
 

City of St. Helena Planning 
Commission 

Meeting 

Tuesday, October 4, 2016 @ 6:00 PM 

Vintage Hall Board Room - Second Floor 
465 Main Street, St. Helena 

 

 

 

PLEASE NOTE: Any person who wishes to speak regarding an item on the agenda or make a 
comment under the "Oral Communication" portion of the agenda may do so, but please observe the 

time limit of three minutes.  
Page 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Chairperson:  Grace Kistner 

Vice Chair:  Mary Koberstein 

Commissioners:  Sarah Parker, Bobbi Monnette, Tracy Sweeney 

City staff present at the meeting will be noted in the minutes. 

 

 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
 
3. PUBLIC FORUM: 

This is an opportunity for the public to address the Commission on items of interest to 
the public that are NOT listed on t he agenda. Because of restrictions imposed by the 
Brown Act, the Commission may not engage in discussion nor take action on matters 
not described on the agenda. Please observe the time limit of three minutes.  

 

 
  CONSENT ITEMS 

Members of the Commission or the public may ask that any items be considered 
individually for purposes of considering alternative action, for extended discussion, or 
for public comment. Unless that is done, one motion may be used to adopt all 
recommended actions. (Roll Call Vote) 

 

 
 1. Approval of Minutes: September 20, 2016  

COMMISSION MINUTES 09-20-16 

5 - 9 

 
4. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
 
 1. PL15-067:                 Demolition Permit & Design Review 

LOCATION:              1695 Chardonnary Way        

APPLICANT:            Daniel Schoenfeld 

APN:                          009-541-001   

DESCRIPTION: Request by Daniel Schoenfeld on behalf of Grand View Estates, 

LLC for Demolition Permit and Design Review approval to demolish an existing single-
family residence and associated accessory structures in order to construct a new 
single-family home with a two-car garage on the property located at 1695 Chardonnay 
Way in the LR: Low Density Residential district. 

  

 

CEQA Determination: Exempt pursuant to Section 15301 and 15303 

Recommendation: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
accept the required findings and approve the proposed demolition 
permit and design review to allow for a new single-family home at 1695 
Chardonnay Way.  

11 - 68 
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ITEM 5. 1695 CHARDONNAY 

 
5. SCHEDULED MATTERS  
 
 1. DESCRIPTION:Review for accuracy the updated summary of Planning 

Commission direction on the April 2016 General Plan as presented by the Chair and 
Vice Chair of the Planning Commission at the July 19, 2016, and amended by the 
Planning Commission at the August 2, 2016,  Planning Commission meeting. 

 

Recommendation: Review the attached “Draft Summary of Planning Commission 

Direction on the April 2016 General Plan, as updated August 2, 2016 (Attachment 1), 
and provide direction to staff concerning its accuracy and completeness.  
ITEM 6. GP STUDY SESSION 

69 - 178 

 
6. DEPARTMENT REPORTS  
 
 1. This is an opportunity for staff to report on or update the Commission on 

any relevant matters. 

 General update on Department activities.  
ITEM 8. AGENDA FORECAST 

179 - 182 

 
7. AGENDA FORCAST  
 
 1. Attached is a summary document of pending projects and up coming and 

items of priority and interest that will be placed on future agendas. This is also 
an opportunity for the Commission as a whole to request items be placed on 
future agendas for discussion. These items should be consistent with, and 
work to implement adopted Council Goals.  

 

 
8. ADJOURNMENT 

The next Regular Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for October 18, 2016 

at 6:00 p.m. in the Vintage Hall Board Room located at 465 Main Street.  

  

This agenda was posted at City Hall, 1480 Main Street, and at Vintage Hall, 465 Main 

Street, St. Helena, California on September 30, 2016. 
  

 
 Noah  Housh, Planning Director 

  

Appeal. A person who is dissatisfied with a decision of the Planning Commission may 
appeal that decision to the City Council pursuant to Municipal Code Section 
17.08.180, Appeal procedure. Actions of the Planning Commission will be listed on the 
City Council agenda the following Tuesday to give the City Council opportunity to 
review the Planning Commission’s decision. Absent of an appeal by the City Council 
or by a citizen, the appeal period will terminate two weeks after the Planning 
Commission hearing. 

  

Special Assistance for the Disabled. In compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please 
call the City Clerk’s Office (707) 967-2792. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting 
will enable City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this 
meeting (28 CFR35.102-35.104 ADA Title II). However, City staff will attempt to assist 
at any time with accessibility. The City Clerk has equipment to assist those with a 
hearing impairment.  

 

Page 2 of 182



 
  

 
  PUBLIC TESTIMONY PROCEDURES 

Pursuant to the Government Code Section 54954.3, the public may address the 
Commission on each agenda item during the Commission’s consideration of that item. 
Each speaker has the option to state his or her name for the record before testifying. 
Depending on the number of speakers or the interest of the item, the Planning 
Commission Chairman may also restrict, at his/her discretion, the speaker’s time to 
three minutes. The 

Chairman may also restrict public comments if they become irrelevant to the agenda 
item or repetitious of prior comments. All persons interested may appear and be heard 
or submit written statements prior to the Planning Commission meeting. Please note 
that if you challenge the City’s decision on any of these matters in court, you may be 
limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the meeting or in 
written correspondence delivered to the City at, or prior to, the meeting. 

 

 
  CHALLENGING DECISIONS OF CITY ENTITIES 

The time limit within which to commence any lawsuit or legal challenge to any quasi-
adjudicative decision made by the City of St. Helena is governed by Section 1094.6 of 
the Code of Civil Procedure, unless a shorter limitation period is specified by any other 
provision, including without limitation Government Code section 65009 applicable to 
many land use and zoning decisions, Government Code section 66499.37 applicable 
to the Subdivision Map Act, and Public Resources Code section 21167 applicable to 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Under Section 1094.6, any lawsuit 
or legal challenge to any quasi-adjudicative decision made by the City must be filed no 
later than the 90th day following the date on which such decision becomes final. Any 
lawsuit or legal challenge, which is not filed within that 90-day period, will be barred. 
Government Code section 65009 and 66499.37, and Public Resources Code section 
21167, impose shorter limitations periods and requirements, including timely service in 
addition to filing. 

 

If a person wishes to challenge the above actions in court, they may be limited to 
raising only those issues they or someone else raised at the meeting described in this 
notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City of St. Helena, at or prior to 
the meeting. In addition, judicial challenge may be limited or barred where the 
interested party has not sought and exhausted all available administrative remedies. 

 

 
  SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL RECEIVED AFTER THE POSTING OF THE AGENDA 

Any supplemental writings or documents distributed to a majority of the Planning 
Commission regarding any item on this Agenda, after the posting of the Agenda, will 
be available for public review in the Planning Department’s Office located at 1480 
Main Street, St. Helena, California, during normal business hours. In addition, such 
writings or documents will be made available on the City’s web site at 
http://cityofsthelena.org and will be available for public review at the respective 
meeting. 

 

 

Page 3 of 182

http://cityofsthelena.org/


Page 4 of 182



Planning Commission Agenda 
  September 20, 2016 

  

 
 
 

 
ACTION MINUTES 

ST. HELENA PLANNING COMMISSION 
VINTAGE HALL BOARD ROOM – 2ND FLOOR 

465 MAIN STREET, ST. HELENA 
SEPTEMBER 20, 2016 

6:00 P.M. REGULAR MEETING 
 
 

1. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  

2. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: 

Chairperson:  Grace Kistner 
Vice Chair:  Mary Koberstein 
Commissioners: Bobbi Monnette, Tracy Sweeney 
Absent: Commissioner Sarah Parker 
Staff Present: Noah Housh, Planning and Community Improvement Director, Aaron 
Hecock, Senior Planner, Tom Brown, City Attorney, Steve Palmer, Director of 
Public Works and Jim Kerrigan, Building Permit Technician. 

 
 

3. PUBLIC FORUM:  This is an opportunity for the public to address the Commission 
on items of interest to the public that are NOT listed on the agenda.  Because of 
restrictions imposed by the Brown Act, the Commission may not engage in 
discussion nor take action on matters not described on the agenda.  Please 
observe the time limit of three minutes. 

No Public Comment received. 

Commissioner Monnette pulled the September 6, 2016 Minutes from Consent 
Calendar.  

CONSENT ITEMS: Members of the Commission or the public may ask that any items 
be considered individually for purposes of considering alternative action, for extended 
discussion, or for public comment.  Unless this is done, one motion may be used to 
adopt all recommended actions.  (Roll Call Vote) 

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  September 6, 2016 

5. PL16-057:    Design Review Extension 
LOCATION:  1057 Pratt Avenue      
APPLICANT: Donna Hinds 
APN:   009-142-003   
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Planning Commission Agenda 
  September 20, 2016 

CEQA:  Exempt pursuant to Section 15303 
 
DESCRIPTION: The applicant requests a one-year extension on the Design 
Review approval they received on August 18, 2015 for the construction of a new 
single-family home, second unit, and accessory structures on the property located 
at 1057 Pratt Avenue in the MR: Medium Density Residential district. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
accept the required findings and approve a one-year design review approval 
extension for the proposed project located at 1057 Pratt Avenue. 

