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Design Review & Cultural Heritage Boards COMMUN TY DEVELOPMENT
City of Santa Rosa DEPARTMENT

100 Santa Rosa Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

RE: DeTurk Winery Village: PR}16-012
8 W oth Street/ 8o6Donahue Street

Dear Design Review & Cultural Heritage Board Members:

The following represents our response to the Resolution with amendments for the above referenced
project from the Special Joint Design Review Board & Cultural Heritage Board meeting of October 6,
2016:

Motion: Continue the item to a date uncertain with direction to applicant to bring more information in
regards to Materials Boards, Lighting Plans, more complete Landscape Plans.

1. The Boards would like to see more detail for the free-standing wall. More detailed drawings with
dimensions.
In 2008 the freestanding wall and its bracing came before the DRB and the CHB for review and
was approved. The details added to sheet A-9.8 are the same details from 2008. Susan Clark,
our historian, reviewed that drawing, which reflects the same bracing previously done from the
outside elevation when most of this wall was structurally updated in the early part of the
2000’s.

2. Samples of proposed brick that would be used.
A material board showing samples of the brick and the paint colors, windows and patio railings
will be presented at the next hearing.

3. To consider reducing the height along Donahue in consideration of neighborhood context.
The Boards have been instructed by City of Santa Rosa staff that height as an issue has been
“taken off the table” when the applicant, under State law, used a concession for height/floor
afforded the project under Density Bonus. The Density Bonus allows an increase in housing
and the inclusion of 15 affordable units. We did make some adjustments to the Donahue Street
elevations of both Buildings A & D to emphasize three story massing by eliminating the fourth
floor railing and adding a partial height wall in the color of the third floor massing for the
length of the building. .
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To revisit the industrial style and consider other elements from the geographical area.
Considerable time was taken to review historical as well as non-historical buildings in the
District and when appropriate an element that was considered relevant was incorporated into
the current design for this project. However, few elements were found that aided the applicant
in this review since there is a limited number of buildings from the prior period. The applicant
worked closely with the cultural historian, Susan Clark, in this search and what is being
presented is in our opinion, and that of Susan Clark’s, both attractive and consistent with
Federal, State and local ordinances.

Response from Susan Clark-Historian:

{ would like to be pointed to three other buildings in the geographical area that are examples of
“local industrial design". In do not understand what the board member had in mind when he
wanted this project to reflect "local industrial buildings."

Add unit square footages to plans when they come back.
This information is now included on sheets A-6.1, A-7.1, A-8.1, A-9.1.

Consider changing the elevation on the east and west of Building B to add more windows or
clerestory to break up the massing.
We added six clerestory windows to the east and west elevations of the new third floor walls.

Show any trash enclosures on the exterior of the building and show them in plan and elevation.
We added a new trash enclosures inside building C shown on sheets A-1 and A-8.1.

The landscape team shall look at providing ample root space for trees on the west side of the
building to provide a buffer beyond the park.

The landscape architect feels the tree species is big and appropriate. A note was added to
sheets 1-NORTH & 2-SOUTH calling for a minimum 500 cubic feet root zone using Silva cells or
structural soils.

To clarify, the Consistency report, by the project’s cultural historian, refers to the
neighborhood park and the DeTurk Round Barn as providing a buffer, meaning that it helps to
make a transition, between the predominately small single-family houses that make up the
West End Preservation District and the prominent winery and new residential development.
Response from Susan Clark-Historian:

Need to understand meaning of the word "buffer" as used in this context and as questioned by
DRB member.

Address unresolved building code issues, such as second exits and light and air for living
spaces in units.

A second exit was added to Building C and sliding doors were added to bedrooms in Building A
to allow for natural light and ventilation into the living spaces. As another option, these units
can become studio units instead of 1-bedroom units.



11.

12.

13,

Add to the request to revisit the industrial style to include differentiation between old and new
which would include the brightly colored doors.

We reviewed this with our cultural historian when we originally designed the current version of
the project. We used a bright color on the entry doors to provide a visual stimulus at the
ground level. One of the earlier comments at the concept design review hearings on this
project was that the color of the buildings was too loud, so we used softer colors and were
careful not to accentuate the height of the building. We deferred making them any other color
in deference to the standards that guide us through this process, which is why we had our
cultural heritage consultant review this thoroughly.

