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‘Introduction:

This is an Appeal application requesting that the City Council overturn the Design Review Board’s
approval of the proposed design of the Hotel Sebastopol project; a hotel with a mix of uses and
surface parking at 6828, 6826, and 6824 Depot Street and 215 and 225 Brown Street.

The Design Review Board meeting approved the overall design of the Hotel Sebastopol. The lighting,
landscape and roof plan are slated to return for further review. The Board approved the application
with a 3 to 1 vote. On December 14, 2016 an Appeal application was filed.

_Background:

6828 Depot Street is currently a vacant building, while 6826 and 6824 Depot Street as well as 215

and 225 Brown St are currently vacant lots.

On March 2, 2016, the Design Review Board provided comments on the proposed hotel as part of a
Preliminary Review. Overall, the Board was supportive of the hotel, including the height, siting, and
parking lift system structure. However, the Board had a diversity of views as it relates to materials

and architectural elements.

On April 26, 2016, the Planning Commission conducted a Preliminary Review. Commissioners
indicated general support for the project’s concept and design, and made various suggestions for

design refinements.

On October 27, 2016 the Planning Commission approved the Use Permit for the project, and
recommended approval of the related text amendments. The Commission approval includes a
condition that any action by the Design Review Board “...shall not conflict with such approvals or the
basic project concept reviewed and approved by the Commission and Council.”
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On November 15, 2016 the City Council continued action on the text amendments which would aliow
for an increase in the height of the hotel and the allowance for valet parking; this is slated be
discussed at the January 17, 2017 City Council meeting.

On December 7, 2016 the Design Review Board approved the proposed design for the project with
the requirement that the final [andscape plan be reviewed by City Staff and the final lighting and
HVAC/roof plan return to be reviewed by the Board. The overall response {o the project was positive,
with all members voicing their appreciation of the work put into the project by the applicant.

One of the Board members felt that certain architectural details found on some buildings in
Sebastopol should be incorporated into the design and suggested adding new structural details to tie
in the Depot St and Petaluma Ave retail spaces. These details would include: centered recessed
doorways, raised sills, awnings, outlined corners on buildings, windows with solid framing, and the
addition of tite. The other Board members felt that the proposed design merited approval and as
proposed, created an appropriate flow and character from the modern/industrial locking Barlow to the
more historic Downtown.

On December 14, 2016 an Appeal application was filed to contest the Design Review Board’'s
approval of the proposed Hotel Sebastopol design. The appellant did not note any major issues with
the proposed plan, but does contend that additional architectural details should be added to the Depot
St and Petaluma Ave retail fronts to achieve conformance with the City’s Design Review Guidelines.

Project Description:

The project involves the development of a 66-room hotel, which will consist of multiple buildings,
ranging from two to four stoties with a height of 50 feet at its highest elevation. The hotel will contain
the following amenities and mix of uses: a lobby and reception area, hostel rooms, retall space, artist-
maker studios, restaurant, bar, lounge, wellness center, public courtyard, private gardens, outdoor
rooftop decks, meeting rooms, and various other hotel amenities

The project also involves the provision of 122 parking spaces. 92 of the spaces will be surface
parking in a tandem, compact-space format with valet service, located east of Brown Street at 6826
and 6824 Depot Street and 215 and 225 Brown Street. An additional 30 on-street parking spaces,
which may be counted by the Zoning Ordinance as project parking, are also provided, for a total
parking supply of 122 spaces.

Building massing will be broken up into smaller buildings to establish compatibility with the existing
site context and be oriented around the public courtyard and private gardens. The hotel will contain
multiple passages, which will improve pedestrian circulation in and around the site.

The applicant provided the following additional description of elements of the project:

The buildings will be FSC redwood siding and vertical slats, carbonized redwood siding,
textured concrete, a light-colored species wood siding, weathered steel panels, and
covered in vine planting. The materials reference the local natural palate and rely on
naturally sustainable materials.

The massing of the buildings is broken up to match the smaller scale of the surrounding
buildings and context. This provides a finer grain that matches that of the town. The
highest portion of the building is positioned across from the tallest adjacent building, the
Rialto cinema, and then steps down two stories towards the south corner to adjust to the
height of the neighboring building and allow more sunlight into the public courtyard.



Landscaping will be featured in the public courtyard, private gardens, passage, roof
decks, green roofs, and streetscapes. It will be composed of plant species that are native
to the area and will be maintained with a rainwater collection system or low-water drip
irrigation. Concrete paving and permeable pavers provide a hardscape. The public
courtyard will be mostly open to accommodate people and seating, and the private
gardens will be an intimate space for the pool and weliness center.

Signage for the project will be located on both McKinley St and the corner of Petaluma
and Depot. It will be placed at street level and will be legible and well-lit. This project will
take a sustainable green approach to construction and operations, included in the plan
are solar roof panels for water heating to conserve electricity, storm water management,
renewable/reused materials, and rainwater collection.
The project goal is to achieve a LEED certification.

The project plans (attached) depict colors and materials.

Environmental Review:

An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) was prepared and circulated for public
comment, including review by the State of California Clearinghouse. The MND reviewed a range of
environmental topics and included a comprehensive traffic study and air quality study. The MND did
not identify any significant environmental issues or impacts in terms of the hotel operation. The
Planning Commission certified the MND.

