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Attachment 3 Land Use Map
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Attachment 4  Transcript from August 6, 2008 Preservation Commission Meeting

Review and Comment
Taylor Residence 1017-1019 S Street

Preservation Commissioners in Attendance:
Chair Brandt
Commissioner Booher
Commissioner Hope
Commissioner Jacques
Commissioner Stinson
Commissioner Turner

Staff:  William Crouch, Urban Design Manager/Preservation Director
Roberta Deering, Senior Planner for Historic Preservation
Jefferey Heeren, Senior Deputy City Attorney

Presenters: Applicants Greg and Samantha Taylor

(Applicant presentation not transcribed)

Applicant Greg Taylor: So that concludes the presentation we would like to put forth,
and entertain a discussion on this.

Commissioner Questions
Chair Brandt: Commissioner Jacques

Commissioner Jacques: If | could just ask a couple of questions before getting into the
discussion. | saw that you were looking at using a rolled metal roof. And | wondered
what you were looking at as materials for the sides of the new construction? In your
elevations it looked like they were different on different sides and | couldn’t tell what
they were, so | wondered about that and | also wondered about the peak height of the
new addition will be?

GregTaylor: The height of it?
Jacques: Yeah, the maximum height.

Taylor: The materials...we know that we're looking at wood material types, primarily.
We haven't really fully come down on that yet. We still see this as a work in progress,
coming forward. But, we would like to contrast...we don’t feel that the [existing] form in
itself would be enhanced by doing it in triple drop siding, lap siding again, obviously.
So...but still wanting the warm qualities, we are not looking for a hard-edged aluminum,
you know, building. We've talked about some corrugated on the top, we don’t know... in
certain areas because reflecting more of the industrial side, the alley side, but it would
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most likely will be pretty limited. And we...all the studies are trying to colorate,
differentiate masses and forms. And...and there is still a lot of work to be done on it,
including the fenestration locations, as well, too.

So, as far as the height...the top of the peak is at..it comes out at 42 feet, with the
highest point of the panel. So...

Jacques: The current peak...the house currently..?
Taylor: No, the current peak?

Jacques: I'm asking both now.

Taylor: Oh, okay...

Jacques: I'm sorry, | didn’t ask the current peak before.

Taylor: Let’s see, I'm trying to remember...The eave is at 21 and it's an 8 and 12 pitch
at approximately 15 feet...if the engineers could quickly do the math for me....so, | think
it's around twenty...nine.

Jacques: No, that sounds about right for two-story buildings of that style.

Taylor: Right. So in the front, we’ve been trying, all along, to keep that front presence,
that's closer to the street, lower. You know, just the angle of perspective, that the height
kind of rises in the back as it recedes from the street. So, | mean, for instance, the prior
zoning for that area was forty-five, and...So we’re still within that.

Public Comment

Chair: Are there any other commission questions on the presentation? With that, | would
open it to any public comment. It looks like we have some speaker slips. Richard,
please state your name and address please.

Richard Rich: Be happy to. Sorry | have not filled out a speaker card. My name is
Richard Rich, 2415 N Street, in Midtown.

| would like to speak in support of this important project and | think it's important to the
City for a couple of reasons. The first is, we talk a good game about the importance of
sustainability and being that green city and it's difficult to find developers who are willing
to put their money were their mouth is. And here’s a situation that takes sustainability to
a fantastic level, and it does it in a second way, reason, and | think this is important, and
that is the idea of urbanity. We have a tremendous amount of historic stock, | don’t need
to tell you, you know better than | do, in this city. Fantastic stock. Not all of it though in
the bell curve of sort of buildings is on the fantastic end of the bell curve. Some of it is
right in the middle, and while it deserves to be restored, and to be preserved, not all of it
is of the showplace type that we all point to with pride. This, | think takes, and again
forgive me for being sort of brutal about this, a nice house - and turns it into something
more important than that nice house and puts it into something that Sacramento can
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then point to — and | don't just mean, again the developer, | love doing this, to saying
pointing to this with pride, but for the city to point to it with pride and say: “Look where
we’re going.” And really paving a way for other cities to come to and say: “You can
layer-in contrast, you can layer-in modern expression, you can layer-in sustainability,
and still have a fantastic preservation project at the same time. | think this is an
important example and | would love to see more of this happen in this city. | support it.

