with this requirement in that the freestanding sign 
would be located six feet from the sidewalk and the maximum height of the sign would be 55 inches.   
 
Aggregate Sign Area: Based on the property’s frontage on First Street West (81 feet), the maximum aggregate sign area 
allowed for the parcel is 38.4 square feet. The total aggregate sign area for the property would be ±14.7 square feet, 
including the proposed monument sign (14.7square feet). It should be noted that when calculating the aggregate area of a 
two-sided sign, each face in multiplied by 0.75 (§18.16.021.G). The proposal is consistent with this requirement. 
 
Size Limitations: No sign shall exceed 48 square feet in total area (§18.16.022). The proposal is consistent with this 
requirement in the freestanding sign would have an area of 9.8 square feet per side. 
 
Number of Signs: Only one monument sign is allowed per property, and a maximum of two signs are normally permitted for 
any one business (§18.16.010). The proposal is consistent with these requirements in that there would be one sign for the 
business including the freestanding sign. 
 
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. 
 



 
 

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. Project narrative 
2. Site plan 
3. Sign drawings 
 

 
cc: Sonoma Valley Historical Society 
 P.O. Box 861  
 Sonoma, CA  95476 
 
 Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
 Alice Duffee, via email 
 
 SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
 
 Mary Martinez, via will call at City Hall 









 
 

 

CALIFORNIA REPUBLIC

SE
A

L
O

F
THE CITY OF

SO
N

O
M

A

CALIFO RNIA
FOU N D E D 1823

 

City of Sonoma 
Design Review and Historic 
Preservation Commission 

Agenda Item Summary 

 
 DRHPC Agenda 

Item: 
 

Meeting Date: 

 
3 
 
07/19/16 

                                                                                            
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 
Background: On May 12, 2016, the Planning Commission approved a Use Permit and Tentative Map to construct a 6-unit 
condominium development (see attached Conditions of Approval). On May 31, 2016, the DRHPC considered the demolition 
and requested that the applicant return to the DRHPC at a later date with a Historic Resource Evaluation. 
 
At this time the applicant is proposing to demolish a single-family residence, well and pump house, and two sheds located 
on the property. 
 
The subject property is a narrow 14,850-square foot parcel located on the west side of Broadway, opposite Adele Harrison 
Middle School. 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 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 June 2016, the applicant commissioned ADP Preservation LLC to prepare a historical 
review of the property to determine if the residence is historically significant. The 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 Historic Resource Evaluation 1181 Broadway, Sonoma, Sonoma County, 
California). 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 the 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. Historic Resource Evaluation 1181 Broadway, Sonoma, Sonoma County, California 
3. Planning Commission Conditions of Approval, dated May 12, 2016. 
4. Pictures of existing residence. 
5. Site plan. 

 
 
 
cc: Scott and Claudia Murray, via email 

 
Mary Martinez, via will call at City hall 
 
Patricia Cullinan, via email 
 
Alice Duffee, via email 
 
SLHP Historic Survey, via email 
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Meeting Date: 
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07/19/16 

                                                                                            
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) 
 

Request 
Consideration of building elevations, exterior colors, materials, lighting, and landscaping for a 6-unit Condominium project 
located at 1181 Broadway. 

Summary 
Site Characteristics: The site is a single parcel having an area of ±14,850 square feet located on the west side of Broadway, 
opposite Adele Harrison Middle School. The parcel has a depth of 296 feet and a width of 50 feet.  

Background: On May 12, 2016, the Planning Commission approved a use permit allowing development of a six-unit 
condominium complex on the subject property. The project includes three townhome condominiums in a building at the 
back of the site (Building #1), two townhome condominiums in a building to the east of Building #1 (Building #2), along 
with one detached condominium unit toward Broadway (Building #3). All three buildings are two-story. Eleven parking 
spaces (some under carports) are provided within an interior drive court located between Buildings #2 and #3. The project is 
now before the DRHPC for consideration of building elevations, exterior colors and materials, outdoor lighting, bicycling 
parking, trash enclosure, and landscaping. 
 
Discretionary Projects: For projects subject to discretionary review by the Planning Commission, the Planning 
Commission shall be responsible for reviewing and acting upon the project site plan, building massing and elevation 
concepts to the extent it deems necessary. Subsequent review by the DRHPC shall be limited to elevation details, colors and 
materials, landscaping (including fences and walls), lighting, site details (such as the placement of bike racks and trash 
enclosures), and any issues specifically referred to the DRHPC by the Planning Commission. 
 