Response from Susan Clark-Historian:

We have set back the fourth floor and attempted to make it as discrete as possible. Playing with,
or introducing, color will emphasize it. Since some people object to its being there at all, |
question the wisdom of drawing more attention fo it

Articulate the structural issues with the building, example of supports in the parking area.

We have indicated columns in the parking garages. This information will be developed further
at the time of building permit submittal. We understand there is a possibility that we could
need additional columns which could result in less parking spaces. Additionally the applicant
has used a concession for parking afforded the project under Density Bonus and State law.
Parking as an issue has been “taken off the table” for this project. The Density Bonus allows
an increase in housing and the inclusion of 15 affordable units.

The landscaping can be further developed in a social context. Examples include the private and
public spaces

The landscape architect added seat walls at the building entrance to create a quiet gathering
area. The intent at the entrance is to provide landscaping that is low and open for safety. The
accessible curb ramp at the street was adjusted to fall between the entry planters.

A podium enlargement plan of the landscaping was added to sheet 3-PODIUM indicating the
landscape areas in front of the units are to be semi-private for the podium level unit. Adding
landscaping between the doors to the podium unit and third floor unit would clutter up these
semi-private spaces.

In looking at the access issues along the 4- floor units of the Donahue side of the building, also
consider the context of the Cultural Heritage concerns for the building height.

As stated by the applicant and City staff the issue of building height is “off the table” since the
applicant has taken a concession allowed by Density Bonus under both City and State code.
This is an issue that will have significant impact on the downtown development standards
since most of the properties that will come in the future are in historic district and if three
floors were the limit these other new projects just would not happen. The cultural historian on
the project did not have an issue with the height of the buidings. However, we did make some
adjustments to the Donahue Street elevations of both Buildings A & D to emphasize three
story massing by eliminating the fourth floor railing and adding a partial height wall in the
color of the third floor massing for the length of the building.
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CHB: Project to include specific response to the character defining elements of the West End
District.

We have considered the industrial designed buildings in the District and after review by our
cultural historic consultant we deemed them not applicable to this project. There are very few
buildings in the District that rise to a level of quality design. There are some attractive stone
buildings but stone was one material eliminated by our historic consultant. We have the
advantage of pulling design concepts from the historic resource on the subject property. We
have incorporated detail items such as brick trim around openings, arched wall openings and
round windows, wood shutters, and industrial sash windows that reflect the character of the
historic resource. However, creating an Industrial residential building from the District does
create some challenges when addressing current code issues, such as decks and porches,
which are not consistent with the designs of the past.

Response from Susan Clark-Historian:

Yes, the West End design guidelines were compiled to assist owners and review boards when
dealing with residential construction in that area. NEVER did we consider that the design
guidelines for small residences be applied to the Round Barn or the Winery. The Barn and
Winery acquired additional protection by being included in the district but their historic
significance is significant enough for them to stand on their own as individual resources.

CHB: That the industrial look be based on the period of significance for the District,
Regulations call for new buildings and additions to historic buildings to differentiate
themselves from the historic resource.

Sincerely,

Kevin P. O'Malley
Principal
KO\daw
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Kevin O'Malley

From: Murray, Susie [SMurray@srcity.org]

Sent: Thursday, October 13, 2016 8:49 AM
To: Kevin O'Malley
Subject: FW: Existing Wall Support

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Kevin,
Please be sure this is included with the resubmittal.
Thanks.

Susie Murray | City Planner
Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA 95404
Tel. (707) 543-4348 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | smurray@srcity.org

Cary ol

S7 Santa Rosa

From: Richard Deringer [mailto:rdodyssey@hotmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 6:52 PM

To: Murray, Susie <SMurray@srcity.org>; Kevin O'Malley <kevin@omalleywilsonwestphal.com>
Subject: Fw: Existing Wall Support

Susan Clarks response to the structural issue for the CityHere is s

From: Susan M. Clark <sclark5 @gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2016 9:05 PM
To: Richard Deringer

Subject: Existing Wall Support

Mr. Derringer,

I have reviewed the image and drawings for the proposed support system of the free-standing wall. Structural
engineers MKM & Associates has designed a system which includes sunken piers, diagonal bracing and plate and
bolt connectors. As a Architectural Historian I am reviewing the support plan in terms of its effect on the historic
character and significance of the historic building. Does the proposed support of the free-standing wall
compromise or reduce the significance of the winery?

