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“Placerville, a Unique Historical Past Forging into a Golden Future” 

 

 
City of Placerville Planning Commission  
STAFF REPORT                                                                                

MEETING DATE:    September 20, 2016 
APPLICATION & NO:   2920 and 2922 Bedford Avenue - Site Plan Review 16-04   
PREPARED BY:   Andrew Painter, City Planner  DATE:  September 6, 2016 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Property owner Travis Thompson of 2920 and 2922 Bedford 
Avenue (APN 001-192-04) requests the phased Site Plan Review (SPR) involving exterior 
alterations of two residential structures within the Bedford Street – Clay Street Residential 
Historic District.  
 
Phase 1 - 2922 Bedford Ave residence: The request would replace the existing porch decking 
with redwood decking, cedar porch posts (turned style), front door with fiberglass door with oak 
texture, gridded slider window along north elevation with single-hung vinyl window in modified 
opening, and replacement of mismatched siding along all exterior elevations with shiplap 
hardboard siding; add porch roof gable to front, Bedford Avenue elevation, and add wood 
shutters to windows.  
 
Phase 2 – 2920 Bedford Ave residence/garage: replace mismatched siding along all elevations 
with shiplap hardboard siding, slider window with single-hung vinyl window in modified 
opening, and hinged garaged doors with three-panel steel doors; add new single-hung vinyl 
window in former opening, add new shutters to replaced window, existing double window and 
proposed window; add pergola over garage door openings, and add a covered entry roof gable. 
 
The applicant’s submittal package is provided as Attachment A. 
 
PROJECT DATA: 
 
Property Owner:   Travis Thompson 
Project Location:  2920 and 2922 Bedford Ave, Placerville. 
Assessor Parcel No.:  001-192-04 
Parcel Area:   0.24 
General Plan Land Use: Medium Density Residential 
Zoning: R1-6-H (Low Density Multi-Family Residential – Historic 

District) 
Adjacent Zoning  
  & Land Use: Parcels located north, south and east of the site are zoned R1-6,000 
 (Single-Family Residential Zone) and contain residential structures 

and uses. Parcels to the west are within the BP (Business 
Professional Zone) contain residential uses. The site is located 
within the Bedford Avenue - Clay Street Residential Historic 
District. 
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PROJECT SITE CHARACTERISTICS AND BACKGROUND:  The site is approximately 
300 feet south of the intersection of Bedford Avenue and Pleasant Street. See Figure 1. The 
approximately ¼-acre site extends between Pleasant Street and Bedford Avenue. Vehicle access 
is from Bedford Avenue. There is no access to Pleasant Street due to grade differential. 
 
Figure 1.  Project Site and Vicinity 

 
 
Improvements onsite include three detached structures with three addresses. See Figure 2. Permit 
history for these structures is limited. The main residence of the site, 2922 Bedford Ave, fronts 
Bedford Avenue. Its age is unknown.  The residence is one level with simple end roof gables, 
and has three bedrooms and two baths.  A front porch, with porch posts and railing, extends 
across the full width of the home. This residence was remodeled with permit granted to Henry 
Grover in 1955.  In 1969 permit indicated repairs were made. In 2013, then property owner Fred 
Carnett was issued a permit to replace existing windows and front door along the home’s front 
(Bedford Ave) elevation. Staff neglected to not require the 2013 permit application be submitted 
to the Planning Commission approval prior to issuance due to its visibility from the street.  
 
In 1953, a building permit was issued to Mr. Grover to erect a ground level garage with a two 
bedroom and one bath apartment above the garage for what is now 2920 Bedford Avenue. This 
structure is located to the rear of the approximate ¼-acre parcel. It too has a simple gable roof. 
Access to the living quarters is from an interior stairway with door facing Bedford Ave.  
 
The third residential structure on the site is 2924 Bedford Ave. It is located along the southern 
property boundary. City records indicate this structure was built under permit from 1951, issued 
to Mr. Grover.  The residence consists of two units with 1 bedroom and 1 bath in each. In 1990, a 
permit for a new electrical panel was issued. 
 

