The Sebastopol Design Review Board denies Application No. 2010-08 for final Design Review.
The City of Sebastopol Design Review Board finds that that, in regard to the application by Armstrong Development Corp on behalf of CVS Pharmacy and J.P. Morgan Chase Bank, the proposed design fails in multiple ways to meet the guidelines set forth in The City of Sebastopol Design Review Guidelines as approved by the Design Review Board May 5, 2010. Therefore the Design Review Board denies application No. 2010-08 for final design review.
The Design Review Board is established in Section 2.32 of the Sebastopol Municipal Code.   It is also referred to in the Sebastopol Zoning Ordinance.

  
The City Council cannot be expected to have expertise in all the fields that are pertinent, relevant and crucial in their decision-making.  That is why there is a Design Review Board. The foundation of the DRB is that the majority of its membership consists of professionals in their fields: architects, landscape architects, building contractor, landscape contractor.  In all matters within the purview of the Design Review Board, the DRB is charged to use its expertise, experience and skills to evaluate applications and to make recommendation to the City Council and the citizens it serves. 

 

“The Design Review Guidelines are intended to provide guidance to owners, builders, architects, landscape architects, engineers, designers and others involved in developing proposals for new buildings, additions, and other site improvements in the City of Sebastopol. In addition, they are intended to assist the Design Review Board in reviewing applications to promote a high quality of design, and consistency in the design review process.
“These guidelines 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 ordinances. It is recognized that not all guidelines will be applicable or appropriate for all projects, and balancing of a variety of concerns and objectives will be required in review of applications.”

Thus it is with our professional judgment that the DRB addresses the current proposal and finds it fatally deficient in meeting multiple approved design guidelines. The DRB denies Application No. 2010-08 for final Design Review.
We note that, after months of meetings and direction by the DRB to the applicants through their spokesperson S.G. Ellison, flatly and categorically stated that there will be no further changes and that they are happy with the project. 

Here, with detailed references to the Design Review Guidelines, are the findings arrived at by the Design Review Board:
Red: Design Review Guidelines 
City of Sebastopol Design Review Guidelines 
Approved by the Design Review Board May 5, 2010 

I.
SITE PLANNING 
A.
Neighborhood context 
1. Infill development should be sensitively designed to respect existing patterns, and reinforce the character and context of existing neighborhoods consistent with applicable development regulations. 

For this project one appropriate neighborhood context is across Petaluma Avenue where there are several interesting buildings recently improved or redesigned. One of these is the historic Hop Monk tavern which architecturally consists of stone walls which give a variegated beige pattern to the eye with pleasing darker brown pedestrian height doors and windows surmounted by large expanses of sloped dark shingled roofs, presenting a warm and human scale appearance to the street. Just North of the Hop Monk is the old Polley Polley Madsen building, somewhat set back from the street providing a visual interest, and again with a comforting expanse of dark shingle roof, inviting and shading the windows which are open to the street. Just North of this building and across the street is a new three-story office building featuring several setbacks, both lower and upper story windows and the warm beige color which works well with the color of the stone work at Hop Monk. Again, this is a three-story building that manages with articulation and setbacks to appear inviting rather than starkly large.
These buildings work together because of their scale, their closer spacing and the variations in colors, textures, openings, roof designs. And in the one three-story building with a flat roof, the setbacks, indentations and placing of windows provide visual and human scale interest to the west side of Petaluma Avenue.
Another part of the neighborhood context is across Sebastopol road from the project. Screaming Mimi's is inviting in pink with large windows showing seating and counters and hanging just over the sidewalk a large, pink ice cream cone; the remainder of this building is divided between two stores, each providing a different character and visual interest.
Just to the west of the Screaming Mimi's is a building with a small parking lot. But the lot is not the major feature because it is small (only one car wide) and made inviting by a roof sloping to shelter several doors and windows of shops and offices quite near the parking spaces.
And directly to the north of the CVS site is a very interesting, quaint southwest baroque, beige and tile realty office, possibly of two stories, but with delightfully artistically façades with sweeping tile edging and interior setbacks. 
Finally, sighting past Screaming Mimi's lie the variety of buildings assembled at the Whole Foods store near the end of a vista that also offers a glimpse of the Police building in multi-colored brick, pleasantly designed to suit the area.
The proposed project stands in stark contrast to the human scale buildings on the west side of Petaluma Avenue and across Sebastopol Road. The CVS/Chase proposal consists of two masses, one a very large rectangle or block dropped at the intersection of Petaluma Avenue and Sebastopol Road, and a second small block dropped at the South portion of the lot. The two buildings seem to have little relationship to one another and present façades which are largely undifferentiated - tall walls without any visual sign of the roof. The windows of the CVS building which face the street are uninviting and began as darkened glass which reflect but do not allow a view into the building. They have now been modified to be clear and give a view of a few inches into the building where there will be a display of some sort. So there's no sense of depth into these walls, no sense of what sort of enterprise or business goes on inside. No invitation to enter a human scale space or enterprise.  
Moreover the giant rectangular block (CVS) and the small square block (Chase) are separated as far as they can physically be separated by a parking lot and a two-lane driveway which is predicted to have traffic coming in and coming out every 30 seconds. Despite the developers' proposals to put in some rocks and trees and an arbor, the form of this development is in the formula of a suburban mall and stark in attitude. Moreover, the large parking lot will surely quickly degrade to a few scrub trees, waste paper, bare architectural stones, in short to a suburban wasteland. And this view will comprise the viewscape of the central 150 feet of the project for the next 50 years.

