
 
DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE 

 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 20, 2016 

1:00 P.M. 
 

AUDITORIUM 

18 MAIN STREET 

Sutter Creek, California 
 

 

AGENDA 
 

 

The meeting will be called to order and a quorum determined at 1:00 p.m. 

 

The Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

 

1. PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA.  Any person may address the Committee regarding 

matters not on the agenda and within their purview. 
 

2. COMMITTEE MATTERS – Discussion/Recommendation 

A. FENCE REPLACEMENT 

Business owner:  Mark Wooldridge Property owner:  Jay Michel 

3 RANDOLPH STREET (APN 018-131-005). 

Zoning District:  Downtown Commercial (DTC) – Historic District 

Committee review and recommendation on Design Clearance for fence replacement. 

 

B. FRONT DOOR PAINT COLOR 

Property owner:  Jay Michel 

76 Main Street (APN 018-131-006) 

Zoning District:  Downtown Commercial (DTC) – Main Street Historic District 

Committee review and recommendation on Design Clearance for the paint color chosen for 

the front door. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 
The next regular meeting of the Design Review Committee will be held on Wednesday, August 3, 2016. 

 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you are a disabled person and you need a disability-related modification or 

accommodation to participate in this meeting, please contact City Hall staff at (209) 267-5647 or (209) 267-0639 (fax). 

Requests must be made as early as possible and at least two-full working days before the start of the meeting. 

Any writing that is distributed to a majority of the Commission by any person in connection with an agenda item is a disclosable 

public record (subject to any exemption under the Public Records Act) and is available for inspection at 

City Hall, 18 Main Street, Sutter Creek, CA 95685 during regular business hours. 

Any public documents distributed to the Commission less than 72 hours prior to a meeting will be posted at City Hall. 
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DATE:        July 20, 2016 

 

TO:         Architectural Review Committee 

                   Sandi Baracco, Sharyn Brown, Mike O’Neill, John Otto, Susan Peters 

 

FROM:       Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Administrative Analyst 

 

RE:        FENCE REPLACEMENT – 3 RANDOLPH STREET (APN 018-131-005) 

  Zoning District:  Downtown Commercial (DTC) 

  Design Standards:  Main Street Historic District 

  Business Owner:  Mark Wooldridge 

  Property Owner:  Jay Michel 

                        Contractor:  t/b/d 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Design Review Committee review and recommendation of Design Clearance for the business 

owner to replace the fence at 3 Randolph Street as presented and based on the determination that 

the new fence meets the intent of the Design Guidelines.  There are no other exterior changes 

being requested at this time. 

 

 
  

Item #2A 

018-131-005 
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DISCUSSION:   
Business owner Mark Wooldridge received Site Plan approval to renovate an existing residential 

structure and patio for use as a wine tasting room and patio with limited food offerings at 3 

Randolph Street by the Planning Commission on Monday, July 11, 2016. 

 

At this time Mr. Wooldridge seeks approval of a new exterior fence on the south facing property 

side.   

 

 
Existing Fence – 3 Randolph Street (facing south) 

Painted white – solid boards with access gate in the middle 

 

Design Standards that apply to all projects Chapter 2.2.8 Fence and Wall Design states:  “The 

design of fences and walls should harmonize with the site and with the buildings in both scale 

and materials.  The placement of walls and fences should respect existing landforms and, where 

feasible, should follow existing contours and fit into existing landmasses rather than arbitrarily 

following site boundary lines.  Fencing should not dominate the buildings or the landscape.  

Planting may often be integrated with fencing schemes to soften the visual impact.  If the ground 

slopes, the fence should be stepped or contoured.  Chain link, plywood, chain and bollard, slump 

block, and similar fencing are undesirable and strongly discouraged.” 

 

Design Standards for the Historic Districts Chapter 3.4.6 Historic fences states:  “Retaining 

historic fences and establishing new fences that reflect historic styles and materials are 

encouraged within the Historic Districts.  Historically, fences in the City were constructed of 

wood picket, masonry, simple iron or wire, or dry-stacked stone.  Tall “privacy” fences, 
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vinyl/plastic fences, and chain link fences are generally not appropriate in the Historic Districts 

and shall be considered on a case-by-case basis. 

 

The proposed redwood fence, shown below, is a 4’ high split rail “hog fence” (wire mesh) and 

includes two 4’ access gates for patio entry from Randolph Street.  The proposal also includes an 

interior patio fence of the same style and material, along the western property line and contains a 

4’ gate in the middle for access to restrooms inside 76 Main Street.  There is an existing doorway 

from the patio into the business on the west side.  There are no other exterior modifications at 

this time. 