Project Site 

N 
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Figure 2. Site Plan    Source: Travis Thompson - applicant 
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Zoning for the site is R1-6,000 (Single-Family Residential Zone). Permitted uses under the R1-
6,000 allow one one-family dwelling and a secondary dwelling unit uses. The four residential 
units on the project property exceed the amount allowed in the R1-6,000. They are therefore 
considered “compatible non-conforming uses” per Section 10-2-5(C) of the Placerville Zoning 
Code, as the residential uses and structures are located in a single-family residential zone that do 
not comply with the current requirements for the R1-6,000 Zone but did comply to the zoning at 
the time of their construction. Per Section 10-2-5(D) of the Zoning Code, modifications and 
remodels can be made to compatible non-conforming uses and structures provided the use or 
structure is not enlarged. 
 
The site is located within the Bedford Avenue - Clay Street Residential Historic District. None of 
the residential structures are listed in the City’s Historic Resources Inventory, the State Register 
of Historic Places, or the National Register of Historic Places. 
 
HISTORIC RESOURCE REGULATIONS:  Exterior alterations to a building that are visible 
from a public street and located in a City designated historic district require Planning 
Commission review and approval prior to building permit issuance. Criteria used by the 
Commission in reviewing a Site Plan Review request is provided in §10-4-9 and §10-4-10(B) 
(Historical Buildings in the City) of the Zoning Ordinance. The criteria used when involving 
modifications to buildings within a City historic district per Zoning Ordinance §10-4-10 (B) are 
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings, and the City of Placerville Development Guide. 
 
STAFF EVALUATION:  The following section evaluates project consistency with applicable 
City goals, policies and regulations. Staff’s analysis is shown in italics. 
 
General Plan Consistency  
The following goals and policies of the Placerville General Plan Community Design Element 
appear applicable to the request.  
 
Goal C states as follows: 

To protect and enhance the visual quality and neighborhood integrity of residential areas.  
 
Policy 2 of Goal C states as follows: 

New construction shall be architecturally compatible with the surrounding and/or 
adjacent neighborhoods. This policy shall be strictly enforced in designated historic 
neighborhoods. 

 
Policy 6 of Goal C states as follows: 

The City shall encourage proper maintenance of homes, buildings, and yards to provide 
the best possible visual quality in each neighborhood. 

 
The applicant’s submittal package includes examples within the City of covered porches with 
decorative trim brackets, covered entries and window shutter installations. Proposed new 
construction of a front porch gable, turned porch posts, decorative porch post trim bracket, the 
modified opening for a new single-hung window, wood shutters and shiplap hardboard siding 
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for 2922 Bedford Ave, along with a new pergola over the garage doors, a new covered entry, the 
reestablishment of a single-hung window in a former window opening, and new window shutters 
shiplap hardboard siding for the 2920 Bedford appear consistent with the above goal and 
policies. In addition, the appearance of proposed materials would be architecturally compatible 
with those within the Residential Historic District and other City neighborhoods. The property 
owner is taking steps to maintain existing residential uses from deterioration.   
 
Zoning Ordinance Consistency  
  
 Section 10-4-10(B) Historical Criteria: Secretary of Interior Standards for 
 Rehabilitation  
 
The relevant sections of the guidelines are germane in this regard. Staff response is provided in 
italics. 
 
1.  A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal 

changes to its distinctive materials, features, spaces and spatial relationships. 
 
The existing residential uses will remain. The residential uses and structures onsite will not 
be enlarged. 
 
2.  The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of 

distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relationships that 
characterize a property will be avoided. 

 
The primary character defining features of the residential structures are the building masses.  
No changes to building masses are proposed.  

 
3.  Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes that 

create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements 
from other historic properties, will not be undertaken. 

 
Window shutters were commonly used for aesthetic purposes, and in some cases for functional 
use in many architectural styles in the 19th and 20th Centuries. It is not known if 2922 Bedford 
Ave contained these features historically. The City has no records or photos. Window shutter 
inclusion on the 2922 and the 2920 Bedford Ave 1950s era garage and residence would not 
appear out of context.  
 
The pergola, porch dormer and covered entry improvements are also elements found in 
neighboring residential uses, as examples provided by the applicant show. These improvements 
provide visual interest to the buildings onsite. Their inclusion does not change from staff’s 
perspective the character defining features for these structures, building masses. The 
Commission must make a finding that these proposed improvements create or do not create a 
false sense of historical development.  
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4.  Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be 
retained and preserved. 