Thus the proposed design is not compatible with the neighborhood or visual character of Sebastopol, and will impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood in that the boxy, insufficiently articulated modern project architecture is not reflective of the unique character of downtown Sebastopol or the architectural traditions of Sonoma County, in that the downtown includes many buildings designed in styles of the early 20th Century. The design does not sufficiently reflect such styles; the site plan includes excessive area devoted to parking and includes inappropriate street-fronting parking; the project includes a driveway on Petaluma Avenue that prioritizes vehicles and dangerously interrupts pedestrian flow in a manner not appropriate to the downtown setting; by not providing more continuous storefronts along the Petaluma street frontage which might be achieved by attaching the two buildings or moving them closer together, the design is not suitable for the existing downtown urban setting.

B.
Building orientation 
1. Buildings should generally be oriented parallel to the streets they face. 

2. Buildings should relate to the street and should be located on the site so that they reinforce existing street frontages and setback patterns. 

3. Commercial buildings should be located at the sidewalk or required setback to promote pedestrian orientation. 

4. The first floor should relate to the street by providing pedestrian-scale elements, design features, and amenities.  

Perhaps the first requirement in providing pedestrian scale elements and design features is that pedestrian should be able to look into the building and find something attractive there. This is entirely lacking in the stark boxlike design currently proposed for CVS. The windows now have a bit of framing surrounding them, but they are purposely designed not to allow a view into the store farther than a 6 inch display panel.
And the late addition of the overbearing concrete arcade on the west side of the CVS building seems more welcoming to partiers from a neighboring bar than for shoppers sightseeing downtown store windows.
The proposed first floor of the CVS building defies the DRB guidelines by relating to the street through an un-scalable concrete and glass wall about 14 feet high.
C.
Circulation and parking 
1.
Vehicular – Commercial and Multi-family 
a.
An access plan should be designed for the site that logically and safely accommodates pedestrians and vehicles, as well as providing visual access to the site from the street. 

Circulation routes should focus upon main entries and exits and also identify secondary access points. 

The present design presents significant problems of access to both pedestrians and vehicles. Pedestrians approaching the project from the West or the North (that is, from most of they heart of the town) will need to activate a crosswalk across three lanes of traffic and the bike lane near an intersection where traffic is commonly backed up to the distance of 20 or more vehicles during the morning and evening commute hours. And even walking from CVS to the Chase bank or vice versa in the same project will require dodging two lanes of cars attempting to enter and leave the project on Petaluma Avenue. This is not an inviting prospect, and seems hazardous to health and safety for all concerned.

For those folks in vehicles the prospect is equally daunting. If one is traveling from the East on Hwy 12 one must make a left-hand turn across often backed up traffic in order to get into the project. A person wishing to return to the East may have an easier time since they would be making a right-hand turn onto Sebastopol Road. However that right-hand turn would be attempting a very quick merger into backed up traffic on Sebastopol Road heading east. 

For the 85 percent of the traffic attempting to leave the project to go to the North or to the West, or to the South, the trick will be to merge into the backed up traffic on Petaluma Avenue and then for those wishing to go West or South to merge left into the third lane over (also crossing the bike lane), all within a few hundred feet of the traffic intersection with Sebastopol Highway.

In consideration of these problems constraining the project design, the Design Review Board finds that the access and egress plan is not consistent with requirement that the site logically and safely accommodates pedestrians and vehicles as well as providing visual access to the site from the street.

d.
Parking lots should be located primarily at the rear or side of the site to ensure that the view of parking, garages, carports, and driveways from the public right-of-way is minimized. Parking areas may be considered in the front of the site when site, access, use or other constraints merit such placement, provided appropriate landscaping and setbacks are incorporated into the parking design. 