Chair: And if would please state your name and address.

Deanna Marquart: My name is Deanna Marquart. | live at 2216 L Street, in Midtown.
And, um...| just want to say about this project — | know Greg and Samantha and | have
been to their house and excited about the plans that they have for it, but seeing the
rehabilitation standards listed up there, | found it kind of a sobering experience because
it seems to me to, or | think the Taylor project, in a way, turns the rehabilitation
standards on their head. And what | mean by that is that: What they are proposing is
something that | think many of us, and certainly that | would like to see, encourage other
people to try to be compatible with, as opposed to asking whether this project is
compatible with the existing neighborhood. So, | would favor, very much in favor of this
project and trying to go in the same direction that Richard was just mentioning. This is
the kind of future development that | think we want to see and that one project like this
encourages other people near by to think about how they want to be compatible with the
wave of the future. So, that's my piece.

Chair: | have a question for you Deanna. So you've looked at the Standards, do you feel
that the project would meet the Standards?

A: Aw, why did you ask me that?
Chair: You brought it up. (chuckles)

Marquart: Well, | would say that, | thought that the opening of Greg’s presentation
addresses this point. Are we talking about emulation, re-interpretation, or contrast? And
all of those things are present in their proposal. | don’t know that all of those things are
present in the rehabilitation standards. And, that is just a first take on them as far as I'm
concerned, because | don't remember having looked at them before. So, when | say
they are sobering, they are sobering to me because I'm much more inclined to favor a
contemporary view of the kind of city that we want to live in and move toward. And while
| think it's extremely important to retain the character — a character of Sacramento, |
don’t think we have really defined what that is — and I'm not content to say that whatever
exists there now, is what needs to be there always.

Chair: Any other public comment? With that, | close the Public Hearing, and invite
comment from Commissioners. Commissioner Hope.
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Commissioner Comments

Commissioner Hope: First of all, I'm very happy with this project. If it got to a point
where there was a lot of this sort of thing in historic districts, it might get to be a
problem. But we’re a long way from that. | really like approach its taken, the contrast |
think it does comply with the standards. The standards say new additions should be
differentiated and this is certainly differentiated. But, | also appreciate the fact, in
particular, that the fenestration for the addition is compatible, in its.... the amount of
glassiness relative to solid is very similar to what is on the historic building; the sizes of
the fenestration are similar. So, although it's clearly contemporary, and | like that, it still
works. | think it works with the historic building quite well. A few weeks ago | was
talking to some folks who were on the City of Fresno Preservation Commission, and
they were complaining to me about infill projects in historic districts and saying all we
get is emulation. We never get anything contemporary, but compatible. And | was
bragging on our commission saying well we have approved some very contemporary
things, that we thought were compatible infill in historic districts. Like the building that's
going in next to Dragonfly. This is another example. I'm really enthusiastic about it. |
guess that's all | had.

Chair: Any other comments? Commissioner Booher.

Commissioner Booher: Thank you. | certainly always envy Andy’s brevity but I'm sure
[I’'m] never able to emulate it. It's kind of hard changing hat’s, seeing Greg on that side
as the project person, rather that presenting another project to us, and I'm having a little
problem with this but I'll try and work my way through it. I've certainly never seen a more
detailed residential plan presented in my years on the various Boards than you have so
there’s no question you've thought out every aspect of this and have a reason for
everything that you plan and.... We've seen commercial projects that haven't had this
much analysis and put into them, and so there’s no question that this is a well thought-
out project.