 
The project does not involve the removal of alterations that have acquired historic significance. 
Neither the 2920 or the 2922 Bedford Ave residential structures have been deemed historical by 
the City, nor are they listed on the state or federal historic registries of historic places.  
 
5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 

craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved. 
 
The overall character-defining features of the buildings masses will be maintained. There are no 
distinctive examples of craftsmanship that characterize the dwelling.  
 
6.  Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of 

deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old 
in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features will 
be substantiated by documentary and physical evidence. 

 
Proposed vinyl, single-hung, one over one windows would replace existing wood frame and 
wood sash single-hung windows where indicated in the applicant’s submittal package. In both 
proposed project phases the request includes the installation of windows in former openings, and 
replacing other slider window styles in modified openings.  
 
Wood shiplap siding would also be replaced in both project phases on both buildings. TruWood 
siding is proposed, an engineered wood product that resembles shiplap siding. 
 
Existing garage doors on the 2920 Bedford Avenue building are a combination of roll up and 
hinged garage doors. Three panel garage doors made of steel would replace existing doors in 
their existing openings.  
 
Staff supports an approach to window replacement, siding and doors to replace them only when 
absolutely necessary. When it is necessary to replace these, staff encourages property owners to 
use materials of the original window, siding and door. Due to cost reasons the applicant has 
chosen vinyl windows to match those previously installed with permit. The engineered wood 
siding was also chosen due to cost over milled shiplap siding. The steel garage doors were 
chosen by the applicant for their classic appearance and functionality. Staff is sympathetic to the 
replacement costs described by the applicant. Proposed materials show similarities in the 
character and appearance of those replaced.   
 
7.  Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest means 

possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used. 
 
No chemical or physical treatment to the building’s exterior is proposed other than the painting 
of the new siding and window trim. 
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8.  Archaeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must be 
disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken. 

 
There are no known archaeological resources associated with the site. 
 
9.  New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic 

materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work 
shall be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, 
features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and 
its environment. 

 
The proposed modifications described and shown within the Applicant’s Submittal Package 
(Attachment A) are expected to complement the building and the surrounding area. 
 
10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner 

that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment will be unimpaired. 

 
Modifications described in the applicant’s submittal package do not negatively affect the 
property or the surrounding property, further noting that the property is not listed on City of 
Placerville Historic Resource Inventory. New construction would not appear to be completed in 
a manner that if removed in the future, the form and integrity of the property could be 
rehabilitated. 
  
Guidelines of the City of Placerville Development Guide: The City’s Development Guide was 
updated and adopted by City Council in 2016. The Development Guide was originally adopted in 
1993 to implement the Community Design Element of the General Plan. Its intent is to 
incorporate the goals and objectives of the General Plan as they relate to community design into 
the development process.  
 
Sections IV. Architectural Design Guidelines, contains  
 
C. Design Factors  

3. Façade Treatments and Exterior Elements 

b. Historic elements and details of existing buildings should be retained whenever possible, 
rather than removing or replacing them. If it is impossible to retain such a feature, it 
should be duplicated in terms of location, size, material and method of construction. 

c. If intermediate alterations have been made to an historic structure that has developed 
historic relevance of their own, new modifications will preserve these elements rather 
than restoring the building to its original construction. 

4.  Colors and Finishes 

b.  Materials and finishes should be compatible with those used in surrounding architecture 
of historical value. Renovations or rehabilitations of historic buildings that introduce new 
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materials most often destroy the integrity of their historical character, and this approach is 
discouraged.  

c.  Acceptable materials and finishes are dictated by each individual project based on 
history, surroundings and whether the building is new or existing. Use materials that are 
suited to the area and reflect the quality of Placerville's historic buildings, such as 
indigenous rock or cobble, brick, appropriately finished exterior plaster, or high quality 
wood. 

d.  Some materials are inappropriate for both old and new buildings and are discouraged, 
such as imitation masonry, corrugated fiberglass, simulated wood siding or reflective 
glass.  