The proposed system is appropriate for providing support for historic brick wall. The rectangular plates held in
place with acorn head bolts are effective without detracting from the historic character of the wall. Passengers
on the passing trains will appreciate passing by the historic wall while the wall provides privacy for those inside
the building. The support plan does not negatively effect the character or integrity of the historic building.

Susan Clark

10/24/2016



Susan M. Clark, MA

Architectural historian

Clark Historic Resource Consultants
PO Box 198

Sea Ranch, CA 95497

(707) 785-2725

10/24/2016
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[)EP/‘\H lr‘f' EnN T i Sea Ranch, CA 95497
COMMUNITY DEVE (]pML NT (707) 785-2725
DEPARTME sclark5@gmail.com

October 8, 2016

Re: DeTurk Winery Village DRB and CHB hearing on Preliminary Design approval.

I attended the above referenced hearing of the Design Review Board (DRB) and the Cultural Heritage
Board (CHB) of Thursday October 6, 2016. To my surprise and I might add bewilderment, I was
asked not one single question about my opinion on the design consistency and compliment to the
existing building. 1 did submit a very extensive and I may say exhaustive report outlining my
professional opinion as to the consistency to Federal, State and local regulations. I do not take my
role lightly and I place my professional integrity in the documentation I produce. I can only assume
that the DRB and CHB must have agreed with my report, and my Summary conclusion, since not one
question was raised to me about these issues at the hearing. If, however, if asked I would have
stood by my Summary and the information outlined in the report and then highly touted the design
and conformity to the regulations as to this project. For those who know of my many years and
dedication to only the highest professional integrity in my field would know that my words were true
and honest as to my review of this project.

I unfortunately was disappointed that I was not given time to expound on my opinion. I now
understand that there will be a second meeting in November, to rehear the merits of this project. It is
my understanding this will be for a Final Hearing approval. I unfortunately will not be able to attend
that meeting, since I will be out of the Country. But I hope you will take this letter as my position on
this project, which I strongly support based on an exhaustive review of the elevations of this entire
project, which led to my Summary of this project. I looked at all four separate buildings and find that
they all meet the conditions and requirements of the State, Federal and local government as to re-
use standards associated with a Historic Buildings and the Historic District. The following is my
Summary of my report, which I stand by when written and standby today.

SUMMARY

Mr. Richard Deringer of Railroad Square, LLC. Is undertaking an adaptive reuse project which will
convert the historically significant DeTurk Winery into residential dwellings. DeTurk Winery Village will
consist of 185 units of attached apartments, 15 of which are affordable housing, and limited
commercial development. According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section
15064.5 (b) (1) (2) (3) the project must be reviewed for its consistency with the Secretary of
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer. After




analysis the proposed project does not reduce the level of significance of the DeTurk Winery, the
DeTurk Round Barn or the West End Preservation District.

The industrial design and materials proposed for the new development are consistent with the
historic winery. A previously approved project for the site was three stories, but the current proposal
contains a fourth story over part of the project. The current design is no taller than the earlier
approved plan. Additionally the roof line over the historic winery itself has been dropped to further
differentiate the original building from the new construction. The building materials are consistent
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines. The DeTurk Round Barn provides a transition between
the small residential dwellings of the West End Preservation District and the DeTurk Winery. The
proposed project does not detract from the residential street scrapes.

Upon review of the plans by Kevin O'Malley of O'Malley, Wilson and Westphal, dated May 19, 2016,
sheets A-1,A-2, A-3, A-4 and A-5, as well as subsequent updates, the project is entirely consistent
with federal, state and local preservation ordinances

I also want to state that my conclusion in this summary was given after an extensive and exhaustive
review of other Downtown Industrial buildings in this District, especially to relating to defining
elements found within the District, and those shown on the building drawings. Nothing found from
my review takes away from the current design of the new additions to this project, all four buildings,
which I personally feel complement the existing historic buildings.