6. PL16-061:    Design Review Exemption 
LOCATION:  1660 Spring Street 
APPLICANT: Richard Walloch 
APN:   009-313-047   
CEQA:  Exempt pursuant to Section 15303  
 
DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting Design Review approval to construct 
an enclosed garage in place of one of the two previously approved carports at 1660 
Spring Street in the MR: Medium Density Residential District. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
accept the required findings and approve the design review exemption for the 
proposed garage at 1660 Spring Street. 

MOTION: Vice Chair Koberstein moved to approve Items 5 and 6 on the Consent 
Calendar. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Sweeney and roll call 
carried by the following vote: 

AYES: Commissioners Koberstein, Sweeney, Monnette and Kistner 
NOES: None 
ABSENT: Commissioner Parker 
RECUSED: None 

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  September 6, 2016 

MOTION: Commissioner Monnette moved to approve the Minutes from September 
6, 2016 on the Consent Calendar as amended. The motion was seconded by Vice 
Chair Koberstein and roll call carried by the following vote: 

AYES: Commissioners Monnette, Koberstein, Sweeney and Kistner 
NOES: None 
ABSENT: Commissioner Parker 
RECUSED: None 
 

SIGN PERMITS / ADMINISTRATIVE DETERMINATIONS: 

7. PL16-063:    Sign Permit 
LOCATION:  1210 Grayson Avenue       
APPLICANT: Hugh Davies 
APN:   009-180-071   
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Planning Commission Agenda 
  September 20, 2016 

CEQA:  Exempt pursuant to Section 15311  
 
DESCRIPTION: The applicant requests sign permit approval in order to place five 
(5) new signs on the Davies Vineyards Winery property located at 1210 Grayson 
Avenue in the SC: Service Commercial district. 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission 
accept the required findings and approve the request for a Sign Permit in order to 
place five (5) new signs on the property located at 1210 Grayson Avenue. 

Aaron Hecock reported on Item. 

Chair Kistner opened Public Hearing. 

Hugh Davies, applicant, addressed the Commission. 

Susan Kenward and Geoff Ellsworth addressed the Commission. 

Chair Kistner closed Public Hearing. 

MOTION: Vice Chair Koberstein moved to approve the request for a Sign Permit in 
order to place five (5) new signs on the property located at 1210 Grayson Avenue 
as amended with revised Sign 5. The motion was seconded by Commissioner 
Sweeney and roll call carried by the following vote: 

AYES: Commissioners Sweeney, Koberstein and Kistner 
NOES: Commissioner Monnette 
ABSENT: Commissioner Parker 
RECUSED: None 

 

8.  ADMIN DETERMINATION-1320 Main Street 
 
DESCRIPTION: Staff has determined that the existing Use Permit allowing 
restaurant uses at 1320 Main Street applies to a proposal to allow multiple 
restaurant tenants to operate from the location with no expansion in the number oif 
seats or water use.   
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Receive and File as Appropriate 

Noah Housh reported in Item. 

Chair Kistner opened Public Hearing.  

Greg Desmond, on behalf of applicant, addressed the Commission.  

Chain Kistner closed Public Hearing. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

9.   PL16-049:    Sutter Home Winery Demolition and Design Review 
LOCATION:  100 Main Street     
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Planning Commission Agenda 
  September 20, 2016 

APPLICANT: Tye Taylor 
APN:   009-313-270   
CEQA:  Exempt pursuant to Sections 15301, 15302, and 15303 
 
DESCRIPTION:  Request from Sutter Home Winery for Demolition and Design 
Review approval to demolish two existing freestanding canopy structures (30’ x 
140’ and 30’ x 30’); demolish existing maintenance and office buildings (totaling 
approximately 10,000 square feet); demolish/de-commission four 202,000 gallon 
wine tanks (totaling 810,552 gallons); remodel the existing “tank farm” including the 
installation of tank pads, walkways, and equipment needed to relocate 47 existing 
wine storage tanks (ranging from 5,000 gallons-30,000 gallons) and allow the 
installation of 55 new wine storage tanks (ranging in volume from 7,300 gallons to 
21,000 gallons); remodel an existing multi-purpose building to house the 
maintenance facilities and offices; and to construct two new free standing canopy 
structures (20’x 270 ‘ and 30’ x 140’).  The total volume of storage capacity will be 
reduced, leaving a credit balance of 91,852 gallons for the overall cooperage 
capacity of the Sutter Home facility, located at 100 Main Street in the Industrial 
Zoning District.     
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Staff recommends that the Plannig Commission 
accept the required findings and approve the Demolition and Design Review 
entitlements for the proposed project at 100 Main Street. 
 
Noah Housh reported on Item. 
 
Chair Kistner opened Public Hearing. 
 
Bob Torres, on behalf of applicant, addressed the Commission. 
 
Chair Kistner closed Public Hearing. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Monnette moved that the Plannig Commission accept the 
required findings and approve the Demolition and Design Review entitlements for 
the proposed project at 100 Main Street. The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Sweeney and roll call carried by the following vote: 

AYES: Commissioners Monnette, Sweeney, Kistner and Koberstein 
NOES: None 
ABSENT: Commissioner Parker 
RECUSED: None 
 
 

10. DEPARTMENT REPORT: 

This is an opportunity for staff to report on or update the Commission on any 
relevant matters. 

 General update on Department activities. 
-General Plan and EIR Updated Schedule 
-Hunter EIR 
-RFP Response and Review Update 
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Planning Commission Agenda 
  September 20, 2016 

11. AGENDA FORCAST: Attached is a summary document of pending projects and 
up coming and items of priority and interest that will be placed on future agendas. This 
is also an opportunity for the Commission as a whole to request items be placed on 
future agendas for discussion. These items should be consistent with, and work to 
implement adopted Council Goals.    

  

ADJOURNMENT: Chair Kistner adjourned the meeting at 6:51 p.m. 
  

 

APPROVED:       ATTEST: 
 
 
 
      

Grace Kistner       Noah Housh 

  Chair, Planning Commission      Planning Director 
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1695 Chardonnay Way 
Demolition Permit & Design Review 

October 4, 2016 
Page 1 of 5 

CITY OF ST. HELENA 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1480 MAIN STREET- ST. HELENA, CA 94574 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

OCTOBER 4, 2016 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM: 5 

FILE NUMBER: PL15-067 

SUBJECT: Request by Daniel Schoenfeld on behalf of Grand View Estates, LLC for 
Demolition Permit and Design Review approval to demolish an existing single-family 
residence and associated accessory structures in order to construct a new single-family 
home on the property located at 1695 Chardonnay Way in the LR: Low Density 
Residential district. 

PREPARED BY: Aaron Hecock, Senior Planner 
 
REVIEWED BY: Noah Housh, Planning Director 
 
APPLICATION FILED: 11/23/15    ACCEPTED AS COMPLETE: 06/17/16 
 
LOCATION OF PROPERTY: 1695 Chardonnay Way 
 
APN: 009-541-001 
 
GENERAL PLAN/ZONING: LR: Low Density Residential 
 
APPLICANT: Daniel Schoenfeld                PHONE: (510) 654-6286 
 
BACKGROUND 

This item was originally scheduled for the May 3, 2016 meeting of the Planning 
Commission, however, the applicant decided to continue the item to a date uncertain to 
provide them time to redesign the project in order to address concerns from neighbors 
that the project violated the subdivision’s conditions, covenants and restrictions 
(CC&Rs) prohibiting homes larger than one-story or split level (CC&Rs are attached). 
The applicant subsequently redesigned the proposed project to eliminate the second 
story and the project came back to the Planning Commission on August 2, 2016. At this 
time, concerns persisted about the massing of the proposed home and the inclusion of 
a secondary dwelling unit. As a result, the Commission continued the item to a date 
certain (October 4, 2016) in order to allow the applicant time to meet with neighbors to 
find a design compromise. The applicant has redesigned the home once again, this 
time eliminating the second unit, removing the loft component of the design, and 
reducing the overall height of the home by 3 feet. Therefore, the project as proposed no 
longer has a second-story, a second unit, or a loft. The project as currently proposed is 
described below. 
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1695 Chardonnay Way 
Demolition Permit & Design Review 

October 4, 2016 
Page 2 of 5 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The existing 10,884-sf parcel is currently developed with an approximately 1,879-sf, 
three bedroom, two bathroom, single-story, single-family residence with a 484-sf 
attached garage that was constructed in 1980. The existing home is approximately 16’ 
in height. The applicant is seeking demolition permit and design review approval to 
demolish the existing home in order to construct a new 2,927-sf, single-story, single-
family residence with a 277-sf attached garage. While the garage has the footprint of a 
one-car garage, the applicant is proposing a lift system so that they can garage two if 
cars if so desired. As stated on the plans, the new home would be finished with stucco 
over ICF block walls which is much more energy efficient than traditional wood framing. 
All roofing would be standing seam galvanized metal. Windows and doors would be 
constructed of recessed wood with metal cladding. The height of the proposed single-
story home is approximately 18’6” to the top of the ridge which is approximately 2’6” 
taller than the existing one-story home. 
 