Neither of the residential structures (2920 and 2922 Bedford Avenue) is listed on the local, state 
or federal historic resource lists or registers. Evident from the mismatched existing materials 
present and the current dilapidated condition on these structures, the existence of significant 
craftsmanship details of original exterior materials is difficult to discern.  

Requested building alterations would match the character of the existing window and lap siding 
materials to be removed. Proposed pergola, covered entry dormers, porch deck, porch posts and 
post brackets would be made of wood. The request appears compatible to and complimentary 
with surrounding residential uses and structures within the Residential Historic District. 
Overall, the request meets relevant design criteria and is consistent within City Code and the 
Development Guide. 

Section 10-4-9: Site Plan Review Criteria:  Criteria 8. Community Design, of the Site Plan 
Review Ordinance (§10-4-9) states as follows, “All site plans shall be compatible with the goals 
and policies established in the Community Design Element of the General Plan.”  
 
As stated above, the proposed maintenance of an existing residence was evaluated and appears 
to be consistent with Goal C and Policies 2 and 6 of the Community Design Element of the 
General Plan. Therefore, the project appears consistent with the Site Plan Review Ordinance. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT:   The City has reviewed this request and has determined 
that it is categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to §15301 (existing structure) 
of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, in that it involves minor alterations to 
an existing structure that is not listed on City, State or Federal historic resources inventories, and 
that no expansion of use is proposed.  
 
PUBLIC NOTICE & COMMENT: Public Notice was provided through direct mail to property 
owners within 500’ of the project site, posted on the City’s website and published in the 
Mountain Democrat on August 26, 2016.  

One public comment was received from Lisa Morgan. It is provided as Attachment B. The 
nature of Mrs. Morgan’s comment is about the public hearing process within historic districts not 
the proposed improvements proposed by the applicant Mr. Thompson. 
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION:  The subject dwelling is not listed as a historic 
resource. However, any exterior work visible from a publicly maintained street is evaluated for 
its overall consistency with the Historic District. Staff finds that the proposed work will not 
diminish the historic integrity of the District, and in fact will complement the site and 
surrounding area through the use of materials that match the character of the existing.  
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take the following action: 
 
I. Make the following findings: 

A. The project request, as described and presented in the application documents, and 
analyzed by staff in its report to the Planning Commission, is exempt from environmental 
review pursuant to §15301 of the California Environmental Quality Act, in that the 
project involves minor alterations to an existing residence that is not listed on City, State 
or Federal historic resources inventories, and that no expansion of the residential use is 
proposed.   

 
B.  The project site, APN 001-192-04, contains three detached structures with three 

addresses consisting of a three bed and two bath residence with a 2922 Bedford Ave 
address; a garage with two bed and one bath residence on the second story with a 2920 
Bedford Ave address; and, a building at 2924 Bedford Ave containing two attached units 
of 1 bed and 1 bath each. 

 
C. The project site is located within the Bedford Avenue- Clay Street Residential Historic 

District, but the structures at 2920, 2922 and 2924 Bedford Ave are not listed in the 
City’s Historic Resources Inventory, the State Register of Historic Places, or the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

 
D. The project request, as described and presented in the application documents, and 

analyzed by staff in its report to the Planning Commission, is consistent with Placerville 
General Plan Community Design Element Goal C, in that the visual quality of proposed 
alterations are compatible with the visual attributes of neighboring structures within the 
Historical District.  

 
E.  The project request, as described and presented in the application documents, and 

analyzed by staff in its report to the Planning Commission, is consistent with Criteria 8. 
Community Design, of the Site Plan Review Ordinance (§10-4-9), in that the project is 
found to be consistent with the goals and policies established in the Community Design 
Element of the General Plan.  

 
F. The project request, as described and presented in the application documents, and 

analyzed by staff in its report to the Planning Commission, is consistent with the purpose, 
intent and criteria of Zoning Ordinance §10-4-9: Site Plan Review, §10-4-10: Historical 
Buildings in the City, and the Development Guide that are intended to protect the 
integrity of the Residential Historic District and individual structures located therein. 
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II. Conditionally approve SPR 2016-04 subject to the Conditions of Approval provided as 
follows:  

1.  Approval. The project is approved as shown in Attachment A of staff’s September 20, 
2016 staff report, and as conditioned or modified below. 