One might think ideally of the sense of shopping on either side of Main Street or around the town plaza. Largely without vehicular threats, one can stroll and window shop and one does not need to cross a parking lot in order to visit a row of stores. (The large exception is the Whole Foods complex which reflects the parking lot dominant ideas of the 1950's.And this is exactly the kind of design which the Sebastopol design guidelines are intended to prevent.) 
But this guidelines' ideal is not the realized in the present project. The two boxy stores are located as far away from each other as possible and separated by a parking lot and two lanes of entering and exiting traffic. So this plan violates section C.1.d. of the design guidelines.
e.
In larger projects, the benefits of providing multiple small parking areas in lieu of one large lot should be assessed. 

f.
New driveways should be sited away from or immediately opposite street intersections, and the number of driveways should be minimized, consistent with traffic safety. 

The design review board has requested that the applicant discard the proposed new driveway entering from Petaluma Avenue and instead improve the existing Abbott Road for entrance and egress to the project from the South and West. The applicant has steadfastly refused this design request. 
3.
Pedestrian 
a.
In general, pedestrian circulation should take precedence over vehicular circulation. 

b.
Provide pedestrian accessibility to the street and adjacent uses with pathways, gates, pedestrian walkways, crossings, etc. 

c.
Where pedestrian circulation crosses vehicular routes, a change in grade, materials, textures or colors should be provided to emphasize the conflict point and improve its visibility and safety. 

d.
Pedestrian-only circulation areas should be provided where the scale or type of development permits. 

f.
In commercial developments, frequent street-facing pedestrian entrances should be provided. 

g.
Empty spaces between commercial buildings should be developed as open and attractive pedestrian passageways where feasible. 

Clearly the vehicular circulation dominates over pedestrian circulation in the present design of this project, in particular, in the insistence of the driveway from Petaluma Avenue into the project and the refusal to place the two buildings in closer proximity to each other. These two features of the project cannot be mitigated by changing the texture or color of the asphalt.

II.
ARCHITECTURE 
A.
Relationship to surrounding architecture 
1. Architectural design should be compatible with the developing character of the area, and should complement the unique aspects of the site. 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.   

Please refer to the DRB description of the surrounding architecture under the Site Planning - Neighborhood Context I.A.1. (above). 

One can get an overall idea of the architectural character of this area of Sebastopol (and toward which new projects should be moving) by standing on Petaluma Avenue to the south of the project and looking north at the heart of the city. On the west side of the street one will see a variety of buildings, some with roofs that come nearly to the top of the entrances, walls with setbacks, walls broken by windows and doors, a building set back enough to encompass a three people walking abreast in front, a three-story newer flat roofed building which seems entirely in keeping because of the stepped back design of the building clearly showing two floors with windows and doors. Viewing across the intersection of Petaluma Avenue and Sebastopol Road, one sees a variety of single-story buildings, cheek by jowl, and finally the variety of buildings assembled at the Whole Foods store near the end of the vista that offers a glimpse of the Police building, pleasantly designed to suit the area.
But with the new project on the east side of the street we will see one big and one small box separated by a 150 foot expanse of parking lot, bisected by a two lane driveway. Clearly this is not in keeping with the growing architectural character of this part of Sebastopol. 

The Design Review Guidelines explicitly call in several ways for more human scale architecture under:
B.
Massing 
1. Large structures should be designed to reduce their perceived height and bulk by dividing the building mass into smaller-scale components. 

2. Buildings over two stories high should "scale down" their street-facing facades to reduce apparent height. 

3. Box-like forms with extensive unarticulated facades or large, unvaried roofs should be avoided. 

4. A variety of levels and planes should be encouraged to reduce the massing of larger buildings. 

5. Multiple buildings on the same site should be designed to create a cohesive visual relationship between the buildings. 

The two buildings, CVS and Chase, have completely distinct design character, despite suggestions by the DRB that they should create a cohesive visual relationship. And their placement at opposite boundaries of the project suggests that there is little relationship between the two buildings. This design flouts the intention of II.B.5 of the guidelines.

6. When possible, individual, street-oriented, ground level entries to commercial tenant spaces and dwellings should be provided. 

7. When feasible, provide each building and residential unit with its own visual identity and individual address. 

8. Façades of horizontal buildings should be broken up into smaller components by utilizing vertical elements. 

This project largely ignores all of the above design guidelines II.B. 1 – 8.