ANALYSIS 

CEQA 
The project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to Section 15301, 
which exempts demolition of existing structures and Section 15303, which exempts the 
construction or conversion of small structures including single-family residences, 
garages, pools, etc. 
 
GENERAL PLAN/ZONING 
The property has a General Plan and Zoning designation of Low Density Residential 
(LR). This district provides for single-family detached homes, secondary residential 
units, limited agricultural uses, and other similar and compatible uses.  The construction 
of a single-family dwelling is a permitted use in the LR district. 
 

As far as the Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) is concerned, a 10,884-sf parcel has a maximum 
F.A.R. of .302 for a maximum gross floor area of 3,287-sf (excluding any applicable 
F.A.R. exemptions). The applicant is proposing a 2,927-sf home with a 277-sf attached 
garage (3,204-sf total). With the 200-sf F.A.R. exemption for covered parking, the 
project will consist of 3,004-sf, which is 283-sf less than the maximum square footage 
permitted for an F.A.R. of .276. 
 

PROPOSED FLOOR AREA: 
RESIDENCE – Main Floor  2927 SF 
GARAGE        277 SF 
COVERED PARKING EXEMPTION   -200 SF 
______________________________________ 

   TOTAL 3,004 SF 
 

FLOOR AREA RATIO: 
3,004-sf / 10,884-sf = .276  

 
Staff requested that the applicant provide an exhibit showing the height (one story or 
two) and the F.A.R. of homes in close proximity (the immediate surrounding 
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1695 Chardonnay Way 
Demolition Permit & Design Review 

October 4, 2016 
Page 3 of 5 

neighborhood) to the project site. As a response, the applicant provided site plans 
showing the F.A.R. and height of six properties in the vicinity of the project site 
(although several of them are towards the end of Columbard Court). These site plans 
show homes with varying F.A.R.s and heights although they generally have F.A.R.s in 
the .2s and an average height of about 15 feet.  
 
The project as proposed meets all the requirements of the LR zone including lot 
coverage, building size, height, setbacks, etc. 
 
PARKING 
Municipal Code Section 17.124 “Parking and Loading Requirements”, requires that 
residential uses provide two parking spaces for the main dwelling unit, one of which 
shall be contained within a garage or carport. In this case, the applicant is providing two 
covered spaces in the garage and room for several more cars in the driveway area. 
Therefore, the project as proposed meets all parking requirements. 
 
WATER 
The existing residence and accompanying accessory structures would be replaced with 
new structures which would make them much more efficient than what currently exists. 
The applicant has provided a water neutrality analysis that demonstrates no net 
increase in water consumption from the project (included as an attachment). 
 

DEMOLITION PERMIT 
As provided in Municipal Code Section 17.164.050(E), no permit authorizing the 
demolition of any building within any zoning district shall be issued until approved by the 
Planning Commission in accordance with the following findings: 
 

1. That, based on the public record and testimony presented at a public hearing, the 
building is determined not to be a significant architectural or historical building. 

 

2. That the demolition does not eliminate elements that are required to maintain the 
essential character of the neighborhood. 

 

The existing home was constructed in around 1980 and is not listed on the City of St. 
Helena’s historical resources inventory. While the existing home is in good condition, 
the building is not architecturally significant. Demolition of this residence and associated 
accessory structures would not impact a historical resource or otherwise negatively 
affect the character of the neighborhood. 
 
DESIGN REVIEW 
The purpose of design review is to, among other things, promote the qualities that bring 
value to the community and foster attractiveness and functional utility of the community 
as a place to live and work. The following design criteria should be considered by the 
Planning Commission in review of this application (Zoning Ordinance Section 
17.164.030):   
 

1. Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the general plan; 
2. Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site; 
3. Relationship of the design to the site; 
4. Determination that the design is compatible in areas considered by the board as 

having a unified design or historical character; 
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1695 Chardonnay Way 
Demolition Permit & Design Review 

October 4, 2016 
Page 4 of 5 

5. Whether the design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in 
areas between different designated land uses; 

6. Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site; 
7. Whether the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are 

appropriate to the function of the project; 
8. Whether the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site 

create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for 
occupants, visitors and the general community; 

9. Whether the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are 
appropriate to the design and the function of the structures; 

10. Whether sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions 
of the project and whether they are compatible with the project’s design concept; 

11. Whether access to the property and circulation systems are safe and convenient 
for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles; 

12. Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the 
project; 

13. Whether the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an 
appropriate expression of its design concept and function and whether they are 
compatible with the adjacent and neighboring structure and functions; 

14. In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or 
historical character, whether the design is compatible with such character; 

15. Whether the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the relationship 
of plant masses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage textures and colors 
create a desirable and functional environment and whether the landscape 
concept depicts an appropriate unity with the various buildings on the site; 

16. Whether plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being 
properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the climate 
of St. Helena; 

17. Whether sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of 
green building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of 
green building materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape 
materials. 

 
The neighborhood immediately surrounding the proposed project site consists of homes 
that are conservative in size and only one-story in height. While only one-story, the 
proposed home would be somewhat larger in scale than most of the immediately 
surrounding homes, however, the design style is common within the City. It should also 
be noted that a cemetery is located on the opposite side of Spring Street; the rear of 
property abuts a church driveway and parking lot; and, the proposed home would be on 
a corner lot with only one immediately adjacent residential neighbor. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE 
Staff received numerous letters in opposition to this application, however, each of these 
comments were based on either the original two-story design or the design with the loft 
and second unit. No comments have been received since the project was redesigned 
without the second-story, second unit or loft. The prior comments essentially say that 
the project would be in violation of CC&Rs from the 1970s because they don’t allow 
two-story homes or second units. The CC&Rs for Unit 5 also stipulate that no building 
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1695 Chardonnay Way 
Demolition Permit & Design Review 

October 4, 2016 
Page 5 of 5 

shall be erected other than a “single-family dwelling not to exceed one story or split 
level in height”. As it appears that a Homeowners Association (HOA) no longer exists, it 
would be left to individual property owners to enforce any remaining CC&Rs through 
legal action. That being said, the home no longer violates the provisions stipulated in 
the CC&Rs and no comments have been received since the project was redesigned. It 
should be noted that CC&Rs are not City regulations and not subject to City 
enforcement. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

As discussed above, while the proposed project may be somewhat larger than other 
homes in the immediately surrounding neighborhood, this property is unique for several 
reasons: it is right on Spring Street; it is not located in an older historic neighborhood; a 
cemetery is located on the opposite side of Spring Street; the rear of property abuts a 
church driveway and parking lot; and, it is on a corner lot requiring two 20’ setbacks with 
only one immediately adjacent residential neighbor. Furthermore, the applicant has 
redesigned the project several times in an attempt to satisfy the concerns of neighbors 
and staff believes that the current design has satisfied those concerns. Therefore, staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission: 
 

1. Determine that the project is exempt from the requirements of CEQA, pursuant to 
Section 15301, which exempts demolition of existing structures and Section 15303, 
which exempts the construction or conversion of small structures including single-
family residences, garages, pools, etc.; and 
 

2. Accept the required findings and approve demolition permit and design review to 
allow for a new single-family home at 1695 Chardonnay Way. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution / Conditions of Approval 
2. APN Map 
3. Aerial Photo 
4. Plans & Renderings 
5. Applicant’s Statement 
6. Comment Letters 
7. Unit 5 CC&Rs 
8. Applicant F.A.R. Exhibits 
9. Water Neutrality Analysis 
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1695 Chardonnay Way 

Demolition Permit & Design Review Conditions 
October 4, 2016 

DEMOLION PERMIT AND DESIGN REVIEW NO. PL15-067 

CITY OF ST. HELENA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

GRANTED TO 1695 CHARDONNAY WAY 

 
 

PROPERTY OWNER: Daniel Schoenfeld   APN: 009-541-001 
 

Recitals 
 

1. Request by Daniel Schoenfeld on behalf of Grand View Estates, LLC for Demolition 
Permit and Design Review approval to demolish an existing single-family residence 
and associated accessory structures in order to construct a new single-family home 
with a two-car garage on the property located at 1695 Chardonnay Way in the LR: 
Low Density Residential district. 

 

2. The Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena, State of California, held a duly 
noticed public hearing on May 3, 2016 where the item was continued at the 
applicant’s request.  

 
3. The Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena, State of California, held a duly 

noticed public hearing on August 2, 2016 where the item was continued to a date 
certain by the Planning Commission.   