 
2.  Project Location. The Project site is located at 2920 and 2924 Bedford Avenue, 

Placerville. APN: 001-192-04. SPR 16-04 shall apply only to the project location and 
cannot be transferred to another parcel.  

 
3.  Substantial Conformance. The use shall be implemented in substantial conformance to 

the Site Plan Review as approved by the Planning Commission.  
 
4.  Site Plan Review Expiration. The approval of the site plan review shall expire and 

become null and void eighteen (18) months after the date of approval unless a building 
permit has been obtained for any building thereon before the date of expiration. Should 
the building permit expire for any building thereon, then the site plan review approval 
shall also simultaneously expire. The Planning Commission may grant a one year 
extension for the project if the applicant makes such a request and pays a new fee prior to 
the expiration date. The Planning Commission shall consider any changes to this code or 
to the project when granting the extension.  

 
5.  Other Applicable Requirements. The project approval is subject to all applicable 

requirements of the Federal, State, City of Placerville and any other affected 
governmental agencies.  

 
6.  Runs with the Land. The terms and conditions of approval of site plan review shall run 

with the land shall be binding upon and be to the benefit of the heirs, legal 
representatives, successors, and assignees of the property owner.  

 
7.  Revisions. Any proposed change to the Project Description or conditions of approval 

shall be submitted to the Development Services Department, Planning Division for 
determination of appropriate procedures. 

 
8. Construction Hours. All exterior construction shall be limited to the daylight hours 

between 7:00 am to 7:00 pm on any weekday, and 8:00 am to 5:00 pm on weekends and 
state and federal recognized holidays. 

 
9.  Permits. The applicant shall obtain a building permit for the Commission approved scope 

of work. Three complete copies of plans shall be submitted to the Development Services 
Department for processing.  

 
The decision of the Planning Commission is final unless the project or project conditions are 
appealed to the City Council within ten calendar days. 

 



Item 5.2 

11 
Planning Commission Agenda 
September 20, 2016 
 

 
 
Attachments: 

 
A. Applicant Submittal Package  
B. Public Comment 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Applicant Supplemental Package 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

Public Comment 
 
 
 
 

Email from Lisa Morgan, dated August 28, 2016 



August 28, 2016 

Dear Planning Commission, 

This is a short letter in response to the “notice of public hearing” for 2920 and 2922 Bedford Avenue, 
please distribute in appropriate packets. 

We live at 2875 Pleasant street off of Bedford.  

The process in which you create public hearings for home owners who are trying to make basic home 
improvements needs to be evaluated and assessed. The culture that the planning commission creates by 
making home owners pay and wait for these public hearings is one that which discourages home 
owners to improve their structures.  

It seems reasonable that we should be able to trust in the basic decision making of the planning 
commission to assess whether a property owner is making reasonable and appropriate upgrades. By 
having public hearings, it creates  a climate of mistrust, it is a misuse of time and money and one which
devalues homes in the historic district, due to the reticence of most home owners to go through this 
process. 

It becomes easier not to do any upgrades, due to this process..  e.g. my neighbor who doesn't like me or
has some other petty complaint can show up at a public hearing if I want to simply improve windows, 
doors, siding etc.  Frankly, its almost embarrassing that a list of minor upgrades is sent out to a large 
audience and put in writing,  (which the homeowner pays for) and is on public display for critique and 
potential defense.  Surely, there must be a better way. 

I understand the need for historic districts or any in town properties to have a permitting process, but 
might I suggest dropping the public hearings and just using your own decision making body, to approve
these types of improvements. This would be far less costly, would create a culture of user-ability 
between homeowners and the planning office and would help people to make improvements, instead of
impeding them.  For every 1 person who finally takes the plunge and pays the PC to enter into this type
of public process, there are probably 50 people or more, who just don't want their laundry aired in this 
way, and or don't want to jump through public hoops.  Its degrading to working homeowners to have to 
ask to “replace mismatched siding”... 

Lets move  our PC into a new phase of helping people improve these old homes, vs, throwing rocks in 
the road. A new era could be explored, in which we strongly supported people willing to spend money 
to improve homes, by being practical and swift in our work with approvals. Surely there must be folks 
on the PC who can make basic decisions on behalf of the city. 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Morgan 