I’m a survivor, well no, not a survivor-because nobody survived it — I’'m a veteran of the
19™ Street , between C and D Street and 20" Street wars that we had and the whole
thing was about what the form of the building looked like in a historic district. And Karen
remembers.....there was literally hundreds of people at one time or another showed up
to meetings and it got so extreme that the entire things was brought to the City Council,
and that's when they tried to redesign the project on the fly at the dias because it was
so controversial. Many of the same arguments that you've used tonight Greg, the
developer there had. He wanted a contemporary form, was in a residential area, and
believed that this contrasted with that.... It was on the edge, literally to the street edge
of a different district...it just was quite an event to go through. Also know that at the
Trinity Church they proposed the new church there to have a very modern stylistic form
and we had a huge neighborhood outcry saying “This isn’t the right place to make that
radical of a change.” The form and scale is one thing I've tried over the years on the
Board.....my experience with the preservation meetings and the conferences — the one
thing | hear again and again: rhythm, mass, form, height, scale, fenestration — all of
these to be looked at. And as you said tonight, you don’t intend to match those with the
new building. | absolutely applaud your efforts for the energy efficiency of the house,
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and we do need to do that. There’s no mistaking at all that we need to incorporate
those, so what it really gets down to is: Does your desire for the energy efficiency,
livability, have to be expressed in that what | consider to be modern, very modern
architectural manner, in a turn-of-the-century Queen Anne’s Victorian, in an area from
10" on? Tenth is funny: You know you have an ugly ‘60’s car dealership on one corner,
you have a late 1800° brick bar on another corner, you have an ugly Denny’s — former
Denny’s - on another corner. It's very hard to get a feel for what you have there to try
and compare and match, but a Queen Anne’s Victorian, and then as you showed, the
one across the street, there is a residential, a traditional residential look there.

One thing | have tried....I've always been often, maybe always, but often been wrong on
the Commission but I've tried to at least be consistent. And with the experience of the
20™ Street project, with the experience of the.....one next to the Fuller Brush store, two
down — Q Street, the one they proposed putting in that modern-designed building, you
pointed out several of the changes that have been made: the one at Vallejo’s — | thought
that was way too much, but they were a commercial building trying to attract [sic]
present a Hispanic feel for the food they served, their corner building was insignificant
for what they were trying to do their, and was a business, and it was left there, but
clearly, it was their desire to go in a different direction.

Stead Craigo a few years ago had showed us a set of slides on incorporating new with
old, and he showed us a picture of something in San Francisco, it escapes my memory
now - which building it was, and how to contrast a new modern building with the historic
building up front, and of course that's what we are here: A modern function building with
a historic building.

How do you do it? And | guess it comes down to the eye of the beholder. | liked the idea
when | first read the packet, and thought about, why not just separate ‘em? It makes
sense to me. | know there are limitations on the pictures, but it just looks like two very
different things. | guess every party has a pooper, and I'm the pooper here tonight. |
certainly agree with Richard and Deanna, that Sacramento needs to be aggressive in
there desire for the use of solar energy. They need to be aggressive on sustainable
building. They need to be aggressive on re-energizing the downtown, that’'s what we've
been working on for a long time. But does it have to be done with as sharp of a
contrast, design-wise, as we see on A-105 and A-1067? | understand orienting the
rooftop. Andy said about window size and scale, the fenestration, | don’'t see it in my
pictures as clearly as Andy did. | understand R Street is a different kind of a bean back
there. Karen asked about the materials used in the building — | heard you’re explanation
that you want to go toward wooden surfaces. | don’t know what would pull it all together-
you'd bring it together. So, again, | share the enthusiasm for the goal. | don’t share the
enthusiasm for the final design expression to achieve that goal, so...There’s me as a
party pooper. | guess tonight’s going to be my pooper night.

Chair: Thank you Bruce (chuckles). Commissioner Jacques.
Commissioner Jacques: I'm really struggling with this too. Because of the contrast, and
the way the contrast is put together. | mean, | believe — to just comment on something

that Deanna said earlier — | think that great cities are really layered and that part of what
makes them wonderful is that you retain historic districts and historic buildings and
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that's what makes them interesting. So that you can....so that a city, or an area of the
city is a walk though time. So | see that as a critical piece and I'm certainly very
appreciative of what you're doing to put back the front, to what it clearly was. As a small
aside, | wish you'd put the trash somewhere else, it's too prominent and | realize this is
probably not final. | also see the tremendous importance finding and exploring different
ways to make our historic buildings as sustainable and as energy efficient as possible.
One piece that we already have is the embodied energy of the old building, and that’s
an important piece and along with the beauty of the old buildings and the materials that
they are made out of, that's a reason not to tear them down and loose all of that.
Because often our society treats buildings like they’re paper plates — you have them for
a few years, your tear them down and get rid of them.