 
4. The Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena, State of California, considered the 

project, staff report, and all testimony, written and spoken, at a duly noticed public 
hearing on October 4, 2016. 

 
5. The Planning Commission approves the Demolition Permit and Design Review and 

authorizes the modifications contained in said plans based on the findings below and 
subject to the conditions of approval enumerated herein. 

 

Resolution 
  

A. The Planning Commission hereby finds that the project is exempt from CEQA 
pursuant to Section 15301, which exempts demolition of existing structures and 
Section 15303, which exempts the construction or conversion of small structures 
including single-family residences, garages, pools, etc. 
 

B. For the Demolition Permit, the Planning Commission finds that the project is in 
compliance with Municipal Code Section 17.164.050(E) in: 

 

1. That, based on the public record and testimony presented at a public hearing, 
the building is determined not to be a significant architectural or historical 
building. 

2. That the demolition does not eliminate elements that are required to maintain 
the essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
C. The Planning Commission finds that the project is in compliance with the following 

Design Review criteria of Municipal Code Section 17.164.030:   
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1. Consistency and compatibility with applicable elements of the general plan; 
2. Compatibility of design with the immediate environment of the site; 
3. Relationship of the design to the site; 
4. Determination that the design is compatible in areas considered by the board as 

having a unified design or historical character; 
5. Whether the design promotes harmonious transition in scale and character in areas 

between different designated land use; 
6. Compatibility with future construction both on and off the site; 
7. Whether the architectural design of structures and their materials and colors are 

appropriate to the function of the project; 
8. Whether the planning and siting of the various functions and buildings on the site 

create an internal sense of order and provide a desirable environment for 
occupants, visitors and the general community; 

9. Whether the amount and arrangement of open space and landscaping are 
appropriate to the design and the function of the structures; 

10. Whether sufficient ancillary functions are provided to support the main functions of 
the project and whether they are compatible with the project’s design concept; 

11. Whether access to the property and circulation systems are safe and convenient for 
pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles; 

12. Whether natural features are appropriately preserved and integrated with the 
project; 

13. Whether the materials, textures, colors and details of construction are an 
appropriate expression of its design concept and function and whether they are 
compatible with the adjacent and neighboring structure and functions; 

14. In areas considered by the board as having a unified design character or historical 
character, whether the design is compatible with such character; 

15. Whether the landscape design concept for the site, as shown by the relationship of 
plant masses, open space, scale, plant forms and foliage textures and colors create 
a desirable and functional environment and whether the landscape concept depicts 
an appropriate unity with the various buildings on the site; 

16. Whether plant material is suitable and adaptable to the site, capable of being 
properly maintained on the site, and is of a variety which is suitable to the climate of 
St. Helena; 

17. Whether sustainability and climate protection are promoted through the use of 
green building practices such as appropriate site/architectural design, use of green 
building materials, energy efficient systems and water efficient landscape materials. 

 

Planning Department Conditions of Approval 
 

1. The project shall be in conformance with all city ordinances, rules, regulations and 
policies in effect at the time of issuance of a building permit. The conditions noted 
below are particularly pertinent to this permit and shall not be construed to permit 
violation of other laws and policies not so listed. 

 

2. The demolition permit and design review shall be vested within one (1) year from the 
date of final action. A building permit for the use allowed under this approval shall 
have been obtained within one (1) year from the effective date of this action or the 
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approval shall expire, provided however that the approval may be extended for up to 
two (2) one-year periods pursuant to the St. Helena Municipal Code, Section 
17.08.130, Extension of Permits and Approvals. Any request for an extension of this 
approval shall be justified in writing and received by the Planning Department at least 
thirty (30) days prior to expiration. 

 

3. The approvals shall not become effective until fourteen (14) calendar days after 
approval, providing that the action is not appealed by the City Council or any other 
interested party within that 14-day period. 

 

4. All required fees, including planning fees, development impact fees, residential in-lieu 
housing fees, building fees, toilet retrofit fees, and St. Helena Unified School District 
fees shall be paid prior to issuance of a building permit. Fees shall be those in effect 
at the time of the issuance of the building permit.   

 

5. In any action or proceeding to attack, challenge, invalidate, set aside, void or annul the 
City’s approval of applicant’s Project, in whole or in part, applicant shall defend, at its 
own expense and without any cost to the City, and with counsel acceptable to the City, 
and shall fully and completely indemnify and hold the City, its agents, officers, and 
employees harmless from and against any and all claims, causes of action, damages, 
costs, attorney’s fees and liability of any kind, so long as the City reasonably promptly 
notifies the applicant of any such claim, action, or proceedings and the City 
cooperates fully in the defense of the action or proceedings. 

 

6. Provided they are in general compliance with this approval, minor modifications may 
be approved by the Planning Director. 

 

7. Pursuant to St. Helena Municipal Code Section 17.08.110, this permit shall run with 
the land and shall be binding upon all parties having any right, title or interest in the 
real property or any part thereof, their heirs, successors and assigns, and shall inure 
to their benefit and benefit of the City of St. Helena. 

 

8. The primary purpose of this review is for compliance with the General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance. The property owners or their designee shall be responsible for 
meeting with the Building Official, Fire Inspector and or Public Works Department to 
review compliance with Building Codes, Fire Codes and specific Public Works 
Standards including fire protection systems and any applicable accessibility standards 
of Title 24. 

 

9. Construction shall be in compliance with plans submitted and reviewed by the 
Planning Commission on October 4, 2016, except as modified herein. 

 

10. Exterior lighting shall be directed or shielded to prevent glare onto the public roadway 
or adjacent properties. 

 

11. To reduce disturbance of residents in the project vicinity, construction activities which 
generate noise that can be heard at the property line of any parcel of real property 
within the City limits shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through 
Saturday. Delivery of materials/equipment and cleaning and servicing of 
machines/equipment shall be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Exceptions to these 
time restrictions may be granted by the Public Works Director for one of the following 
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reasons: (1) inclement weather affecting work, (2) emergency work, or (3) other work, 
if work and equipment will not create noise that may be unreasonably offensive to 
neighbors as to constitute a nuisance. The City Engineer must be notified and give 
approval in advance of such work. No construction activities shall occur on Sundays or 
federal or local holidays that generate noise that can be heard at the property line of 
any parcel of real property within the City limits.   

 
 

Public Works Department Conditions of Approval 

12. Approval of this project shall be subject to the requirements of, and all 

improvements shall be designed and constructed in accordance with, the most 

current version at the time of improvement plan submittal, Caltrans Standards and 

Specifications, the City of St. Helena Municipal Code, the St. Helena Water and 

Sewer Standards, the St. Helena Street, Storm Drain and Sidewalk Standards, and 

all current federal, state and county codes governing such improvements. 

13. For any improvements outside the existing building envelope, a grading and 

drainage plan showing topographic data, all easements, infrastructure onsite and 

directly adjoining, and an erosion control plan shall be submitted for review and 

approval by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of a building permit.  If the 

project entails more than 50 cubic yards of soil disturbance, 10,000 square feet of 

disturbance area, a cut or fill of 3 feet or more, or alteration of any drainage pattern, 

a grading permit shall be required.  

14. Drainage needs to be routed to prevent inundation of neighboring properties. 

Grading and/or site improvement plans shall show how 2-year and 10-year storm 

flows shall be infiltrated on site and/or diverted at the property lines to prevent 

inundation of neighboring properties.   

15. Erosion and sediment control plans shall conform to the latest State and City codes 

at a minimum. 

16.  Implement a Stormwater Control Plan as indicated in the Preliminary Grading and 

Drainage Plan and as required by the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 

Association (BASMAA) Post-Construction Manual, dated July 14, 2014. 

17. The applicant shall install an approved backflow device behind the existing water 

meter prior to Certificate of Occupancy.  Any new and modified existing water 

laterals, meters and backflow prevention devices shall be required and constructed 

in accordance with the current requirements of the City of St. Helena’s Water 

Standards and the California Department of Health Standards.  Existing meter 

boxes located within a driveway shall be retrofitted with a traffic-rated box.  New 

laterals shall be located perpendicular to the water main and outside any 

driveway/drive aisle. 
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18. Remodels or new construction which require fire sprinklers shall install an 

appropriately-sized water service with appropriate backflow and meter devices prior 

to Certificate of Occupancy.  Fire system calculations shall be submitted with the 

Grading and Drainage Plan to verify fire service lateral and meter sizing.  Deferred 

submittals are not accepted. 

19. The applicant shall incorporate water conservation practices into the proposed 

project per the Water Usage Analysis Report.  Any and all non-conforming 

appliances and plumbing fixtures shall be removed from the premises.  The water 

conservation requirements included in the Water Usage Analysis Report shall be 

replicated in full on the architectural plans. 

20. If the project includes 500 square feet or more of new landscaping and/or 2,500 
square feet or more of rehabilitated landscape, the proposed landscaping shall 
comply with the State’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO). 