The Design Review Board has repeatedly requested that the developer provide a more human scale design. One of the seemingly easily accomplished means would be to push the two buildings closer together so that the effect is to more closely represent a downtown or urban aspect where pedestrians can walk from shop to shop or business to business without broken field running dodging automobiles entering and leaving across the sidewalk every 30 seconds. But the developer has adamantly refused to budge.             
Another suggestion is that the CVS store be designed not as a massive rectangular block, but that it be extended along further Petaluma Avenue with multiple entrances so that one can enter either into the pharmacy area or to the liquor area or to the sports sales area. In this way the massive rectangular block could be seen from the street as a human scale assemblage of shops or businesses. 

There could be an actual roofline descending to entry and window heights to humanize the scale of the building. 
The developer has steadfastly refused to allow any of the scale-reducing or bulk-hiding design features recommended in the guidelines except for superficial frames around windows and the addition of awnings. The current project violates myriad sections of the DRB guidelines.
 The Design Review Board has had significant discussion and reports on the feasibility of eliminating the pedestrian- and traffic-compromising driveway between the two buildings from Petaluma Avenue and instead providing for entrance and exit from the existing Abbott Street which could be improved as part of this project. 
This change would allow the two buildings to be moved closer to each other, more in keeping with a streetscape in a downtown. 
This would also dramatically improve the pedestrian friendliness of the project, since pedestrians would not need to dodge entering and exiting traffic in order to walk between the two stores. 
And this would have the added benefit of reducing the complications entering and exiting the project from Abbott and increases the distance of the entrance and exit from the congested intersection of Petaluma Avenue and Sebastopol Road. Thus the projected wait times for vehicles exiting the project are significantly reduced. (With the banning of a left or westward turn from the project into Sebastopol Road, the estimate is that 85% of the traffic leaving the project will be leaving either through the driveway across the sidewalk or via Abbott Road)   
The developer has steadfastly and repeatedly refused to eliminate the driveway and also refused to place the two buildings closer together.
C.
Elements 
1.
Architectural details 
a. Exterior building design and detail on elevations should be coordinated with regard to color, types of materials, number of materials, architectural form, and detailing to achieve harmony and continuity of design. 

b. Design elements and detailing should be continued completely around the structure. Such design elements should include window treatments, trim detailing, and exterior wall materials. 

c. Separate structures on the site should have consistent architectural detail and design elements to provide a cohesive project site. 

d. Building facades should be articulated by using color, arrangement, or change in materials to emphasize the facade elements. The planes of the exterior walls may be varied in height, depth or direction.  

e. Additions to existing structures should be designed to complement the existing structure.  Additions should carry through roof lines, materials, colors, and /or other architectural features that are primary features of the original building. 

f. Elements such as bay windows, balconies, porches, arbors, awnings, arcades and courtyards should be utilized to add variety and break up facades. 

g. Porches, stairs, railings, fascia boards, and trim should be used to articulate a consistent architectural style. 

h. Trim, fascia, rafter tails, etc. should be of a sufficient dimension to create visual interest. 

i. Vents, gutters, downspouts, flashing, electrical conduits, etc., should generally be painted to match the color of the adjacent surface, unless being used as a trim or accent element. 

j. Building entries should be prominent and visible. 

k. Rhythm, size and proportion of openings (windows, doors) should create a consistent and harmonious design. 

l. Windows facing the street should be operable. 

m. When a large portion of the front elevation is devoted to driveways and walkways, the hardscape area should be constructed with visually contrasting paving surfaces. 

n. Buildings that are stylized in an attempt to use the building itself as advertising are discouraged, particularly where the proposed architecture is the result of a franchise style. 

o. The architecture and other features of “formula” franchises or other similar businesses should be reflective of these guidelines and of the unique character of Sebastopol. The architectural style and exterior materials of each proposed structure shall be designed based upon the architectural traditions of Sebastopol and Sonoma County, the architectural styles prevalent in the site vicinity, and the characters of the site, as determined by the Design Review Board.  Proposed designs having architectural features substantially similar to those found in other communities on buildings operated by the same corporate or franchise entity are discouraged unless the Design Review Board determines that the similar features are also reflective of local architectural traditions and styles.

In the opinion of the DRB, the applicant arrived with the formula designs for CVS and Chase and, after months of discussion, has agreed only to minimal and superficial changes which would not result in a design reflecting the unique character of downtown Sebastopol.

2.
Materials 
a. Building materials and color should be complementary to the design and to the surrounding area. 

b. Exterior materials should be durable and of high quality. 

c. Highly reflective mirrored glass or roofing materials should be avoided. 