Bldg’s A and D reflect most of the new construction and was thoroughly reviewed for design elements
to make sure that these new designs conformed and complimented the existing historic buildings.
The defining elements on these projects, especially the black painted metal windows and railings are
elements found in typical industrial designed buildings. The fourth floor residential addition, with its
gray metal slats is strongly supportive of the entire project and is consistent with Industrial elements
found on some of the finest designed projects of this kind.

Building B, a project that retains the existing brick facade, while providing new recessed third floor
addition that conform to the elements of the industrial district. The Third floor setback metal slat
design element just brings a new life and vitality to the building, without degrading the historic
character of the building. Of especial interest to me was the changes the applicant made to the
elevation of Building C, which in the past was significantly degraded with the addition of roll-up doors
and the elimination of many of the character defining round windows. The new Building C design will
bring back to life the characters of the original building design; with addition of new round windows,
repair of the brick walls and elimination of most of the rollup doors. This, in my opinion, was a great
addition that brought back the history and charm of this side of the project.

In spite of my absence to this meeting I know the CHB will do the right thing and support this
project. There is never a perfect project but this current designed development comes as close as I
feel possible in creating a beautiful and functional development in full compliance and conformance,
in my opinion with all regulations of Federal, State and Local governmental agencies.

Sincerely,

Hvsded B Stgeds
Susan Clark-Historian 10/10/16
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Kevin O'Malley

From: Murray, Susie [SMurray@srcity.org]
Sent:  Thursday, October 13, 2016 8:49 AM

To: Kevin O'Malley
Subject: FW. Existing Wall Support
Kevin,

Please be sure this is included with the resubmittal.

Thanks.

Susie Murray | City Planner
Planning & Economic Development | 100 Santa Rosa Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Tel. (707) 543-4348 | Fax (707) 543-3269 | smurray@srcity.org

‘ L)ﬂ logo for email
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From: Richard Deringer [mailto:rdodyssey@hotmail.com)]

Sent: Wednesday, October 12, 2016 6:52 PM

To: Murray, Susie <SMurray@srcity.org>; Kevin O'Malley <kevin@omalleywilsonwestphal.com>
Subject: Fw: Existing Wall Support

Susan Clarks response to the structural issue for the CityHere is s

From: Susan M, Clark <sclark5@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 10, 2016 9:05 PM
To: Richard Deringer

Subject: Existing Wall Support

Mr. Derringer,

I have reviewed the image and drawings for the proposed support system of the free-standing wall. Structural
engineers MKM & Associates has designed a system which includes sunken piers, diagonal bracing and plate and
bolt connectors. As a Architectural Historian I am reviewing the support plan in terms of its effect on the historic
character and significance of the historic building. Does the proposed support of the free-standing wall
compromise or reduce the significance of the winery?

The proposed system is appropriate for providing support for historic brick wall. The rectangular plates held in
place with acorn head bolts are effective without detracting from the historic character of the wall, Passengers

on the passing trains will appreciate passing by the historic wall while the wall provides privacy for those inside
the building. The support plan does not negatively effect the character or integrity of the historic building.

Susan Clark

10/1372016



Susan M. Clark, MA

Architectural historian

Clark Historic Resource Consultants
PO Box 198

Sea Ranch, CA 95497

(707) 785-2725

10/13/2016
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CITY QF SANTA ROSA
Sarnta Roga, CA
CITY C¢ NT QA o
To-DRB and CRB; L L ot T 2016
SUMMARY of Key Issues: OCT 24 7016 COMMUBITY DEVELOPMENT
EPARTMENT