 
21. The applicant shall conform to the City of St. Helena Water and Sewer Standards 

Section 6-2.10 which includes assessing the adequacy of the lateral, replacing if 

necessary and installing any needed cleanouts prior to Certificate of Occupancy. 

22. Construct the driveway approach per current City and ADA standards prior to 

Certificate of Occupancy. 

23. The applicant shall repair all public improvements that are damaged by the 

construction process in accordance with the City Water/Sewer/Street/Storm 

Drain/Sidewalk Standards prior to Certificate of Occupancy. 

24. Existing streets being cut by new utility services will require edge grinding and an 

A.C. overlay per City standards, extent to be determined by the Public Works 

Department.   

25. An encroachment permit shall be required for any work performed in the public right 

of way. 

Building Department Conditions of Approval 

26. The applicant will be required to comply with the codes adopted at the time the 
applicant applies for a building permit.  At this time the City of St. Helena utilizes the 
2013 Title 24 codes. 

 
27. When submitting plans for a building permit, the plans shall include all 

documentation listed on the building permit application checklist.    
 
28. The applicant shall provide a construction waste management plan with the building 

permit application. 
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29. The plans for construction shall include a checklist for compliance with the California 
Green Buildings Standards Code, mandatory measures.  Provide a reference on the 
checklist indicating where the mandatory measures can be found on the plans. 

 
30. When submitting plans, the title page shall include all information referenced on the 

building permit application checklist Title Page requirements.  
 
31. Building Permit application materials and plans shall include any documentation 

pertaining to special loads applicable to the design and the specified section of the 
code that addresses the condition; special inspections for any systems or 
components requiring special inspection; requirements for seismic resistance; and a 
complete list of deferred submittals at time of application.  Any deferral of the 
required submittal items shall have prior approval of the Building Official however 
deferral of fire sprinkler design is not allowed. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing design review was duly and regularly approved 
by the Planning Commission of the City of St. Helena at a regular meeting of said 
Planning Commission held on October 4, 2016 by the following roll call vote: 

 

AYES:  

NOES:   

ABSENT:  

ABSTAIN: 

 

 

 
APPROVED:      ATTEST: 
 
 
    

               
Grace Kistner     Noah Housh 
Chair, Planning Commission   Planning Director 
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Photo 1. View of existing home from Chardonnay Way.

Photo 2. View of Chardonnay Way from Spring Street. 
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Photo 3. View of property from Spring Street.

Photo 4. View of rear of property from Calvary driveway.

Page 25 of 182



 

 

Photo 5. View of side/rear of property from Spring Street.

Photo 6. Alternate view of property from Chardonnay Way.
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Aaron Hecock

From: Daniel Schoenfeld <sez2day@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2016 3:50 PM
To: Aaron Hecock; Kevin O'Brien
Subject: Fwd: Re: 1695 Chardonnay

---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Donna Oldford" <dboldford@aol.com> 
Date: Sep 21, 2016 1:03 PM 
Subject: Re: 1695 Chardonnay 
To: <sez2day@gmail.com> 
Cc:  
 
Hi, Dan,  
 
I have spoken with several of the neighbors who were involved with the initial hearing and our 
subsequent meeting, although not all of them. The thought seems to be that your efforts that involved 
elimination of the loft space and the second unit have resulted in compliance with the CC&Rs. I have 
told those I spoke with that this is my opinion.  If I hear otherwise, I will let you know. I also spoke with 
the City planners, as I had a short hearing on the Davies Vineyards Winery last night, and confirmed 
that my belief is that we have reached an agreement with you. 
 
Please let us know when you have a confirmed hearing. I would be happy to attend and speak 
favorably about your efforts to work with us on this. 
 
Cheers, 
Donna 

Donna B. Oldford  
Plans4Wine 
(707)963-5832 
DBOldford@aol.com 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Daniel Schoenfeld <sez2day@gmail.com> 
To: Donna Oldford <dboldford@aol.com> 
Sent: Wed, Sep 21, 2016 12:59 pm 
Subject: 1695 Chardonnay 

Hi Donna,   
 
Just wanted to see if you've gotten any feedback from anyone at this point re: the Archtiecturals I sent. you.  
 
Look forward to hearing from you as time permits.  
 
thanks,  
 
best,  
 
Dan 
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Aaron Hecock

From: Donna Oldford <dboldford@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 2:00 PM
To: sarah@cityofsthelena.org; Grace Kistner; Tracy Sweeney; Mary Koberstein; 

bobbimonnette@cityofsthelena.org; Aaron Hecock
Subject: Fwd: Spring Street & Chardonnay Way
Attachments: Sylvaner CCRs.pdf

Dear Planning Commission members and staff, 
 
Please see below a letter I drafted for Chairperson Sarah Parker, relative to the matter before you on 
May 3 whereby a new property owner (Grandview Estates LLC) has requested approval to demolish 
and existing residence and rebuild to two stories and also build a separate guest unit on the parcel.  I 
am attaching a copy of the Sylvaner CC&Rs for your consideration, as they remain in effect whether 
recorded with the City or the homeowners association is still in effect. Please consider the points 
expressed below and specifically note the following issues extrapolated from the attached CC&Rs. 
 
(1)  On page 1, Section (A) Land Use and Building Type:  Specifically precludes the building of any 
second story or split-level style appendage. 
 
(2)  On page 6, Section (C) Enforcement:  Specifically sets forth the right of any individual owner 
within the Sylvaner subdivision to serve as Attorney General to enforce the CC&Rs (unless otherwise 
having been formally modified) and their ability to recover legal fees for their action as Attorney 
General. 
 
This matter has some precedent from some 15 years ago, when the late St. Helena Police Officer 
David Gardner successfully contested a Columbard Court homeowner's proposal to build a second 
story on a one-story home. 
 
The Sylvaner neighborhood is one of the few that offer viable family housing for St. Helena residents. 
We wish to see our CC&Rs adhered to in order to protect the family character of these homes, to 
protect the privacy that we enjoy in our backyards and gardens, and to avoid setting the kind of 
overly-intensive lot development that is occurring throughout Old Town St. Helena.  This owner is 
obviously a spec developer whose objective is to maximize the intensity of development on a small, 
highly visible corner lot that serves as the entry to our Sylvaner area. It will compromise sight distance 
for motorists turning at a key intersection, block an important view shed to the western hills, and set 
an unfavorable precedent for a change in character for the far west side of St. Helena. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this matter for the Sylvaner neighborhood and the City of St. 
Helena. 
 
Sincerely, 
Donna Oldford 
2620 Pinot Way 
St. Helena, CA 94574 

Donna B. Oldford  
Plans4Wine 
(707)963-5832 
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DBOldford@aol.com 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Donna Oldford <dboldford@aol.com> 
To: sarahparker.esq <sarahparker.esq@gmail.com> 
Sent: Mon, Apr 25, 2016 11:23 am 
Subject: Spring Street & Chardonnay Way 

Hi, Sarah,  
 
I was recently made aware of a proposal by a spec building to modify a house his company 
(Grandview Estates LLC) purchased in the Sylvaner subdivision. The proposal is to build a second 
story on the house and also to build a guest house. Not sure how they fit a guest house on that lot, as 
it is a very shallow one that backs up to the Church next door. 
 
The historic CC&Rs for Sylvaner have not allowed second stories on the houses, except for those 
adjacent to the hillside on the west. The purpose of this was to protect the character of the 
neighborhood, but also to protect the privacy of backyards. The CC&Rs were not recorded with the 
City and the homeowners association is not in effect at this time. Nevertheless, in instances where 
CC&Rs were developed, whether recorded or the association remaining intact, they have been in full 
force. If someone attempts to circumvent the CC&Rs, anyone taking issue with that action will prevail 
in the courts and it is also one of the few instances where the courts aware attorneys fees to the 
appellant (because they had to act as Attorney General in the matter).  This came up over on 
Columbard Court some 15 years ago, when a homeowner wanted to build a second story on a home 
there. The late David Gardner took issue, citing the application of the CC&Rs, and the neighbors 
prevailed.  
 
Although this house is not visible from mine, I am opposed to the precent that this action represents. 
Sylvaner has typically not been a spec home or vacation home, or even a weekenders home venue in 
the past. These are family homes for St. Helena residents and their design is reflective of that. If 
anyone can come in and fill a 10,000-sq. ft. lot with two stories of house and also add a second unit, 
we will be fighting the same battles that currently plague Old Town, where the character of the 
neighborhood is being lost to speculation and vacation dwellings. Where will St. Helena families live? 
How can we place a price on the loss of privacy in our backyards and gardens? 
 
At least three houses on that block of Chardonnay Way have changed ownership very recently. If 
these homes are altered by the new owners, the Sylvaner neighborhood will have as its primary entry 
a wall of structures which are not in character with the historic St. Helena Cemetery and which block 
one of the most important view sheds to the northwestern hillside that we have on the west side.  You 
can easily see this by simply driving onto Chardonnay Way from Spring Street. And this is not to 
mention to blocking of site distance at that intersection.  
 