General Plan Consistency:

The General Plan Land Use designation for the site is Central Core. The General Plan describes
Central Core as the following: “This designation applies to portions of Sebastopol’'s Downtown and
nearby areas. The Central Core designation allows office, commercial and retail uses, as well as
mixed-use residential developments. Residential uses are permitted at a density of 15.1 to 44 units
per acre if combined with commercial land uses, such as office and retail. Projects shall achieve a
minimum FAR of 1.0, and the maximum FAR shall not exceed 2.5 (not including the residential use).
This designation is intended o implement the Downtown Plan and enhance the vitality and character
of Sebastopol’s historic commercial area. Housing is encouraged on upper stories.” The project is
consistent with the General Plan in that it involves the development of a hotel with a mix of ancillary
uses, which is a use that the General Plan anticipates for Downtown Sebastopol.

The following General Plan goals and policies are also applicable;

Land Use Element

o Goal LU 1: Maintain Sebastopol as a Unique, Charming, and Environmentally Sensitive
Small Town that Provides Residents, Businesses, and Visitors with Opportunities to Enjoy
a High Quality of Life.

o Policy LU1-1: Through appropriate land use practices, maintain a supply of
developable mixed-use, commercial, industrial, and residential lands sufficient to
meet desired growth and economic needs over the planning period.

o Policy LU 1-2: Avoid urban sprawl by concentrating development within the City
limits; favor infill development over annexation.

o Goal LU 7. Emphasize and Advance Sebastopol's Role as a Market and Service Center for
the West County by Providing for a Vibrant Downtown, Diversified Uses, and Community
Services and Facilities.




o Policy LU 7-1: Maintain an inventory of developable and appropriately zoned office,
commercial, industrial, and mixed-use land sufficient to attract and provide regional
services.

o Policy LU 7-2: Maintain the Downtown as a focal point for West County- serving
commercial, civic, and cultural uses.

o Policy LU 7-3: Provide and maintain opportunities for community gathering and
social interaction through cultural and art centers, park facilities, the Laguna, and
community centers.

o Policy LU 7-4: Encourage new development to contribute to a jobs-to-housing
balance in Sebastopol and its environs.

o Policy LU 7-6: Encourage mixed-use developments throughout the city.

o Policy LU 7-7: In mixed use, commercial, office, and other non-residential
developments, maintain non-residential uses on the ground floor.

e Goal LU 8: Increase Job Opportunities in the Office and Professional Sectors of the
Economy

o Policy LU 8-1: Encourage a vibrant mixture of office, retail, and service uses in the

Downtown and along major arterials at the north and south ends of town.

The project is also consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan in that it is an infill
development that will revitalize a prominent part of the Central Core, which will increase the City's
retail sales and hotel tax base while also providing retail and service uses for both local residents,
area workers, and visitors. Furthermore, the addition of a new hotel with several ancillary uses and
businesses will strengthen Sebastopol's role as a market and service center for West Sonoma
County. Finally, the hotel is proposed to have a maximum height of fifty (50) feet with four {4) stories,
which will increase the density in the Central Core and fulfill a goal of the new General Plan.

Zoning Ordinance Consistency:

The site is located in the CD: Central Core District. The Zoning Ordinance states the following: "The
CD District is intended to create, preserve, and enhance the downtown area as the historic retail core
of Sebastopol." The project is consistent with the CD District in that it involves a transient habitation
use with over 50 rooms, which is permitted with the approval of a Use Permit.

The project is consistent with the applicable provisions of the CD District with the approval of Zoning
Amendments to increase the maximum building height and to allow use of valet parking in a tandem,

compact-space arrangement.

Water Efficient L andscape: Chapter 15.36 of the Sebastopol Municipal Code requires new and
rehabilitated landscape projects to comply with California State standards for water efficient
landscaping. The applicant will be required to submit documentation to the Building Official,
demonstrating compliance with the standards.

Required Findings:

Section 17.310.030.B.2 of the Zoning Ordinance establishes the following Design Review Procedure:
In considering an application for design review, the Design Review Board, or the Planning Director, as
the case may be, shall determine whether;

a) The design of the proposal would be compatible with the neighborhood or and with the general

visual character of Sebastopol.
b} The design provides appropriate transitions and relationships to adjacent properties and the public

right of way.



c} It would not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood.
d) The design is internally consistent and harmonious.
The design is in conformity with any guidelines and standards adopted pursuant to this Chapter.

Desiqn Review Guidelines:

The Design Review Guidelines contain a number of policies applicable to the project. The Guidelines
call for retention of significant trees where possible; the London Plane trees along the Petaluma
frontage would be retained, as well as the large Redwood tree on the parking lot site.

The Guidelines also call for orienting buildings parallel to the streets they face; the project site design
accomplishes this. The Guidelines also call for pedestrian-oriented design; the project provides
several points of access as well as pedestrian amenities.

The Guidelines also recommend that parking [ots be located primarily at the rear of projects; the
project's parking lot is to its rear. Driveways are asked to be minimized; there are no driveways on

the main project frontages.

The Guidelines also suggest provision of semi-public spaces such as courtyards; the project provides
such spaces. The Guidelines ask that for larger projects, building mass should be divided into smaller
components, and that buildings should scale down elements; the project proposes both of these
approaches. The Guidelines suggest that there should be consideration of the layout of proposed
buildings in relation to those on surrounding properties; on-site vehicular and pedestrian circulation,
open space, setbacks, and trash enclosures. The project will result in the installation of new plantings
and trees, which provide a natural aesthetic element to the overall urban character of the site.

In the downtown, the Guidelines ask that the first floor be at substantially the same elevation as the
public sidewalk; the project complies.