It would be easier for me to deal with this if it were behind, as opposed to on top of. Just
because the contrast is so great, and | think part of what makes the contrast difficult for
me is — | understand that you need to angle that third floor for the solar gain, but part of
what makes it very difficult to reconcile the two parts of the building, is that angle —
because it is so completely non-traditional in form. If we had a true south...and it could
have aligned with the rest of the building | think that would have been much easier to
work with from the point of view of tying the old and the new together. And again, | wish
their were some way to do that a little more, or to get the solar piece more behind,
instead of on-top of....as a way to help tie the two things together because in some
ways it looks like one building that landed on top of another, and sort of landed at an
angle that doesn’t really fit. And again, | understand the technical constraints of trying to
do the solar and how that led to coming to this. It's easier for me to deal with contrast in
something like 9 on F, where the buildings are different, the front and what's in the back,
on the alley. | think it's much trickier to try to do it in the same building. And | think it's
even trickier to do it trying to add a third floor as opposed to trying to add an addition
behind. Even if that addition behind came up taller than the....you know, came up to the
height of your proposed addition. If it was at least stepped back behind. | don’'t know if
there’s any way, or if you've looked at reconfiguring to experiment with something like
that. So, I'm really torn cause from a design point of view, | have trouble with pieces of it
that don’t, in my mind, hold together and feel like a whole, and part of what | would look
for even with contrast, would be a sense that some of the forms don’t look like a whole,
than this does. On the other hand, I'm very, very supportive of the sustainability piece of
it, and think that we need to find multiple ways in the rehab of our old buildings to keep
them viable. To make them more energy efficient and to use the new technologies that
we have now and the technologies that are going to probably continue to keep coming
down the pike if we stop just subsidizing oil companies and put money into subsidizing
sustainable building design. So, | don’'t know exactly where that leads you, but that's the
struggle that | had in looking at it, and the discomfort | had with the overall form.

Chair: Commissioner Turner

Commisioner Turner: Thank you Mr. Chairman. Maybe | should start off by saying that |
voted against the project next door to Dragon Fly for a lot of the considerations that
Bruce had mentioned. But, in this case, there are some very compelling mitigating
factors. One, which | think is the design, is frankly some of the best design that | have
seen. And I've been on the combined boards for about nine years, so | commend the
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applicant for approaching this in a pre-application setting, with such a thorough set of
considerations, so | thank you very much. And, | think the big tipping point, so to speak,
is one of the phrases in the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, which by the way |
think the staff should make note that the applicant provided the Standards, and the staff
has rarely done that for our own evaluation. So there is something to be learned from an
applicant in this case; and that is the phrase that says (I'm paraphrasing) that you need
to respect the spatial relationship that characterizes the property. As Karen points out,
going off 18 1/2 degrees doesn'’t really respect that relationship with the rest of the
district. However, | do think that there are some real significant mitigating factors in this
case. The two that come to my mind would be the sight lines, the fact that there’s a
considerable distance away from the street front where these deviations from the spatial
relationships are taking place. So, | would suggest that the applicant, which | didn’t
hear, but | think you could perhaps bolster your arguments for going 18 degrees off grid
would be to see how much energy are you gaining from that? Is there a substantial
gain? Or is it a tilt to the hat of energy conservation and sustainability. And there may be
some justification that you could say if | had it rotated back 18 degrees so that it didn't,
in essence, somewhat disrespect the spatial relationship, how much would you lose?-
both in terms of your interior design and the energy gains that you're getting out of the
project.

In the end, | would say that the project improves the historic district, so | would vote, if it
were to come to us, | would vote in favor of it, so all the issues that the staff had raised,
while they are concerns, what's mitigating those is excellent design, and | think the
design is in very good hands, and | don’t think there is going to be a problem in pulling
this off in success.

There is one caveat: and | don’t think we should consider this design to be precedent
setting. One of the other factors is - that | think is very important — is this is right on the
edge of a district. It's right on the edge of the R Street corridor. You've got height
variations that you are working against that are very significant design constraints, and if
you were to apply this same principles, as one of the earlier speakers of the public
suggested, that we might want to do this a lot of other places, | don’t necessarily think it
would be something that you could site adapt to other situations, readily, because this is
an unique site on the edge of a historic district. But nevertheless, | do think it will
improve the historic district, so | would vote in favor of it.