I will attend the meeting on May 3, but wanted to give you a "heads up" about this matter. I'm sure 
you'll hear from more people. Due to the large number of recent new owners on Chardonnay Way, 
I'm not sure whether other new owners would be supportive of this intensification of use in Sylvaner 
or not. I do know that it would set a most unfortunate precedent in an area of town that has historically 
been protected by the CC&Rs that were part of its origins. Thank you for your consideration of my 
feeling on this matter. 
 
Best, 
Donna 
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Donna B. Oldford  
Plans4Wine 
(707)963-5832 
DBOldford@aol.comDBOldford@aol.com 
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The following notice is pursuant to 

Subdivision (b) of Section 12956.1 of the 

California Government Code 

 

 

Notice 

 

 
 

 

 

 

If this document contains any restriction based on 

race, color, religion, sex, gender, gender identity, 

gender expression, sexual orientation, familial 

status, marital status, disability, genetic 

information, national origin, source of income as 

defined in subdivision (p) of Section 12955, or 

ancestry, that restriction violates state and federal 

fair housing laws and is void, and may be removed 

pursuant to Section 12956.2 of the Government 

Code. Lawful restrictions under state and federal 

law on the age of occupants in senior housing or 

housing for older persons shall not be construed as 

restrictions based on familial status. 

 

 

 
 

 

Amended January 1, 2012 
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CITY OF ST. HELENA 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1480 MAIN STREET- ST. HELENA, CA 94574 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

October 4, 2016 
 
AGENDA ITEM: 6 

 
SUBJECT: Review for accuracy the updated summary of Planning Commission 
direction on the April 2016 General Plan as presented by the Chair and Vice Chair of 
the Planning Commission at the July 19, 2016, and amended by the Planning 
Commission at the August 2, 2016,  Planning Commission meeting.  
 
PREPARED BY: Noah Housh, Planning Director 
 
REVIEWED BY: Noah Housh, Planning Director 
 
LOCATION OF PROPERTY: City-Wide  
 
APPLICANT: City of St Helena                                                   PHONE: 707-967-2792 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
This is the seventh Planning Commission Study Session on the April 2016 General 
Plan, with the previous such meetings being held on  April 19, 2016, May 17, 2016, 
June 7, 2016, June 21, 2016, July 19, 2016, and August 2, 2016.   
 
At the July 19, 2016 Planning Commission meeting, Chairperson Grace Kistner, and 
Vice Chairperson Mary Koberstein presented a compilation of the comments and 
direction concerning the General Plan taken from the preceding four Commission Study 
Sessions.  This summary augmented and clarified the summary contained in the staff 
report prepared for the July 19, 2016 meeting (attached). 
 
The Commission spent the majority of the July 19, 2016 Study Session reviewing and 
discussing the summary as prepared by the Commission Chair and Vice Chair.  After a 
thorough discussion of the document, the Commission directed staff to incorporate into 
the summary the various changes/edits as agreed to by the Commission.  The Planning 
Commission further directed that staff present this revised summary to the Commission 
at the August 2, 2016 Commission meeting.  
 
In their review of the draft summary on August 2, 2016, the Commission requested 
several minor modifications be made to the document, with these revisions being 
brought back before the Commission for a final review.   
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ANALYSIS: 
 
Attached to this staff report (see Attachment A) is a copy of the summary of the 
Planning Commission direction concerning the General Plan as prepared by the 
Commission Chair and Vice Chair, with edits made by staff incorporating the Planning 
Commission’s comments and direction as provided by the Commission at the July 19, 
2016 meeting, and subsequently at the August 2, 2016, meeting.  The changes to the 
summary prepared the Chair and Vice Chair have been prepared utilizing “red text” to 
identify all requested and/or proposed modifications, and facilitate review by the 
Commission 
 
Generally, these edits are minor text modifications, however language regarding ES1. 
B. and ES2.A. was directed to be removed from the summary by the Commission, due 
to a lack of consensus on the language.  Additionally, staff made a minor revision to 
Implementing Action ES1.F to provide clarity and allow greater flexibility in the provision 
of “affordable and workforce” housing.    
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission: 
 

 Review the attached “Draft Summary of Planning Commission Direction on the April 
2016 General Plan, as updated August 2, 2016 (Attachment 1), and provide 
direction to staff concerning its accuracy and completeness.   
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Draft Summary of Planning Commission Direction on General Plan, August 2, 2016 
B.  July 19, 2016 Staff Report-GP Recommendation Summary and Attachments 
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GK/MK Proposal 7-19-2016, edited for 10-04-16 PC Meeting  

ATTACHMENT 1 
 
 
DRAFT SUMMARY OF COMMISSION COMMENTS/DIRECTION ON THE APRIL 2016 
DRAFT GENERAL PLAN, AS AMENDED AT THE AUGUST 2, 2016 PLANNING 
COMMISSION MEETING. 
 
The Planning Commission recommends as follows: 
 
1. Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION 
 
 A. Periodic Updating  (item 5 on staff list).  The following new Section 
1.9 should be added to the Introduction, to underscore the importance of regular 
updates to the General Plan: 
 
 “1.9 Periodic Review and Updates to the General Plan by the City: 
 

For the General Plan to be truly effective over the full 20 year period to its 
Horizon Year of 2035, the St Helena General Plan needs to be reviewed and 
updated by the City on a regular basis.  State Planning Law specifies that by 
April 1 of each year an annual report should be prepared on the General Plan 
by the City and presented to the legislative body (which for St Helena is the 
City Council).  At a minimum, the following issues need to be addressed as 
part of this review: 

 
 Address the current status of the General Plan, and evaluate 

the progress made in implementing the various provisions of 
the Plan. 
 

 Focus on the City’s progress in meeting its regional housing 
needs, including actions taken by the City and others to 
facilitate the construction of housing. 
 

 The degree to which the General Plan complies with the most 
current State General Plan Guidelines. 

 
While the preceding three items comprise the minimum scope of an annual 
review of the General Plan, the City has the discretion to add any other items 
to the review process as the City sees fit.  In order to determine the 
administrative requirements and scope of this annual General Plan review 
process, City staff, within six months of the adoption of the General Plan, 
subject to the prior review and recommendation of the Planning 
Commission, shall bring to the City Council an agenda item presenting a 
process to implement an annual review of the General Plan.  This agenda 
item would include a recommended list of topics to address in the annual 
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review process.  Each year as part of the annual General Plan review process, 
City Council will provide direction to staff on the topics to be addressed as 
part of the review for the upcoming year.” 

 
 Comment:  The Planning Commission initiated this concept at its first study 
session on the General Plan.  Regular updating is a mandated and important 
mechanism to maintaining the relevance of the General Plan.  Review of specific 
General Plan issues may warrant more than an annual review of the General Plan. 
 
 
2. Chapter 2 LAND USE AND GROWTH MANAGEMENT ELEMENT 
 

A. Deletion of Low/Medium Density Land Use Designation.  (Item 1 
on staff list)  The General Plan should be adopted without the proposed 
Low/Medium Density Land Use Designation. This new designation is a recently 
introduced, significant shift from the fully vetted 2010 draft General Plan.  This new 
designation has not been fully analyzed or examined by the community.  Deleting it 
from the General Plan will assist in achieving proposed adoption of the General Plan 
within the scheduled timeline. 
 
 Comment: Essentially, through this recommendation, the Planning 
Commission urges the City Council to adopt project Alternative 2 in the Draft REIR:  No 
Low-Medium Land Use Designation Alternative. 
 

The Commission received lengthy written comment from Our Town St. Helena 
and George David in opposition to inclusion of the Low/Medium Density Land Use 
District, both of which are attached to this recommendation.  In the case of OTSH, 
stated opposition is based on inconsistency with the Housing Element, negative impact 
on the ability to provide local workforce housing in the coming years and inadequate 
community input and staff analysis.   See June 21, 2016 OTSH letter to Noah Housh and 
Victor Carniglia..  See also written statement of George David, submitted for July 19, 
2016 Planning Commission meeting stating that the proposed Low/Medium Density 
Land Use Designation does not anticipate long term impacts of this change on the City, 
and urging instead that the City initiate comprehensive reform of all land within the 
City.  
 

B. Comprehensive Zoning Review.  (item 2 on staff list)  A new section 
should be added to this Element to require a comprehensive review and analysis of 
the City’s zoning district regulations.  This new section might take the form of a 
Policy and Implementing Action: 
 

“Within three months of the adoption of the General Plan, initiate a 
comprehensive review of all zoning districts in the General Plan and Zoning 
Ordinance.  Particular emphasis should be placed on analysis of the 
compatibility of existing regulations with the built environment and the 
utility of new or modified regulations to better achieve General Plan 

Page 72 of 182



GK/MK Proposal 7-19-2016, edited for 10-04-16 PC Meeting  

objectives.  Recommendations regarding revised or newly proposed district 
language in the General Plan and implementing regulations in the Zoning 
Ordinance would be the result of this process.” 