Overall, the Council could find that this project is appropriate for the location and greater Sebastopol
for several reasons. The project complies with the General Plan in that is a mixed-use building, which
will revitalize a site which has been sitting unutilized for a number of years. The Council could also
find the project to be compatible with the neighborhood and greater Sebastopol in that it proposes to
enhance an existing building site that is significantly visible within the Central Core. The project also
appears to be internally consistent with its proposed colors, as well as compatible with adjacent
properties in that they all contain earth tone colors. Finally, the project promotes the community
desire for Sebastopol to remain a small town in that it increases the amount of commercial, hospitality
and public space in the community through urban infill development on a commercial corridor,
renewing a site which has underutilized in the past decade.

Analysis:

The subject site, in a key downtown location, is underutilized and over more than 25 years has been
identified as a key development opportunity site, including by the Downtown Plan, Northeast Area
Specific Plan, the SDAT report, and a targeted City marketing effort that focused on this particular
site. Each of these processes involved significant opportunity for public involvement. The project
provides an opportunity io better activate this site, help frame the Plaza, improve pedestrian
amenities, contribute to evening activity in the downtown, add to the local economy and the City’s
revenues, and provide linkage between the traditional downtown and the newer Barlow area. The
project will construct sidewalks on McKinley and Brown Street where they are completely lacking.
The proposed project design provides active interfaces with the streetscape, in contrast to the current

development on the site.



The mix of project uses, including hotel rooms, several hostel rooms, ‘maker’ space, retail space, as
well as restaurant uses will add to the diversity of the downtown. The design of the project has been
developed with consideration of community input, and in the initial City board review process, was
well-received. The project will substantially contribute to the downtown, by virtue of its design, mix of

uses, and public improvements,

Reasoning Behind the Appeal:

The appellant feels that the proposed Hotel design does not adequately meet the fundamental
guidelines set forth in the General Plan and the Design Review Guidelines, in that according to him,
none of the Hotel's architecture relates to adjoining established Downtown architecture. The
appellant feels that the project gives the appearance of being one very large project, instead of
muiltiple small projects. He also feels that the architecture is too consistent throughout, and that said
architecture is vastly different from any found in Downtown.

The appellant specifically pointed to Goal 1 of the Central Core, in the General Plan, which seeks to
“Preserve and Enhance Sebastopol’'s Unique Character.” This Goal seeks to “recognize Downtown’s
unique character as the oldest part of the City, and leverage historic resources to create a unique
environment for Downtown; and respect and respond to on-site and surrounding historic character in
proposals for development.” In addition, the appellant feels that the proposed project is in not in
accordance with the Architecture section of the Design Review Guidelines, which states that
architecture should be: “sensitively designed to respect existing patters; reinforce the character of
existing neighborhoods; compatible with the character of the area; consider other structures in the
area; harmoniously integrated.”

It is the hope of the appellant that the store and art/maker space buildings which face the downtown
area, be redesigned. According to the applicant, the redesign should include common elements
found throughout Sebastopol’'s Downtown, such as: centered and recessed doorways, raised window
ledges, solidly framed windows, awnings or structural sidewalk shading elements, light trim and
detailing elements, use of tile, removal of balconies on Brown Street (or reduce in size), and a
pedestrian corner recess at Depot Street and Petaluma Ave. It is the opinion of the appellant that by
making these changes to the fagade of these buildings will help to more successfully provide a
“bridge” between the modern Barlow and older Downtown and ensure that the project is meeting with
the General Plan for the Central Core and the Design Review Guidelines.

Findings:

Section 17.310.030.B.2. of the Zoning Ordinance states: In considering an application for design
review, the Design Review Board, or the Planning Director, as the case may be, shall determine
whether the design of the proposal would be compatible with the neighborhood and with the general
visual character of Sebastopol; the design provides appropriate transitions and relationships to
adjacent properties and the public right of way; it would not impair the desirability of investment or
occupation in the neighborhood; the design is internally consistent and harmonious and; the design is
in conformity with any guidelines and standards adopted pursuant to this Chapter.

Section 1.A.1 states: Architectural design should be compatible with the developing character
[emphasis added] of the area and should complement the unique aspacts of the sites. Design
Compatibility includes complementary building style, form, size, color and materials. Consider
architectural styles of existing structures on the site, as well as other structures in the area when
designing a new building and provide for a harmonious integration of the new improvements.

Thus, the Guideline acknowledges that the City’s form is not static and is evolving.



The proposed project consists of a multi-story, multi-use, multi-building facility. The project conforms
to Zoning Ordinance standards in regards to use, setbacks, height, and parking. With said
conformance, the design appears to provide appropriate transitions and relationships to adjacent
properties and the public right of way with its landscaping, setbacks, and height. The design also
appears to be internally consistent and harmonious, and yet each individual building fagade is unique
enough to create the look and feel of separate projects, as opposed to one large project. Further, the
Plazza Hotel Group actively sought to engage the community in the design process. The overall
design was strongly based on architectural details which were specifically highlighted by Sebastopol
residents as designs which they would hope to see in the City.

For the Board member with continuing concerns about the project, the key design elements of
concern are the lack of what he terms “classic” Sebastopol architectural details often seen in older
buildings. in the view of this member, the lack of these details creates a division between the
proposed project and the unigue character of Downtown.

It is important to recognize the nature of the Design Guidelines which were interpreted by the Board
member in their denial of the appeal of this application. The introduction to the Guidelines states:
These guideline are intended to be used and interpreted with flexibility by the Design Review Board
and City staff, and are not intended to be strict standards such as code requirements in the Zoning
Ordinance, Sign Ordinance, or other ordinance. It is recognized that not all guidelines will be
applicable or appropriate for afl projects, and balancing a variety of concerns and objective will be
required in review of application.