Chair: Thank you Commissioner Turner.

Chair (to Commissioner Stinson): Joe, would you like to chime in?

Commissioner Stinson: No.

Commissioner Brandt: Okay, I'll provide some comments. And | was torn also. And, |
was sort of on the side with Bruce a little bit, in that...I'm really torn in that, we need to
start doing sustainable green design, that's clear.

Now, how we balance that with the historic integrity and character of structures? And,
the other thing | was torn [with] was that you have a nice house, but it's not a Stanford
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Mansion. So, how do we allow improvements to be made in a compatible manner for
both the building and the district? So we’re looking at not just the building, but the
district.

And, | believe, for a lot of the reasons given...l believe it would be much more
successful if it was a separator or hyphenated project. It wasn’t coming into and over
the historic building. And, with all the....considering the whole project....that if it
was....it's a contributor to the district that | would....in seeking that balance between the
new and the requirements of the solar, would question that it's almost over the threshold
of what would be allowable for it to maintain its historic integrity. And why I’'m looking at
that is: We're keeping the front, we're keeping the one side, we're going to start making
impacts on the other side, we’re going to change a lot of the interior, | know we didn’t
talk about the interior and the integrity, and we don’t usually look at [the] interior, and
remodeled over time you have more flexibility, so that could to be part of that...but in
looking at everything that’s being done with the house, we have a shell that’s left with a
large new construction which overshadows the original.

And I'm trying not to be negative about that. | know.... But the one question | had: What
is the original square footage of the house? And what is additional square footage
you're adding? Looking at that threshold.....

Taylor: It's the exact same footprint, it's a 1050 sq. ft., the original footprint. So the
downstairs remains the same, not including the non-conditioned space in the back. And
then on the Second Floor...I'm going to pull these numbers up....the net add to second
floor is around 300 sq. ft. and top is a little over 900, for the Third Floor.

I’'m sorry, was | supposed to be staying up here the entire time?

Chair: No, that’'s okay, we ended that part of it.

| was struggling too, because we do need to support this development, and we need to
help you, especially as owners and occupying the building, to be able to provide the
steps to get there. | think if it was separated, | wouldn’'t have any problem. And further
development along the back, and maybe reiterating Karen’s, that as a separate building,
it's definitely what we want to be supporting, but | would question whether or not it
belongs attached to the contributing, or historic building.

Turner: Mr. Chairman, perhaps Greg can clarify the 10,050 [1,050] square foot footprint
is a two-story portion, so that is a 20,000.....2,100 square foot, isn't it?

Taylor: (In audible)

Turner: No, in your last announcement, | was trying to figure out your numbers. It seems
like a much bigger house, that a 1,050 square feet...How big is your existing house?

Taylor: One-thousand fifty each level.

Turner: Yeah, so there’s two levels, so it's 2,100 square feet.
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Taylor: Right, and we’re adding 300 at the Second Level in addition........
Turner: Okay, | missed that..(chuckles)

Taylor: Yeah, then the 900 at the Third.

Chair: Commissioner Booher.

Booher: | wanted to....I noted down before Fred brought it up... about the analysis of
the energy loss by not turning it 15 degrees. | was at the West Coast Builder
Conference, and | got a chance to talk to several of the panel manufactures, asked
them about the angles, orientation....and we know the sun’s moving, it's going to be
perpendicular to any point at some time, facing that way...They certainly felt that the
panels that they were selling were efficient at a number of angles, so | would like to see
that information that Fred mentioned. What is the true loss by not going 15 degrees?
And then the other point, was the point you just now mentioned, we kinda got muddled
up on the square footage, the entire square footage of the addition on all the levels,
(inaudible comment, unknown) total throughout all three levels?

Taylor: That's conditioned space.

Booher: It's got to be more than that?

Taylor: Well, there’s the garage, there’s exterior decks, as well.

Booher: And, when the house was built, you bought it from the original...you showed us
a picture in 1938. That type of house that I've seen usually was a one story with a flood
basement. Do you have reason to believe, that that was always a two-story, with no
flood basement?