 
 Comment:  The Planning Commission recommends inclusion of this concept 
whether or not the Low/Medium Density Land Use Designation is included in the 
adopted General Plan.  The Commission received comments during the review process 
directed toward regulations in residential districts other than the existing Medium 
Density District, and comments on the proposed Mixed Use District, suggesting that 
more comprehensive approach to zoning throughout the City and in particular along 
the Route 29 corridor is warranted.  The General Plan includes a Mixed Use District 
that has great potential but needs further study and development.  This concept is not 
duplicative of the annual  updating recommended in Chapter 1 above.  See in 
particular, George David comments, Planning Commission July 19, 2016. 
 

C. Managing Tourism.  (item 6 on staff list)  The following underlined 
language is recommended to be added to the Goals in Section 2.4: 
 
 “Manage Growth and Maintain Community Character.  St Helena is 
committed to preserving its existing community character, maintaining agricultural 
lands, managing growth and tourism and ensuring that adequate infrastructure and 
facilities are provided.”   
 
 Comment:  This recommendation is based on recognition that the City must 
manage the growth and change brought by tourism.  As such, while it is acknowledged 
tourism brings to the City many potential benefits, managing tourism rises to the level 
of importance of managing growth in the maintenance of community character.  The 
Chamber of Commerce and others did not oppose  inclusion of this language in the 
General Plan.   The Planning Commission received numerous comments on tourism, 
and Commission recommendations on those specific concerns are set forth below in 
Chapter 3, Economic Sustainability Element. 
 

D. Wineries.  (item 3 on staff list, revised).  The following language 
should be added to Policy LU5.6: 

 
“Permit wineries and other agricultural related industries to locate in the city 

if their location does not adversely impact surrounding uses or city services (water , 
traffic, etc.) or the quality and character of the community.  As part of the 
comprehensive Zoning Ordinance update following adoption of the General Plan, 
distinct winery functions of production and accessory uses (vineyards, events, 
production facilities, tasting rooms for example) should be recognized and 
categorized as appropriate or not to each land district in which wineries are allowed 
as a permitted or conditional (use permit) use . 

 
Comment:  The Commission discussed Citizen’s Voice comments concerning 

winery operation locations at a study session on June 7, 2016.  The consensus was that 

Comment [VC1]: There was some 
disagreement about the exact wording supported 
by the Commission.  What is shown is a proposal 
by staff to strike a balance based on the 
Commission discussion of this issue. 
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concerns about the future location of winery operations within the City should be 
resolved by tailored permitted and conditional use winery definitions that are 
appropriate for each zoning district. 

 
E. [Placeholder:  OTSH Land use comments 6-24-2016] 

 
 Comment:  Policy LU2.6 concerns allowing higher density housing in specific 
residential districts subject to specified criteria.  If the Low-Medium Density Land Use 
Designation is adopted in the Plan, to avoid concentration of such housing in limited 
areas of the City, this Policy  should be removed or modified to include the Low-
Medium Density district. 
 
3. Chapter 3 ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY ELEMENT 
 
 A. Citizen’s Voice Comments on Tourism.  (item 4 on staff list)  
Citizen’s Voice submitted comments to the Planning Commission recommending 
changes in the Economic Sustainability Element, directed primarily at assessing 
impacts related to tourism.  See attached comments. 
  
 It is the consensus of the Planning Commission that the comments in the 
Citizen’s Voice letter dated April 15, 2016 as redlined in materials presented May 
17, 2016  warrant consideration, and that the City Council should evaluate them 
with respect to specific wording changes in the Plan. 
 
 Comment:  The Planning Commission formulated this recommendation after it 
considered the Citizen’s Voice April 15, 2016 Letter (copy attached) at a study session 
on April 19, 2016.  Subsequently, the staff brought the issue back to the Planning 
Commission for further discussion on May 17, 2016.  At that time, the Planning 
Commission reviewed specific redlined recommendations attached hereto and reached 
consensus on some of the items.  When further item by item discussion of the tourism 
issue was initiated in June, Citizen’s Voice requested the Planning Commission to 
forward the April 15, 2016 letter and redlined changes in their entirety directly to the 
City Council for consideration and action. 
 
 B. Consensus Items Regarding Citizen’s Voice Comments.  (item 7 
and additional items not included in initial staff recommendation).  During 
discussion of the Citizen’s Voice comments, the Planning Commission did reach 
consensus on the following three concepts and recommends consideration and/or 
inclusion of them as the Council considers the Citizen’s Voice recommendations: 
 

1. ES3.E The Planning Commission supports the concept of requiring a 
cost benefit analysis for development projects in order to assist the City 
in measuring cumulative impacts on the community, with the cost of the 
analysis funded by the developer with the City determining the scope of 
the analysis and retaining the consultant performing the analysis.  
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Comment:  This concept is an important planning tool.  In any specific case, the 
City would establish the scope of review and retain the consultant to prepare the study.  
The project developer should fund the cost of this work. 

 
 ES1.B, ES2.A These Implementing Actions are concerned, in part, 

with the concepts of “local serving uses” and “chain” retail stores. 
 

3. The Planning Commission supports inclusion of policy language in the 
General Plan that recognizes the importance of business retention and 
the need to support on-going providers in the community. 

 
Comment:  We all value our local businesses.  Defining them as owned or staffed 

by community residents, or consisting of “non-chain” stores may not provide a broad 
enough, workable solution.  The concept of businesses with a vested interest in the 
community can encompass local ownership, local management, established history, 
and still and support allowing for businesses that are not “chains” but may have 
multiple outlets in the Valley.  To the extent feasible, City regulations should support, 
not thwart, local business retention. 
 

C. Various Sustainable Tourism Goals (in part, staff item 8) 
 
 Add language to the General Plan that sets forth criteria for review and 
evaluation of proposed lodging uses, specifically hotels and other such uses, but 
excluding short term rentals. 
 
 Comment:  Citizen’s Voice and George David submitted comments on Policies ES 
2.3 and ES2.2.  The Commission supports Policy ES2.2 and Implementing Action ES2.B 
that address the removal of caps on hotel rooms and, in the case of ES2.2, restaurant 
seats.  Hotel use is a hot topic with respect to revenue generation and community 
character.  Policy ES2.2 already requires visitor serving uses to be oriented toward an 
upscale market and discourages development directed at mass tourism.  Some have 
urged, and the City may wish to include more specific language in the General Plan to 
elaborate on the desired nature of lodging uses.  The Commission recommends that 
ES2.2 and ES2.3 be left in its present form.  
 
 D. Various Sustainable Tourism Implementing Actions. 
 
 Modify the language in Implementing Action ES1.F as follows: 
 
 “Provide development incentives for new visitor-serving businesses to 
develop affordable and workforce housing either through construction of housing or 
payment of an appropriate in lieu fee to develop housing elsewhere in the City.  Such 
incentives shall include visitor-serving uses in Medium Density Residential or 
Higher Density Residential districts. where a project provides affordable housing or 
an appropriate payment of an in lieu fee.  
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 Comment:  As drafted this Implementing Action appears to support 
development of visitor serving uses in the referenced Districts. 
 

 
Add wording to Implementing Action ES2.B to prohibit visitor serving uses, 
including lodging uses (with the exception of short term rentals) from locating in 
residential land use designations. 
 
Add language to LU5.1 that would exclude Housing Opportunity Sites, as identified 
in the current Housing Element, from Policy LU5.1 that currently states: “LU5.1 
Discourage conversion of existing farmland to non agricultural uses” 
 
Clarify Policy LU5.3 so that it does not prohibit property from being developed 
simply because the property in question  is being used for agricultural purposes, by 
deleting the words “or used”, so the policy reads as follows; “LU5.3 Strictly limit 
development on properties existing at the time of the adoption of this General Plan 
that are designated as agricultural land.” 
 
Attachments: 
A. OTSH Comments June 21, 2016 
B. Comments Submitted by George David, June 21 as revised July 19, 2016 
C. Citizen’s Voice Comments Letter April 15, 2016, Highlighted revisions reviewed 
by Planning Commission May 17, 2016. 
D. Citizen’s Voice Winery Comments. 

 

Page 76 of 182



CITY OF ST. HELENA 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1480 MAIN STREET- ST. HELENA, CA 94574 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

July 19, 2016 
 
AGENDA ITEM: 9 

 
SUBJECT:   Staff provided summary of Planning Commission direction on the April 
2016 General Plan draft received to-date 
 
PREPARED BY:  Victor Carniglia, Planning Consultant 
 
REVIEWED BY: Noah Housh, Planning Director 
 
LOCATION OF PROPERTY: City-Wide  
 
APPLICANT: City of St Helena                                                   PHONE: 707-967-2792 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
On June 21, 2016 the Planning Commission held a Study Session on the updated 
General Plan, which was the fourth such Commission Study Session since the release 
of the April 2016 General Plan, with previous Study Sessions held on April 19, 2016, 
May 17, 2016, and June 7, 2016.  The primary purpose of this follow up fifth Study 
Session is for the Commission to review and comment on the “Summary of Planning 
Commission Direction on the April 2016 General Plan” that was originally presented to 
the Commission at the June 21, 2016 General Plan Study Session.   
 