The majority of the Design Review Board found that the project was consistent with the Design
Guidelines in a number of respects. Staff agrees with this analysis, which is supported by the ‘Design
Review Guidelines’ section of this report.

Aesthetic architectural issues are inherently more subjective to interpret, particularly in the absence of
any mandated architectural style. In developing the Design Guidelines, there was a consensus that
Sebastopol’s architecture is eclectic, and that it would be inappropriate to mandate a particular style.
The buildings immediately surrounding the site include a variety of vintages and styles of architecture.
All of the Board members acknowledged that the project architecture was well designed and
appeared appropriate for this location.

in the older downtown, buildings have an eclectic and not always distinguished character, with most
them having simple, boxy forms. The project site is an area that will act as a transition between a
commercial zone and an industrial one, the design attempts to fit this specific site context. Itis also a
relatively large site. While having varied massing, uses, and materials, the design does not put
forward artificially ‘separate’ buildings, as it is a single project on a single site. The proposed design
includes materials, windows, scale and other elements that reference older architecture while having
a contemporary appearance, As noted, aesthetic judgements have a subjective element; in the
Board’s, and staff's opinion, as stated in the Guidelines, new buildings should be compatible with the
developing context, but should also be expressive of their time rather than imitating the past.

Staff acknowledges that design issues have a subjective element; while the staff and the majority of
the Board’s analysis finds the design consistent with City standards and policies, one Design Review
Board member found it to be inconsistent with design policies. While hypothetical alternative designs
can readily be envisioned, the project complies with current development standards and design
guidelines, and the City is obligated to evaluate applications on the basis of the submitted proposal
and adopted policy. The Piazza Hospitality Group has taken the time to actively engage the
community and voluntarily went through the preliminary review process to create a design which is
suitable for the site and expressive of Sebastopol's developing character.



Alternatives:

1) Grant the Appeal Request: This would overturn the Board’s approval of the Hotel Sebastopol
design and require the appiicant to return to the DRB for reevaluation of the project design.

2} Deny the Appeal Request: This would uphold the Board’s approval of the Hotel Sebastopol
design.

3) Regquire Further Board Review: This involves the Council directing the applicant to return to the
Board with revisions for further review.

Recommendation:

This project represents a timely opportunity to improve the site and contribute to the economic vitality
of downtown Sebastopol by redeveloping and activating a site that has been vacant for a number of
years. Staff recommends that the City Council receive a presentation from the applicant, conduct a
review, deliberate, and deny the appeal (Option 2) with the findings and conditions set forth in the
Board's approval, as set forth below.

Attachments:

Findings and Conditions of Approval

Appeal Application Form

DRB Minutes December 7, 2016

Design Review Submittal- Reduced set in color.



DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT: 2016-57
6828, 6236, 6824 Depot Street
Hotel Sebastopol- Mixed Use

Findings for Approval:

1.

The project was the subject of an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, which was certified by the Planning
Commission on September 27, 2016; the MND did not identify any significant environmental
issues or impacts in terms of the hotel operation and the 1S found the project will have a less-
than-significant impact as it relates to community risk cause by construction activities, after
mitigation measure are implemented.

That the project is consistent with the General Plan in that it involves the development of a
hotel project through infill development and is harmonious with the existing downtown area,
which are reflected in goals and policies of the L.and Use Element and Community Design
Element, as evaluated in the MND, and the Design Review Board and Planning Commission
staff reporis.

That the project is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance in that it involves the development of
a hotel, restaurant, and retail mixed-use development, which is classified as a conditionally
permitted use in the Central Core District, which has received a Use Permit from the Planning
Commission, and which is consistent with the applicable development standards as
conditioned.

That the project is consistent with the Design Guidelines, in that the Guidelines call for
retention of significant trees where possible; the London Plane trees along the Petaluma
frontage would be retained, as well as the large Redwood free on the parking lot site; the
Guidelines also call for orienting building paraliel to the streets they face; the project site
design accomplishes this; the Guidelines also call for pedestrian-oriented design; the project
provides several points of access as well as pedestrian amenities; the Guidelines also
recommend that parking lots be located primarily at the rear of projects; the project’s parking
lot is to its rear. Driveways are asked to be minimized; there are no driveways on the main
project frontages; the Guidelines also suggest provision of semi-public spaces such as
courtyards; the project provides such spaces; the Guidelines ask that for larger projects,
building mass should be divided into smaller components, and that buildings should scale
down elements; the project proposes both of these approaches; the Guidelines suggest that
there should be consideration of the layout of proposed buildings in relation to those on
surrounding properties; on-site vehicular and pedestrian circulation, open space, setbhacks,
and trash enclosures. The project will result in the installation of new plantings and trees,
which provide a natural aesthetic element to the overall urban character of the site; in the
downtown, the Guidelines ask that the first floor be at substantially the same elevation as the
public sidewalk; the project complies.

That the project is beneficial to the neighborhood and greater Sebastopol in that it revitalizes
and beautifies a highly visible site that has sat vacant for a number of years and was identified
by the City as a key site for redevelopment more than 25 years ago.

That the design of the development is compatible with the emerging neighborhood and
general visual character of Sebastopol in that it is of a similar scale to the adjacent Rialto
Cinemas building, steps down in height and massing towards the one-story buildings to the



south, and fulfils General Plan goals for buildings of greater height and density in the Core
area.