Building Elevations & Exterior Colors/Materials: The buildings have been designed to draw from the Sonoma 
vernacular. Architectural details on the rear buildings include dormers, shed roof porches, and a tower element. The smaller 
detached unit at the front of the site includes a covered front porch with the second floor element stepping back from the first 
floor. Staff would note that the carports have been designed with gabled roofs rather than typical flat or shed roofs to 
provide more architectural interest. Buildings on the site would utilize similar exterior materials and treatments, including 
horizontal lap siding, board and batten siding, composition roof shingles, and wooden columns, porch rails, and trim. 
Tuscany Series vinyl double hung windows (white in color) are proposed along with Jeldwen architectural fiberglass glass 
panel exterior doors (see attached manufacturer specification sheets). The proposed building elevations are consistent with 
the concepts approved by the Planning Commission in May.  
 
Exterior Colors: The proposed exterior color palette is illustrated on the attached color samples and color and material 
samples will be presented at the DRHPC meeting for consideration. The paint palette consists of the following: 

 Buildings #1 and #2: Kelly Moore wise owl color (42) for the board and batten siding, a Kelly Moor stonegate color 
(304) on the horizontal lap siding, and Dunn Edwards cream color (EVSH50) on the trim. 

 Building #3 north, south, and west elevations: Dunn Edwards shaggy barked color (DEC771) on the board and 
batten siding and Dunn Edwards cream color (EVSH50) on the horizontal lap siding. 

 Building #3 east elevation: Dunn Edwards center ridge color (DE6230) on the board and batten siding and on the 
horizontal lap siding and Dunn Edwards cream color (EVSH50) on the trim. 

Exterior Lighting: Light fixtures (see drawing DR-1 for specifications/details) proposed for the complex are as follows: 



 
 

 Pavilion LED Post Mount: six 11.5-tall post mount lights are proposed throughout the complex. 

 LED Energy Efficient Black 5” Outdoor Wall Lights: six wall lights are proposed (one located on the front and one 
on the rear of each building). 

 Carport Soffit Mount Fixture: two soffits are proposed (one in each carport structure). 

Landscape Plan: Landscape plans have been provided (Sheet L1.0), including a comprehensive plant list identifying trees, 
shrubs, and groundcover.  

Tree Plantings: The landscape plan indicates that 19 trees would be planted on the site (6 each 24 inch box Coast Live Oak, 
4 each 24 inch box Autumn Blaze Maple, 1 each 36 inch box October Glory Maple, and 8 each 15 gallon Crepe Myrtle). 
The Planning Commission Condition of Approval #16 (see attached) states that the project shall be constructed in 
accordance with the following requirements related to tree preservation, mitigation and replacement: 

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

b. The valley oaks identified as Tree #11 and Tree # 15 in the arborist report shall be preserved if feasible depending 
on fill and/or grading impacts. 

c. The developer shall adhere to the recommendations and tree preservation guidelines presented in the arborist report. 
 

The applicant has stated that 9 trees will be removed; therefore, 18 trees are required for replacement.  Since 19 trees will be 
replaced, including one 36 inch box size tree, it is staff’s opinion that the tree replacement ratio required in the Conditions of 
Approval has been met. 
 
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 42,501 gallons or 70% of the annual water allowance of 60,851 gallons. 
 
Bicycle Parking: Bicycle parking is proposed in the form of one double loop bike rack located to the west of Building #2. 
 
Fencing: Sheet DR-4 indicates that six-foot tall wooden fencing would be installed on the south property line, with the 
exception of a four foot tall fence in a 20-foot setback area along Broadway. The existing fences on the north property line 
shall remain. 
 
Refuse Enclosure: A six-foot tall wooden fence and metal gate will be constructed around the refuse enclosure. 
 

Commission Discussion 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Design Review and Historic Preservation Commission Action
  Approved   Disapproved   Referred to: _________________   Continued to: _________________ 
   

Roll Call Vote:   _______ Aye   _______ Nay   _______ Abstain   _______ Absent 
 
DRHPC Conditions or Modifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Project Narrative 
2. Planning Commission Conditions of Approval, dated May 12, 2016. 
3. Siding and Roofing Product Submittal. 
4. Window and door specification sheets. 
5. Water Efficient Landscape Worksheet. 
6. Site Plan. 
7. Development Plan. 
8. Site lighting, carport, fences, and bike rack details. 
9. Exterior Elevations. 
10. Landscape Plan.  
11. Proposed colors. 

 
cc: Scott & Claudia Murray, via email 
 
 William Dimick, via email 
 
 Gola Properties 
 Attn: Scott 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, via email 
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