Taylor: No, always. It was full...the original timbers, the cross floor framing is 26 foot
long, full 2x8’s, it was all built originally. | know the history through a friend who knew
the family, that's where the historical photos came from, so it was always built...

Booher: Does it have a brick foundation under it now, or concrete?

Taylor: It has a brick, and at some point, the rear basement seems like it was inset in
with a concrete inset, but it's all the existing brick perimeter is still there.

Jacques: A number of the houses in that district were built with two units, it's been my
experience.

Taylor: And this one, as the photos show, stands out that it has the two full...and most
in the area have the lower first floor.

Booher: One issue that didn’'t come up yet, that you brought up Greg, was adding to the
height of the building. | think the Commission should look and say: Will the alterations in
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the back...are they so significant that raising the building is or isn’t an issue and if it's
not an issue, can it be raised even more than your requesting to kind of obscure the
change in the back? Where does the threshold change on this?

Jacques: Interesting.

Taylor: Immediately that has an effect on the front stairs. And, it has been the desire to
maintain the straight stair run without the jogged turn that you see so much in
Downtown, that's the maximum we’re at is 17 inches. Obviously it would be a lot
cheaper to get it up higher and have a lot less concrete in the basement, and all that,
but that’s the threshold...

Booher: That's your maximum for a straight stair, okay.

Taylor: Um, | could just take a moment on the solar. There are curves out their on
diminishing energy input as you turn the panels away from true south. What is particular
in our case, is that in the solar studies bare this out, that if we do get a larger building
built next to us, which we really feel there is, we loose the ability to capture the
afternoon sunlight to a significant degree by shadowing. And by bringing it to true
south...If you're on the gridline as it is now, you're 18 ¥z degrees away from true south,
so your effective sun gain is later in the morning to actually capture the early morning
light that we would want to get....and | put numbers of the time intervals that we have
and that's maximizing it. So, we actually gain by rotating it back to the south, and the
premise there, again, is that the house next to us and the adjacent three-story building
would be unlikely...in the realm of possibilities, of having another significant high
building next to us. So there’s much more likelihood that that would occur on the west
side, do to the use of the parking. So it definitely gives us gain time in terms of the
duration of the sun exposure to the panels.

Booher: Assuming a maximum building...adjacent...

Taylor: And also it's a balancing act of how high that roof...we had earlier studies where
the roof was much higher in the back to try and gather more sun, and its been a
constant working to try and get the amount of surface area for the panels and keeping it
low enough from the front and, you know, balancing those pieces of the pie.

Booher: Thank you

Chair: With that said, Roberta, should we...do you remind repeating what we're asked
to do?

Roberta Deering: Staff specifically requests direction be provided on One: The
relationship of the clearly differentiated new rear addition to the historic structure. Two:
The relationship to the Southside Historic District, and | have the map showing where
this parcel is. Three: The precedent of the “9 on F” project and other new construction
on alleys, in historic district, including the Southside Historic District, with traditional
design materials, buildings facing the street, while the contemporary design, materials,
buildings located at the rear. From the street, the historic context of this property
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remains, from the alley it is clearly a contemporary view. Four: With the addition, is it still
possible to read the original exterior form of the historic house? Five: While the
contemporary addition is visible from the street, it is mostly at the sides, does that make
a difference? Six: The addition’s solar orientation and roof design for rain water
catchment. Those six issues.

| might just mention that under our City Code, the interiors of residential structures are
not part of this preservation program’s purview, since that did come up about the
interior.

Chair: Commissioner Booher..

Booher: (microphone not on) So, Roberta, you heard our testimony, we would... we
may not all answer these questions the same.

Deering: That's right. | think we've got a variety of opinions on all these issues.
(chuckles)

Chair: 1 would ask, do you have what you came looking for, or do we need to provide
additional..?