7. That the design of the development provides appropriate transitions and relationships to
adjacent properties in that the hotel steps in height, has varied massing, and is not
disproportionately shorter or taller than nearby buildings, and a number of the most significant
existing trees will be retained and further landscaping will be added.

8. That the design provides appropriate transitions to the public righi-of-way in that it creates new
sidewalks and landscaped areas, as well as numerous access pathways for the public to enter
the property from the sidewalk, which represents a significant improvement over current site
and access conditions.

9. That the project will not impair the desirability of investment and occupation in the
neighborhood in that the development would implement goals of the General Plan for infill
buildings of greater height and density in the Core area, is well-designed and will be
constructed of durable materials, and will contain the appropriate infrastructure with added
conditions of approval to ensure that its construction will not create erosion and runoff issues
for adjacent properties.

10. That the design of the development is internally consistent and harmonious in that it utilizes
consistent architectural features in that it utilizes internally compatible patterns, siding,
windows, doors, and materials.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Planning and Building and Safety:

1.

Approval is granted for the Hotel Sebastopol submittal described in the Design Review application
and the approved plans. This approval is valid for two (2) years, except that the applicant may
request a one (1) year extension of this approval from the Planning Director, pursuant to Section

17.250.050 of the Zoning Ordinance.

This approval shall not be valid unless and untif the requested Zoning Ordinance Amendments are
adopted by the City Council. The effective date of such adoption shall begin the permit approval
period referenced in Condition No. 1.

All conditions of approval for Use Permit Design Review approval No. 2016-57 remain applicable.

All construction shall conform to the approved plans, unless the design is modified by the Design
Review approval. The applicant shall obtain a Building Permit prior to the commencement of

construction activities.

The applicant shall submit documentation to the Building Official, demonstrating compliance with
the Water Efficient Landscape requirements per Chapter 15.36 of the Sebastopo! Municipal Code.

Compliance with the Public Art Ordinance shall be demonstrated prior to issuance of a Building
Permit, either by payment of an in-lieu fee, or by obtaining City approval for an on-site art work.
The project proposes on-site satisfaction of the requirement. Design Review Board approval of the
public art component shall be continued pending review and recommendations from the Public
Arts Commitiee. Applicant is advised to initiate Public Arts Committee consideration of such
proposal well in advance of applying for a Building Permit.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

The City of Sebastopol and its agents, officers and employees shall be defended, indemnified,
and held harmless from any claim, action or proceedings against the City, or its agents, officers
and employees to attach, set aside, void, or annul the approval of this application or the
environmental determination which accompanies it, or which otherwise arises out of or in
connection with the City’s action on this application, including but not limited to, damages, costs,
expenses, atiorney’s fees, or expert witness fees.

The Planning Director shall interpret applicable requirements in the event of any redundancy or
conflict in conditions of approval.

This approval does not include specific landscaping plans. Such plans shall return for Board
review prior to issuance of a Building Permit.

This approval does not include any signs. Any new signs that will identify the use of this property
are subject to the prior approval of the Design Review Board or City staff, as appropriate.

Any tree removals shall be consistent with the Tree Protection Ordinance. The applicant is
advised that this Design Review approval does not constitute authorization to remove any
protected trees, which would be subject to a separate permit process.

The project sites include protected trees intended to remain. Protective measures are required. All
final tree protection measures shalt be submitted reviewed and approved by the City Arborist prior
to issuance of Improvement Plans.

Any new proposed street trees shall be indicated in the Improvement Plans and shall be subject to
the review and approval of the City Arborist.
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City of Sebastopol
APPEAL FORM

Date: ﬂz-iylﬁ

* Filing Fae Paid: _ 5
File#: __"2olln~ a9

To: (check ona):
{1 PLANNING COMMISSION (limited to the appeal of staff determination not Involving design matters

i1 DESIGN REVIEW BOARD (limited to the appeal of staff determination on design matters)
CIFY COUNCIL (all other appeals)

FROM;
I#ase print your name)

SUBJECT:
1 wish to appeal the aclion of: (check one):
[] CITY STAFF (please give name or title)
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
[1] PLANNING COMMISSION

Taken or made on with regards fo l‘ ? ad 3 é O
{Dath ofa¢an or dacislon) ama of wagrafplc

an, prajoct ar oindr descriplion
1 ask that the decision or determination made above be rgversed andfor modified, and that the original application be;
(Check one): [ 1granted [ ldenled muodified

af | m you aro apeallng}

The reason(s) that my appeal should be granted by the Board, Cammissian, or Council named above [ ]are set
forth below: ar, Mara attached,

| understand that there is a filing fee for appeal, whether the appeal is fram a Staff Determination, Design Review
Board Decision, or Planning Commission Decision, and that the fee must be paid on the date that the appeal is
submitted, Most appeals must be submitted within 5 days* from the day of the original staff determination, or of the

Board/Commission action, **

You will be notified by mail of the date of the City Council hearing an review
will be entitied to altend the meeting and be heard.  «a——~ v

LYWN DECDL

-y

[ 777 Qﬁ'gﬂimgﬂz Z'..sz&
Your Mailing Address
0 -330 deed @ sonrc -net

Ydur Phone Number Your Email Address

*For purposes of this requirement, 'days' do not include Saturdays, Sundays, or holidays.

** If a staff determination was mailed to you, and a public meeting has not been hetd, then for most types of permit
aclions, the appeal must be submitied within five (5) days of the mailing of the ietter.