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

A. Building Height Concession. Califfiid'Government Code Section
65915-65918 Density Bonus, grants the project up to two
concessions. The Applicant has taken one of these concessions for
Building Height. The state mandates this concession and it requires
City government to adhere to these concessions, unless they can find
specific findings as outlined in this Section 65915-65918. The
applicant is confident these findings will not be achieved based on
both the W-Trans study and the study by Susan Clark, our historian.
In this project the Applicant is providing 15 very low income
affordable units, where no affordable housing requirement is required
by the City of Santa Rosa. Susan Clark, the Applicant’s Cultural
Historian further reviewed the elevations and height of these
buildings and has stated the new construction is in conformity and
consistent with Federal, State and local requirements. (Attached are
both the original historical analysis and three separate responses by
Susan Clark on issues raised at the last hearing. The Applicant points
out that the height requirement in the Station Area plan call for up to
four stories, with a transition down to three stories, in historic area’s
adjacent to housing. The Applicant has conformed to this allowance
by setting back its fourth floor thus creating the transition that is
allowed under this guideline. (See attached drawings). The Applicant
did consider another option, to drop the building and create an
underground parking garage. This option was eliminated for
consideration by Applicant due to the estimated $5 million cost, plus
the concern of undermining the existing structural integrity of the
historical structure. Thus staff’s position is this issue has been
removed from consideration by both Boards, due to this concession.

B. Parking and Traffic Concession: The traffic consultant W-Trans has
provided an extensive traffic and parking study. This study shows the
project meets the Cities Code requirements for both transportation
and parking, as well as the State requirements as stated below. In




addition, the Applicant has taken a second concession, relating to
parking. Thus staff deems this issue resolved. State law, specifically
under AB 744, and Government Code Section 56915 takes control of
this issue. This project exceeds State mandated parking guidelines in
areas that are within 2 mile of a transit Facility (SMART train). AB
744 is a mandated provision by the State throughout California and
was recently enacted for the purpose of creating needed housing and
especially affordable housing in Downtown areas adjacent to transit
hubs (Train and Busses). '

C. “Vacating of right away”-By selling this land to the Applicant, the City
and the local community will receive 42 parking spaces that will be
available to the general public and for the project commercial parking
needs. Elimination of this sale from the City to the Owner would
reduce housing by 23 units, and also the elimination of 15 very low
income affordable units, which is not in the spirit of the City’s efforts
to create housing, especially affordable housing. Outside of Density
Bonus the project is not required to provide any affordable units and
can elect to pay an in-lieu fee instead. This sale will be reviewed and
dealt with by the City Council. In addition, the Owner will be
removing or encapsulating an existing toxic pipe under the street and
also paving and creating gutters and landscaping in the “Vacation
Area” at owner’s cost.

D. Design of Buildings (Bldg. A and D)-The Applicant has designed this
project four separate times, with the current version being the last
version. In the second concept hearing the Applicant received strong
support from the Boards to design the buildings to reflect an
Industrial look. The Applicant added black wrought iron industrial
windows and black metal railings similar to elements of industrial
development. The coloring of this project, after reviewing the local
industrial sites led us to add a brick element and two separate tones
of gray paint on cementitious siding. The fourth floor was changed to
a metal siding painted gray. Various other schemes were reviewed by
Applicant and its Architect plus its Cultural Historian. The current
design reflects the elements we deemed appropriate, especially in
consideration of the adjacent red brick historic buildings. Wood




Shutters were added back to the brick historic building, which was
what was originally shown on the buildings from 1872. We have
looked at various color options for the fourth floor, but we have
determined the existing color layout for the buildings is the most
appropriate look for the building. (We will provide other color options
considered at the upcoming hearing).

. Housing and Affordability: There has not been a Downtown housing
project in the last 13 years the Applicant has been involved with this
project. With the new Passenger Train arriving in the winter of 2016
there will be a strong need for housing to meet the needs of these
users and to meet the dire need for housing from the existing Santa
Rosa community. Both the City of Santa Rosa and the State of
California have created some of the above items to address this dire
shortage. Without housing new jobs for the City will suffer, especially
since other local communities, in Petaluma, Windsor, etc. will start
filling this vacuum, leaving the City of Santa Rosa suffering the loss
of residents forced to these other communities. Creating 185 housing
units and 20,000 sq. ft. of commercial space, will have a significant
impact on this shortage.





















































































































































































