3. Roofs 
a. Large, flat roofs should be avoided. Instead, rooflines should be varied vertically and horizontally to provide greater visual relief. 

b. In visible areas, roof materials and the backsides of parapets should be painted with a neutral, non-reflective paint. 

4. Solar Access/Energy Conservation 
a. Designs should provide adequate natural lighting opportunities, and may incorporate skylights, light wells, or solar tubes. 

b. Solar equipment should be designed to avoid reflecting onto nearby buildings, streets, open space or pedestrian areas. 

c. Solar hot water and solar electrical generation systems should be accommodated on rooftops and other building areas. 

d. Wherever possible, designs that promote use of natural ventilation should be provided. 

e. Where feasible, provide shade trees on southwest-oriented building facades to regulate heat gain and reduce air-conditioning needs. 

After several months of consultation and meetings between the DRB and the applicant, virtually every element of these guidelines for Architectural Details, Materials, Roofs, and Solar Access have been ignored or given only cursory attention by the applicant. Again, the applicant arrived with the formula design for CVS and Chase and has agreed only to minimal and superficial changes that would not result in a design reflecting the character of Sebastopol.

IV.
SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES In addition to the guidelines identified above, the following shall be considered during review of these specific development types: 

A.
Downtown and Pedestrian-Oriented Commercial Frontages and Facades 
1.
Purpose: This Section is intended to provide for pedestrian orientation in the pedestrian-oriented commercial areas of the City. A principal objective is for the street frontages in these areas to have continuous building facades with as few interruptions as possible in the progression of stores and other buildings, creating attractive, pedestrian-oriented streetscapes. 

A dominant feature of the proposal is 150 feet of streetfronting parking bisected by a two lane driveway between the two building. The Design Review Board has repeatedly requested that the developer move the two buildings closer together so that the effect is to more closely represent a downtown or urban aspect where pedestrians can walk from shop to shop or business to business without broken field running dodging automobiles entering and leaving across the sidewalk every 30 seconds. But the developer has adamantly refused.             
 The Design Review Board has had significant discussion and reports on the feasibility of eliminating the pedestrian-and-traffic-compromising -driveway between the two buildings from Petaluma Avenue and instead providing for entrance and exit from the existing Abbott Street which could be improved as part of this project. 
This change would allow the two buildings to be moved closer to each other, more in keeping with a streetscape in a downtown. 
This would also dramatically improve the pedestrian friendliness of the project, since pedestrians would not need to dodge entering and exiting traffic in order to walk between the two stores. 
The developer has steadfastly and repeatedly refused to eliminate the driveway and also refused to place the two buildings closer together.
4.
Building design and architectural elements.  Each building should be designed to comply with the following requirements. 

a. Elevation of first floor. Wherever reasonably feasible, the first floor should be at substantially the same elevation as the adjacent sidewalk. Most of the street-fronting length of the first habitable floor of a nonresidential structure should be located no more than approximately two vertical feet above or below the sidewalk elevation at any point along the street property line. 

b. Windows. Generally, untinted glass should occupy the majority of the ground-floor street-fronting pedestrian level facades of each building, to allow visual interaction between sidewalk areas and the interior of buildings. Mirrored, reflective glass or tinted glass should not be used except as an architecture or decorative accent. After installation, clear glass windows should not later be treated or so as to become opaque, or to be blocked so as to prevent visibility of the ground floor interior from the sidewalk. 

After long negotiation, the developer has proposed windows that provide a few inches of view into the dominant CVS building. This is clearly not what is envisioned by the design guidelines.

D.
Shopping Centers 
1. A unified architectural design intention should be incorporated into each commercial center. 

The two buildings are designed as totally separate units, and are physically separated as far as possible. There is little commonality between them.

2. The appearance of a "sea of asphalt" parking lot in the front of the center should be avoided. Both perimeter and interior parking lot trees should be provided for shade and visual relief in the parking area while maintaining view corridors to the store front areas. 

A dominant feature of the proposal is 150 feet of streetfronting parking bisected by a two lane driveway between the two building.
3. On larger commercial sites, a portion of the total building area should be located at the street perimeter, preferably on a corner location. Such siting, together with substantial landscape treatment reinforces and strengthens the streetscape and helps to screen off-street parking areas. 

The developer has placed the larger box at the corner of the site. However the 150 feet of streetfronting parking bisected by a two lane driveway between the two building remains a dominant ugly feature of the project.
4. The architectural design of freestanding pad buildings should be consistent with the design of the remainder of the shopping center. Where centers require updating, pad buildings should be remodeled in conjunction with an upgrade of the entire shopping center. 

The two buildings are designed as totally separate units, and are physically separated as far as possible. There is little commonality between them.
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