To: Sebastopol City Council

Subject: Reasons for Appeal of Desigh Review Board approval of the Sebastopol Hotel
From: Lynn Deedler

Mavyor Glass and Councilmembers,

Our recently adopted General Plan has numerous statements about preserving the
identity and character of Sebastopol, particularly in the downtown area. A few of these
follow:

- Recognize Downtown’s unique character as the oldest part of the City, and
leverage historic resources to create a unique urban environment for Downtown;
and

- Respect and respond to on-site and surrounding historic character in proposals for
development.

Design guidelines should include provisions that enhance and support the unique qualities
of areas...

Design Guideline statements-

Architecture: sensitively designed to respect existing patterns; reinforce the character of
existing neighborhoods; compatible with the character of the area; consider other
structures in the area; harmonious integration.

The Hotel does not meet these fundamental guideiines. None of the Hotel’s architecture
relates to adjoining established Downtown architecture,

The second issue is that this multi-building project lacks the significant organic qualities of
our Downtown architecture. It gives the appearance of and feels like one very large
project dominating our small town, created at one time, by one architect, in ocne style - a
very different style from any found in our Downtown.

[ am requesting that two buildings, the store and art/maker space buildings which face
the Downtown area, be redesigned to reflect architectural elements commonly found in
our Downtown. These building should reflect a feel, a relation to the area of our town
that they face. Tie the old and new together.

Respectfully submitted,
Lynn Deedler



Common Sebastopol Downtown design elements to consider:

- Recessed, centered doorways

- Window ledges, extending 20”"upwards or more, at the bottom of the windows

- Solidly framed windows with more squared shapes

- Clerestory windows above lower main glass areas

- Awnings or structural sidewalk shading elements, such as those provided on the
new CVS building (these hotel buildings have south and west-facing windows)

- Light trim and detailing elements (as opposed to large, totally flat surfaces)

- The use of traditional building materials, such as tile

- Omit the balconies on Brown Street, or make smaller, with more traditional iron
work

- Pedestrian area corner recess at Depot Street and Petaluma Avenue {similar to the

new CVS corner)
These kind changes will help this project provide a needed “bridge,” and this

architectural team has the talent to accomplish this integration with a styles and beauty
that will compliment both the adjoining oid and new in our town.

Lynn



City of Sebastopol
Incorporated 1902
Planning Department
7120 Bodega Avenue
Sebastopol, CA 95472
707-823-6167
707-823-1135 (Fax)
www.ci.sebastopol.ca.us

Email: dmorrison@cityofsebastopol.org

APPROVED MINUTES
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD
CITY OF SEBASTOPOL
MINUTES OF DECEMBER 07, 2016

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD:

The notice of the meeting was posted on December 01, 2016.

SEBASTOPOL CITY HALL
CONFERENCE ROOM
7120 BODEGA AVENUE
4:00 P.M.

1. CALL TO ORDER: Vice Chair Bush called the meeting to order at 4:00 P.M.

2. ROLL CALL: Present: Cary Bush, Vice Chair

Lynn Deedler, Board Member
Christine Level, Board Member
Lars Langberg, Board Member

Absent: Ted Luthin, Chair (excused)

Alexis Persinger, Board Member (excused)

Staff: Dana Morrison, Assistant Planner
Rebecca Mansour, Planning Technician
Kenyon Webster, Planning Director

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: November 02, 2016

Board Member Deedler made a motion to approve the minutes as submitted.

Board Member Langberg seconded the motion.

AYES: Vice Chair Bush and Board Members Deedler, Level and Langberg

NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None

4. PLANNING DEPARTMENT UPDATES:

Assistant Planner Morrison provided the following update:

¢ At the last City Council meeting, the Council:

- Appointed Una Glass as Mayor and Patrick Slayter as Vice Mayor.
- Extended the rent control moratorium by another six months.



¢« The Public Arts Committee is recommending two projects, The Living Wall by Vickie
Jo Sowell and The Spire by Ned Kahn, for Council consideration. Those are expected
to go before the Council in February.

» In response to recent changes at the State level on Accessory Dwelling Units,
changes to our Zoning Ordinance will be coming early in the new yvear, These
changes will ultimately be less stringent and make accessory dwelling units more
doable.

+ Applications to serve on the Design Review Board are due by Tuesday, December 13.

There were no questions of staff,

. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON ITEMS NOT ON AGENDA: There were none,

. STATEMENTS OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST: Chair Luthin and Board Member

Persinger were both absent due to a proximity conflict with I[tem 8A on the regular
agenda.

. CONSENT CALENDER: There were none,

. REGULAR AGENDA:

. DESIGN REVIEW - Major Design Review of the Hotel Sebastopol, with a mix of uses
and surface parking, located at 6828, 6826, and 6824 Depot Street and 215 and 225
Brown Street. The project involves the develepment of a 66-room hotel, which will
consist of multiple buildings, ranging from two to four stories with a height of 50 feet at
its highest elevation. The project also inveolves a surface parking lot located east of
Brown Street at 6826 and 6824 Depot Street and 215 and 225 Brown Street.

Assistant Planner Morrison presented the staff report and was available for questions.
The Board asked questions of Assistant Planner Morrison and Director Webster.

The applicant gave a presentation and was available for questions.

Vice Chair Bush opened the Public Hearing.

Ila Benavidez-Heaster, 7777 Bodega Avenue, commented:
« Thanked the applicant for including a hostel component and urged them, if it
doesn't manifest, to keep at least one room as a hostel.
¢« Encouraged a discount for people who arrive on bicycles,
s Expressed being thrilled.