Deering: | think what we’ve got is: comments on the approach, and the contrast, the
differentiation of the old and the new...I think most everyone is supportive of the design
of the new, it's how it goes with the historic building, how it relates to the historic
building, that I'm hearing some having questions about...... um, even to the point where
Bruce Booher, saying the design is one of the most well-thought-out designs he’s seen
on this commission, that says something. Well thought. And, there is the issues of the
location of this lot, where it is in relationship to the historic district and R Street, at its
surroundings. The precedent issues that relate to the house itself not being the Stanford
Mansion, as was mentioned, it's a contributing resource. It's a very nice little house. We
don’t want to loose our very nice little houses. The restoration of it, with an addition,
we’'ve got to think of that. And I think also I'm hearing from Fred and others, because
this architect knows what he’s doing, and can execute it well, that's somewhat of a
mitigation, in terms of the new contemporary design, and.... What else did I...did |
forget anything? That, everyone was very supportive of a...trying to work out the green
building issues, the solar issues... We haven’t had the solar panel placement on historic
buildings proposals come before us yet, before you, so this is really the first of that. And
there are issues, including legal ones, but also design, that deal with that. As a
preservation program, we’re going to have to be dealing with that.

City Attorney Heeren: | think | would just follow up on what Roberta said: going forward
if you see this more and more, will have to bear in mind that there is something called
the Solar Rights Act in California, which tends to limit local governments ability to place
barriers on solar installations, including structural designs with the primary purpose of
which is to facilitate the solar collection and distribution. So, you might see this more in
the future where this sort of tension between what the aesthetics you want to control
from a historic perspective and the State’s policy on promoting solar energy systems.

36



Two Family Green Victorian (PB09-052) November 4, 2009

Chair: | would second Jeffrey’s comments ‘cause what we are going to be dealing with
is: There is over $3 billion dollars of incentives for solar panels. And as you read the
ordinance, I'm not a lawyer, but what we’ll be dealing with is that we...Cities cannot
restrict solar, by restricting solar only, but if it's part of an ordinance and design review,
you can still comment on that, but it hasn’t been tested, there’s no case law, so it's how
it's interpreted, mostly at the lawyer level, at each municipality...

Heeren: There’'s a paucity of case law, the case law that does exist, is usually in the
Home Owner Association context, which is actually treated differently in this area of law,
then what the local governments can do, so it's a complex issue.

Chair: That's true. | think we have a great opportunity here to showcase this, and see
how we can balance the need, and wanting to do something like this, with the integrity
of the historic property.

Deering: And perhaps we might ask the applicants if they have enough information?
Because they chose to come before you.

Taylor: Well, | think this has been very helpful for us to get an understanding of your
views, and especially since it's really the first time we’ve kinda brought it out from the
dark and showed it...to hardly very many people at all. | think from our point of view, the
point of view of precedent in the case, is also been very conscious of as well. | think one
other mitigating, in my personal point of view, one other mitigating factor in this case, is
the fact that it is a very simple building to begin with. That it can stand on its own and
receive a new expression as a part of it. And we’ve been very conscious of making sure
that, that whole expression is still true. Quite honestly, | as an architect, and maybe its
not obvious but it is to me, that if we were to take a more filigreed building of that period,
the response would be different. I think...its very clean, very simple building, that's been
attractive to us and that in its basic form and that an expression that speaks to this time
and place can coexist with it. | think, in a very complimentary manner. | think,
the...notion of separate structures, from a philosophical point of view is a different
course of where this discussion would go tonight, itself, but also from a practical point of
view livability and the use of the residence and being rather disjointed in the
planning....it, you know, would be something to kind of think about, but I know in the
process that we’ve lived with a long time, that the plan now flows very well as a whole,
as an extension to the rear, and | think that's our desire to maintain it. It really does
change the whole discussion as a separate building, | think. And I'm...I think we’re
hearing that tonight. | think that kinda comes down to the notion of contrast and
intervention.

Taylor to Samantha Taylor: Do have anything you would like to add?
Samantha Taylor: No.
Taylor: We really appreciate the opportunity to take your time in this discussion. | think

that it is a very important discussion for Sacramento to have and the health of our
architectural dialogue in [the] community, and it just goes to show that...that we all
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really care deeply about our resources and we care about the future, and there are
many ways to get to those mutual goals. Thank you.

Jacques: Thank you.

Chair: Greg and Samantha, | also applaud you for being so brave. So we really
appreciate it.

Taylor: We've heard that a lot lately (chuckles)
Chair: We'll get there.

Taylor: Thank you.
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