 
Proposed fence – 3 Randolph Street (facing south) 

With two 4’ entry gates 

 
Proposed interior patio fence – (facing west) 

With one 4’ entry gate 

Full size drawings of the above depictions are available for review at City Hall and will be 

available at the meeting for discussion. 
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Sample appearance of a “hog wire fence” 

 

The proposed fence would provide for an open patio setting as opposed to the existing solid 

fence. 

 

NEXT STEPS: 
1. If the Committee determines the project is not a significant modification to the exterior of the 

structure, the Committee can recommend Design Clearance. 

2. If the Committee determines the project is a significant modification to the exterior of the 

structure, the Committee recommendation will be forwarded to the Planning Commission for 

consideration. 

3. If denied by the Design Review Committee, the applicant may revise and resubmit their plan 

based on the Committee recommendation or appeal the decision to the Planning Commission. 
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DATE:  July 20, 2016 

 

TO:   Architectural Review Committee 

Sandi Baracco, Sharyn Brown, John Otto, Susan Peters 

 

FROM: Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Administrative Analyst 

 

RE:  RE-PAINT PROJECT 

  76 Main Street (APN 018-131-006) 

  Zoning District:  Downtown Commercial (DTC) 

  Design Standards:  Main Street Historic District 

  Owner:  Jay Michel 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Review the previous approval of Design Clearance for the repainting of the building at 76 

Main Street and make recommendation on the new paint color chosen for the front door. 

 

DISCUSSION:   
Property owner Jay Michel received Design Review Committee Design Clearance for exterior 

paint colors on March 2, 2016.  The approved colors were based on #3004-4C from the 

National Trust for Historic Preservation color palette.as shown below. 

 

 

Item #2B 
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Specific colors approved on March 2, 2016. 

 

 
Existing building colors @ July 15, 2016 
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The above photograph shows the use of the approved building colors.  At this time, the Design 

Review Committee is asked to review and make recommendation on the front door color of 

“Chinese Red” as described by the property owner. 

 

Design Standards that apply to all projects Chapter 2.3.10, Colors states the following:   
a. Colors should be compatible with existing colors of the surrounding area but need not 

duplicate existing colors.  The use of muted tones for the structure’s base color is 

recommended.  Color shall not be used as an attention-getting device. 

b. Accent colors should be used carefully.  Accent colors should be either complementary 

to the base color or a variation of its hue – i.e. lighter or darker. 

c. The transition between base and accent colors should relate to changes in building 

materials or the change of building surface planes.  Colors should generally not meet or 

change without some physical change or definition to the surface plane. 

d. Accent colors on wall surfaces can enliven buildings.  In most cases, only one or two 

accent colors should be used in addition to the base color. 

e. Exterior wall colors should harmonize with the site and surrounding buildings.  On 

exterior walls the predominant tone should trend toward earthy hues, whether in the 

natural patina or weathered color of the wall surface itself or the color of the paint, 

stain, or other coating.  Harshly contrasting color combinations should be avoided. 

Brilliant, luminescent, or day-glow colors shall not be used. 

 

Design Standards that apply to the Historic Districts Chapter 3.4.2 Exterior Finishes and 
Color Schemes states the following: 

a. The existing historic commercial buildings and structures in the Historic Districts are a 

mixture of wood and masonry exteriors.  Often sidewalls and facades are of different 

materials and finishes.  Much of the stone and brick masonry is still in excellent 

original “unfinished” condition and represents a wonderfully preserved collection of 

textures.  These finishes should be preserved without any coatings beyond sealing.  

Other masonry surfaces have been painted or covered with stucco or wood.  It is the 

general standard that exterior finishes shall not be changed, and if work is performed on 

the finish every effort should be made to return the finish to its historic condition.  

Project design shall consider all restoration alternatives and the alternatives shall be 

submitted as part of the project application.   

b. Most wooden commercial buildings and residences converted to commercial uses were 

painted.  Color schemes were simple in character and colors themselves were often 

muted.  Colors that represent the appropriate period to the building’s history are 

preferred over those that may not fit with the period (note that most paint manufacturers 

have developed color pallets which represent 1940 and earlier schemes).  Project 

designs shall submit for review color schemes that represent the Mother Lode Style.   

c. Historic commercial roof colors in the City were predominately brown and gray, 

generally representing the availability of roofing materials – i.e. wood shingle, shakes 

and metal.  Roof colors shall be muted and must represent a preference for the 

traditional colors.   
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NEXT STEPS: 

1. If the Committee finds the existing door color is not consistent with the intent of the 

Design Standards, the applicant may submit an alternative color for Committee 

consideration and recommendation. 

2. If the Committee finds the existing door color is consistent with the intent of the Design 

Standards, and recommends approval, no further action will be required. 

3. If denied by the Design Review Committee, the applicant may appeal the decision to 

the Planning Commission. 

 