The applicants thanked Ms. Benavidez-Heaster for bringing the hostel idea to the
forefront.

An unidentified man commented:
» Because the hopvines are annual, they won't be there in the winter.
The fence around the pool looks like a cyclone fence.
Asked about the stairway on the south side of the restaurant.
Asked about parking for patrons,
The view along Petaluma and Depot includes a lot of glass, looks cold and doesn't
fit in with Sebastopol. Suggested that the bottom 1 2’ to 2’ be textured tile, or



something along those lines. He noted that there are a number of other options
that could be explored.

¢« The design of the project is lovely.

s With regards to the restaurant building and its many windows which are planned
to open quite a bit, he commented that he prefers a bit more privacy when he
dines.

e The lower portion of the windows at the restaurant would be better with a
different treatment, similar to his suggestion for the storefronts.

The applicant responded:

« The foliage will be constantly changing, but the framework willi remain.

e A custom corten steel fence will be placed around the pool area with landscape to
create a privacy screen.

s The stairway leads to the roof deck of the meeting room.

» Valet parking will beprovided for their patrons.

s Expressed a willingness to look into the storefront design along Petaluma and
Depot as they considered them to be somewhat flexible.

e The applicant explained the design of the restaurant and noted that areas, such
as the bar, would be closed in, so that it would not be all glass as the rendering
shows,

A woman named Sarah commented:
« Is a Sebastopol native.
¢ Has children.
« Loves the connection between the plaza and hotel, however, she expressed
concerns regarding safety, specifically along Petaluma Avenue.
» Bulb outs with vehicle parking along Petaluma Avenue, as proposed, will help on
the safety front.

Hearing nothing further, Vice Chair Bush closed the Public Hearing and brought it back
to the Board for questions of the applicant.

The Board asked questions of the applicant.
Comments during questions of the applicant included:

Board Member Deedler commented:
« It would be highly desirable to add some significant trees along the street at the
parking lot area along Depot Street.

Board Member Langberg commented:
« Perhaps Solar panels could be used to screen some of the rooftop equipment.
s This is a wonderfully public site.

Board Member Level commented:

e Thanked the applicant for their very professional and informative presentation.

» Has become familiar with their buildings in Healdsburyg. Because there is some
repetitive detailing between the buildings in Healdsburg and what is being
proposed for Sebastopol, she can see what the end result will be.

» Applauded the applicant and commented that their proposal is very daring.

o If there will be rooftop HVAC equipment, she would like for it to return to the
Board for review and approval.



Would like the applicant to return to the Board with a lighting plan for review and
approval as lighting Is essential.
Noted that the proposed art installation would be subject to review as well.

Vice Chair Bush commented:

Any treatment for the existing trees would be a vast improvement over their
current condition.

Hearing nothing further, Vice Chair Bush brought it back to the Board for discussion.

Board Member Deedler commented:

We have Design Review Guidelines and they are supposed to be followed.

Read from the Design Review Guidelines on architecture.

Cannot think of a project in the downtown area that would contrast more with
what the guidelines say than this project.

This is a huge project and will have a high impact in this area.

The Main Street area of our town is liked by most of Sebastopol, there is an
affection for it. There is nothing slick, it's old, kind of classic and comfortable and
this project will take away a lot of that.

This project is new, hard-edged and flashy compared to the rest of town.

There is no warmth to this project, people will not get attached to it.

The applicant has made no attempt at all to connect with the architecture of the
rest of the downtown area which is something that is really missing with this
project and is something that the town really wants to see done.

Hopes that the applicant will address some of the elements that make our
downtown the way it is, and incorporate them into their project.

Right now, this reads as one massive project in a very small town.

Elements, such as light trim around the buildings; centered, recessed doorways;
raising the sills; and awnings from the older part of town need to be picked up.
Believed that the architects could sensitively tie-in this project with the rest of
the downtown is a very modern way.

This project doesn’t fit our town, it is almost the opposite of it.

This is a great project, there is a lot of good here.

Considering his direction would make the project better, and more acceptable to
the town.

Board Member Level commented:

.

Board Member Deedler's comments are something that the Board should talk
about.

Sebastopol is changing, Sebastopol is gaining wealth.

A lot of new technologies do not work with old architecture,

At what point do we accept the whole transition of humanity.

Their buildings in Healdsburg are wonderfully detailed, well thought out, unigue,
reflective and sensitive.

This project will irrevocably change Sebastopal.

Board Member Langberg commented:

Agreed with Board Member Level.

It doesn’t make sense to try to create a building today that is of a different time.
Believed that Board Member Deedler was speaking more about level of scale,
material and architecturai treatment, not so much the romantic notion of creating
something from a different time, which is valid. The bigger picture comment is



not valid for being critical of a building design because there is so much good and
interesting about this project.

This project will give us an appropriate density to define the site and connect The
Barlow to the town. Because this project is so successful in those ways we
should give it a thumbs up and then the focus can be on the fine-grained details.

Board Member Level commented:

A project like this will help to drive other projects up.

Likes the glass that goes all the way down to the ground.

The technologies that are in place today were not in place decades ago.

It is important to appreciate the buildings in town for what they are and for what
their purpose was for their time.

Vice Chair Bush commented:

This, along with their other projects in Healdsburg, are very public and attract
people.

Great places attract people.

People create place and this project creates a lot of place for a ot of people,
This project solves a complex conundrum and draws a balance between two
distinct places.