At the June 21, 2016 meeting the Commission made a number of edits to this 
“Summary of Planning Commission Direction”.  In the following “Analysis” section of this 
staff report, an updated “Summary of Planning Commission Direction” is presented for 
the Commission’s review that incorporates the Commission’s edits/direction made at the 
June 21, 2016 Commission meeting. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
  
Staff has revised the summary of Planning Commission’s direction on the General Plan 
contained in the June 21, 2016 staff report, and based on the Commission’s comments 
and direction concerning this summary made at the June 21, 2016 meeting.   
 
Updated Summary of Commission comments/direction on the April 2016 draft 

General Plan: 
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1. That the proposed Low/Medium Density Land Use Designation as proposed in 

the April 2016 General Plan not be included in the General Plan as there has 

not been sufficient discussion of the proposed new land use designation.  

 

2. That language be added to the General Plan stating; “A comprehensive update 

to the City’s Zoning Ordinance be implemented by the City, with the goal of 

initiating the comprehensive update no later than three months after the 

adoption of the General Plan.  This comprehensive update shall address all 

zoning designations within in the City, with particular focus on the City’s 

residential zoning designations. 

 
3. That as part of the comprehensive update of the City Zoning Ordinance, the 

updated Zoning Code will contain a separate definition of a “winery”, as 

appropriate, that will be applicable to each zoning district in which a winery is 

allowed.   

 

4. That the proposed wording changes submitted by Citizen’s Voice be 

forwarded to the City Council without comment by the Planning Commission 

for consideration by City Council. 

 
5. That the wording prepared by staff contained in the June 21, 2016 Planning 

Commission staff report concerning the periodic review of the General Plan by 

the City be incorporated into the text of the 2016 General Plan as an 

“Implementing Action”. 

 
6. That language be added to Chapter 2 of the General Plan, Section 2.4 “Goals” 

adding the word “tourism, so that Goal 2.4 includes the phrase “growth and 

tourism need to be carefully managed”. 

 
7. That language be added to the General Plan calling for the preparation of a 

cost/benefit analysis for significant development projects, with the cost of the 

analysis funded by the developer with the City determining the scope of the 

analysis and retaining the consultant performing the cost/benefit study. 

 
8. That criteria be established either at the General Plan or Zoning level 

providing direction on the type, character, and quality of hotel/hospitality uses 

the City would prefer. 

 
Based on the Commission’s direction at the June 21, 2016 meeting, the reference to 

“work force housing” has been deleted from this list as this issue is addressed in the 

City’s Housing Element.  Also deleted is the reference to the wine train. 
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The direction summarized in this report will be used to finalize the General Plan draft 

brought before the Commission for final review and recommendation on to the City 

Council for review and adoption.     

CORRESPONDENCE 

On June 13, 2016, City staff met with Mr. George David to review and discuss concerns 

Mr. David has regarding the current General Plan.  Mr. David previously submitted 

written comments voicing his concerns.  Attached are comments/wording changes to 

the April 2016 General Plan proposed by Mr. George David, which follow up on the 

previous comments submitted (by Mr. David) at the June 21, 2016 Commission 

meeting.   

 

Further, on July 13, 2016, Mary Stephenson sent in additional comments regarding 

requested changes to the General Plan.  These comments have also been attached to 

this report for the review of the Commission.   

 

Finally, the other comments received to date have also been included as context for the 

comprehensive review of the Commission review and direction on the entire General 

Plan document.    

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission: 
 

 Review and consider the recent comments received concerning the April 2016 
General Plan providing direction as the Commission deems appropriate; and 
   

 Review and provide direction to staff concerning the updated “Summary of Planning 
Commission Comment/Direction on the April 2016 Draft General Plan”, as presented 
in this staff report. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A.  Comments from Mr. David concerning April 2016 General Plan 
B.  Comments from Mary Stephenson 
C.  Comments previously received on the General Plan 
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Tentative Planning Commission Agenda 

Updated: September 15, 2016 

CURRENT AND PENDING MATTERS 

September/October PC: 

1. 1243 Stockton St-STR Permit Renewal-Denied and Appealed to City Council 

2. 867 Dowdell-Mitigated Negative Declaration Posted for Public Review/Comment 

3. 1695 Chardonnay Way-Continued for Redesign-October 4, 2016 

4. Hunter Subdivision- EIR-45-day EIR Public Review and Comment Period Expected 
September/October 2016 

5. 574 Pope St-DR, UP & T-Map 

6. 576 Pope St-DR for new SFD 

7. 1057 Pratt Avenue –Design Review Extension 

8. 1210 Greyson-Davies Winery Signs-Sept. 20, 2016 

9. Design Review Submittal Requirements-Discussion 

10. 100 Main St-Design Review for Sutter Home Exterior Modifications 

PC/CC Assignments Currently Under Review by Staff: 

11. General Plan Update and General Plan EIR 

12.  Manage RFP Responses and Candidate Selection 

13.  Short-Term Rental Ordinance Update Implementation and Enforcement 

14. Demolition Permit Review 

15. Code Enforcement Policy and Procedures Update-On Going 

16.  PG&E Parking Lot Negotiation 

Pending PC/CC Assignments for Planning Department 

17.   Initiate Creation and Implementation of Design Guidelines 

18.   Comprehensive Zoning Code Update-Following General Plan Adoption 

19.   F.A.R. Review-To be conducted with Zoning Code Update 

20.   Growth Management Review and Update (September) 

Other Items of Interest to Planning Commission 

21. Food Truck Ordinance 

22. Update Daycare Zoning Regs-Consistent with State Law 

23. Pools-Drought Policy Changes.  Phase 1?   

24. Plan Improvements, Additional Requirements, Application Checklist-PC March/April 

25. Limit on Demolition Permits 

26. General Plan & EIR 45-day Public Review 
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27. Water Update/Report from PW 

28. Hunter EIR 45-day Public Review and Project Review 

Required Items and Issues of Interest to Staff 

29. Calderon Settlement Agreement Implementation and Monitoring 

30. Design Guidelines-TBD 

31. PW & Planning - Ordinance to Amend Municipal Code Related to Exterior Fire 
Sprinklers 

32. Public Restroom DR-Pending Final Design from PW 

33. Temporary Use Permit-Create Process-Ordinance and ZC Amendments 

34. Cell Towers Ordinance-Update Current Code -State and Fed Laws 

35. Growth Management Code Language Update and Annual Review (Sept) 

36. Fee Study-Pending 

37. Review and Comment-Draft Tree Ordinance 
 

38.  AB 52 CEQA Process Implementation-Native American Consultation 
 

39.  1105 Turley Flats Affordability Agreement 
 

 

Active/Pending Projects 

1. 741 McCorkle-Tentative Map-Under Review 
 

2. 837 Signorelli Cir-Garage-DR Exemption-Pending Resubmittal 
 

3. 633 Main St-Use Permit and LLA 

4.  867 Dowdell Ln-Redmond Winery UP and DR-Pending Resubmittal and CEQA 
Determination 

5. 1660 Spring Street-DR Exemption for garage 
 

6. 890 Dowdell Ln-Custom Crush Facility-UP and Design Review-Pending Resubmittal 
 

7. 1580 Hillview-DR for new SFD 
 

8.  632 McCorkle-8-Unit Multi-Family Residential-Design Review and Demolition-Under 
Review 

9. 684 McCorkle  OTSH-8 Unit Affordable Multi-Family-UP, Design Review, Demo and T-
Map-Under Review  

10. 1701 Madrona-Final Map and Tentative Map Extension-Frozen by Applicant 

11. 1111 Main St-DR and Master UP for Commercial Land Uses  

12. 1045 Pratt-DR for new SFD 

13. 661 Main St-Vineland Station Lot Line Adjustment 

14. 633 Main St-UP and LLA to convert existing SFD into 2-room Hotel-Waiting on Information  
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15. 2555 Main/830 Pratt-Demo, UP and DR for CIA Campus Reno and Dorm -Under Review 

16. 1434 Greyson-Design Review to Legitimize Garage Conversion   

 

Page 181 of 182



 
THIS PAGE  

INTENTIONALLY  

BLANK 

Page 182 of 182


	Agenda
	  1. COMMISSION MINUTES 09-20-16
	4. 1. ITEM 5. 1695 CHARDONNAY
	5. 1. ITEM 6. GP STUDY SESSION
	6. 1. ITEM 8. AGENDA FORECAST