To repeat the architecture of Main Street is not architecture, it is simply a
replication.

As a member of a governing body, it has been his commitment to abide by City
policy, not personal preference, when reviewing projects. Believed that that was
something that all members of a governing body should recognize.

Not on the Board to redesign any one project.

Board Member Level commented:

L ]

Likes Vice Chair Bush's comment on people creating place and this project
attracting a lot of people.

There are so many different types of things going on within this project.
There are a lot of great new technologies in building and they're great to see.
Policies are important, but what does that mean in terms of new technologies.

Board Member Langberg commented:

The appllicant has been very sensltive to the scale of the surrounding area.
Likes how the connectors encourage pedestrian activity.

Board Member Level commented:

Agreed with Board Member Langberg.

Sebastopol is a hodge-podge of different types of buildings and that is, in a way,
exactly what the applicant Is proposing. For that reason, she would argue that
the project is consistent with what has already been happening In town.

The massing reaches up to meet the cinema building, which she likes, and then
they step it down. There she would argue that the project is consistent with, and
sensitive to its surrounding area.

Board Member Deedler commented:

A common architectural goai is to try to not make a massive block project look
like it was all created at one time by one architect. In a way, this does.

Would like the two bulldings at the corner, as they face the streets and are not
part of the hotel, to be treated separately from the rest in order to tie them in
with the rest of the downtown.



+ New buildings have been built on Main Street in the past fifteen years and they
have tied in really well by successfully honoring the architecture that came before
them.

» QOur Design Review Guidelines should be honored.

» Reiterated that considering his direction would make the project better, and more
acceptable to the town.

Board Member Langberg commented:
+« Healdsburg has great examples of modern buildings working with older buildings.

Vice Chair Bush commented:
« We're here to review the design.
¢ Design is a process.
¢ Process is the heart of design.
+ The applicant has shown tremendous respect for the process and the town from
the onset.
» This project will create a place that people can really enjoy.
s This project is a bold move for Sebastopol and is something to celebrate.

Board Member Level commented:
» This project will lead the way and the town will begin to evolve.

Board Member Langberg commented:
¢ There are cues in this project that respect the past. Some of those include; the
restaurant building with the gable roof and agricultural feel, the hop vines and
apple trees, and the relic fireplace.
« Could see using a concrete apple dryer as the fireplace.

Board Member Level commented that using a concrete apple dryer as the fireplace
would be awesome,

Board Member Deedler deduced that there was no support for the concept he described.

Board Member Langberg responded that the rest of the Board had responded with ways
that they felt that the project did tie in with the existing area.

Board Member Langberg commented:

» FEchoed Vice Chair Bush’s comment on the applicant having shown tremendous
respect for the process and the town throughout this process.

* The bulb outs on Petaluma Avenue are important and there is a precedent for
them in town on a State Highway. Encouraged the applicant to weork with
Caltrans and to fight for them if they have to.

» Caltrans has shown an openness to handling State Highways differently when
they come through a town.

+ Suggested less glass in some areas of the restaurant in order to create scme
intimacy.

+ Trusts that the applicant will get where they need to.

Board Member Deedler asked why no hike racks were shown on Brown Street.

The applicant responded that a large area of bike racks will be provided on Brown
Street. In addition, a large indoor bike room which may hold around 50 bikes will be on



site. He noted that additional bike parking would be provided around the perimeter and
street for the retail shops and such.

Board Member Deedler commented that the Board should require that the air vents on
top of the gable roof be made to disappear visually.

The Board and appiicant agreed.

Board Member Deedler commented that doorways are not supposed to open up into
public walkways.

The Board asked a question of staff.

Director Webster commented that the intent of the guidelines appears to have been met
by the buildings being set back so far.

Board Member Deedler commented that he did not like bright white frames on the
windows,

The applicant responded that the frames would be silver or black, not white.

Board Member Deedler expressed a preference for gray frames and commented that the
accordion doors along Petaluma Avenue will create a wind tunnel.

The applicant agreed to cutting those back some.

Board Member Level commented that the renderings show the charcoal as gray while
the material sample is black. She expressed a preference for the gray.

The applicant responded that the charcoal will fade to a silver color over time.
Board Member Level asked how the redwood slats would not curve over time.

The applicant responded that they would space them more frequently using a tab
system.

Vice Chair Bush commented that he loves the plant pallet.

The Board noted that their Sign Program and Public Art proposal would be separate from
this process.

The Board noted that the landscape plan could be administratively approved.

Board Member Level made a motion to approve the application as submitted, with the
following:
- The Board recognizes that there may be some minor revision on the
Petaluma Avenue fagade of the restaurant building.
- The applicant shall return to the Board with a lighting plan.
- The applicant shall return to the Board with a landscape plan.
- The applicant shall return to the Board with details on their HVAC/rooftop
equipment in order to ensure that it will not be visible from the street.

Board Member Langberg seconded the motion.



AYES: Vice Chair Bush and Board Members Level and Langberg
NOES: Board Member Deedler
ABSTAIN: None
9, DISCUSSION ITEMS: There were none.
10. REPORTS FROM THE BOARD/STAFF: There were none.
11. ADJOURNMENT: Vice Chair Bush adjourned the meeting of the Design Review Board

at 6:28 p.m. to the next Design Review Board meeting to be held December 21, 2016
at 4:00 p.m., at the Sebastopol City Hall, 7120 Bodega Avenue, Sebastopol, CA.

ectfully Submittgd By:

Dana Morrison
Assistant Planner
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