
 
 

Mendocino Historical Review Board 
Draft Action Minutes – April 4, 2022 

 
VIRTUAL MEETING (pursuant to state executive order N-29-20) 

Before the Mendocino Historical Review Board Fair Statement of Proceedings 
(Pursuant to California Government Code Section 25150) 

 
DRAFT ACTION MINUTES – SPECIAL MEETING APRIL 4, 2022 
 
These are action minutes. For a complete transcript of the meeting, please request a copy of the digital recording. 
The meeting recording is available for viewing on the Mendocino County YouTube page, at 
https://www.youtube.com/MendocinoCountyVideo and a recording of this meeting is available at the Planning and 
Building Department upon request. There is a fee of $10.00 per recording.  
 
Draft minutes may be approved, possibly with corrections, at the June 6, 2022 MHRB meeting. 
 
1. Call to Order. 
 
 The Review Board convened at 2:00 PM for its scheduled special meeting. 
 
2. Roll Call. 
 

Present: 
 
 Review Board Members: Saunders, Madrigal, Kappler and Roth. 
 Planning and Building Services Staff: Planner Cherry and Commission Services Supervisor Larsen. 
 
3. Mendocino Historical Review Board Administration 
 

3a. Discussion and Possible Action Including Adoption of Resolution of the Mendocino County Mendocino 
Historical Review Board Finding that State or Local Officials Continue to Recommend Measures to Promote 
Social Distancing in Connection with Public Meetings. 

 
REVIEW BOARD ACTION: Review Board Member Kappler moved to adopt the resolution and the motion was 
seconded by Review Board Member Saunders. The motion passed unanimously by voice vote. 

 
4. Determination of Legal Notice. 
 

Hearing was properly noticed. 
 
5. Approval of Minutes. 
 

5a. March 7, 2022 draft meeting minutes  
 

REVIEW BOARD ACTION: Following clarifications by Vice Chair Kappler and his motion to approve the 
corrected minutes, the motion was seconded by Review Board Member Saunders, and the March minutes 
were unanimously approved by a show of hands. 

https://www.youtube.com/MendocinoCountyVideo
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6. Correspondence. No correspondence received for items not on the agenda. 
 

7. Report from the Chair. 
 

Chair Roth encouraged persons to volunteer and join the Review Board.  
 
8. Public Expression. No public comments were heard. 
 
9. Consent Calendar. No consent items on the March agenda. 
 
10. Public Hearing Items 
 

10a. CASE#:  MHRB_2021-0019 
DATE FILED:  12/30/2021 
OWNER:  LOIS JEAN RAYMOND  
APPLICANT:  HALEY BERRY AND FOG EATER CAFÉ 
REQUEST:  Mendocino Historical Review Board permit to install a 43-inch by 54-inch wood directory sign 
painted yellow, green, and red. Note: This location is listed in the Mendocino Town Plan Appendix 1 as a 
Category III Historic Resource "Eagle Saloon." 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: Categorically Exempt 

 LOCATION:  45104 Main St., Mendocino (APN: 119-237-11) 
 SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT:  5 

STAFF PLANNER:  JULIANA CHERRY 
 

PRESENTERS: Planner Cherry presented the project (and clarified that the property owner is Main St 
Mendo LLC). The staff report included optional findings for the Review Board’s consideration. Nathan 
Cann and Erica Schneider, applicants, spoke in support of the proposed sign. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None. 

 
REVIEW BOARD DISCUSSION: Review Board Member Saunders stated his support for the proposed 
project and that the size difference was not significant. Review Board Member Madrigal stated the used 
space of the new sign is the same to the sign that it is replacing; that the design and colors of the proposed 
sign is attractive; and it is an unusual situation with businesses sharing a lot fronting two streets. Vice 
Kappler supports a directory sign at this location and a second sign for Fog Eater Cafe; but he preferred 
a twelve-square-foot conforming sign. He noted that the previous sign did not take up the entire frame 
and was smaller than 16.4-square-feet. Chair Roth confirmed that there is an existing Fog Eater Cafe sign 
on Albion Street and stated his support for the proposed directory sign. 

 
REVIEW BOARD ACTION: A motion by Review Board Madrigal, and seconded by Review Board 
Member Saunders, to approve the directory sign with recommended findings a, b, c, and e and the 
recommended conditions. The motion passed by a 3-1 voice vote with Vice Chair Kappler dissenting.  
 
Following the Review Board’s action, Chair Roth requested removing the A-frame signs from the property, 
including the A-frame sign in front of the bottle shop. 

 
11. Matters from the Board. 
 

11a. Reports from Review Board Members: None 
 

11b. Windows & Doors Subcommittee Update:  
 

PRESENTATION: Chair Roth listed the names of persons participating in the meeting. The subcommittee 
members, Roth and Madrigal, summarized what was heard and expressed. Roth read sections from the Design 
Guidelines, including intent and specifics about windows. Madrigal stated that all subcommittee participants 
want to maintain the historical character and setting in Town. She summarized comments heard during the 
meeting, including comments in support of not installing raw aluminum windows, frustrations with past actions 
(lack of support from the Board of Supervisors), and the potential for other replacement materials, like cement 
boards, to be at issue in the future. The subcommittee did not have a clear recommendation for the Review 
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Board’s consideration. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: Staff was asked to read into the record (written) comments received from P Coppage, 
T Thomson, and W Roberts. Comments were heard from I Aum. 

 
REVIEW BOARD COMMENTS: Review Board Member Saunders objective is to keep the aesthetic of the 
Town within its historic frame work. Like others, he stated that it is possible to have a wood window that is 
terrible and a clad wood-window frame that is also terrible. He felt the object should be that the appearance of 
the replacement window frame fits within the historic setting. Longevity and environmental outlook is an 
individual decision for every property owner and applicant. The decision of the Review Board is whether the 
window frame harmonizes within the historical setting or detracts from the architecture of the historic resource. 
He felt this standard can be applied to both wood and aluminum-clad wood window frames. He suggested of 
giving property owners information about available replacement materials and stated that the Design 
Guidelines needs updating to include best replacement options. He concludes and supports considering 
replacement windows on a case-by-case basis, including whether the quality of wood windows is lasting. 
 
Chair Roth clarified that the subcommittee’s intent is to see whether the Design Guidelines needed 
interpretation (and not intended to adopt guideline revisions). Roth asked if a memo of interpretation would be 
useful (rather than granting exceptions that become the rule). Kappler asked whether the Board would be 
adopting a final decision at today meeting. (Roth clarified that the matter was not an action item and offered 
options to move forward).  
 
Kappler stated the Design Guidelines statement of intent conflicts with another statement that metal or plastic 
frames are not acceptable. He felt that it is incumbent on the Review Board to resolve the conflict to some 
extent. He supports reviewing replacement windows and doors on a case-by-case basis. Kappler points that 
roofing shingles, gutters, and windows are considered by the Review Board and he is not opposed to 
considering proposals for aluminum-clad wood window frames on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Roth reflected on past proposals to replace existing windows with aluminum-clad wood window frames and 
existing conditions in Town. Recent samples of clad window frames were underwhelming and could be easily 
identified. He supports considering replacement windows on a case-by-case basis, too. He described 
maintenance of various materials and offered to research potential replacement window frames. Roth 
suggested applicants provide story boards with material examples; he asked staff whether story boards could 
be required. Staff responded that story boards are not required, but have been prepared by applicants in the 
past. Staff suggested a cataloguing of the resource features before they are altered; the Review Board could 
then compare the historic architectural features to the proposed alteration.  
 
Roth summarized that moving forward the Review Board will consider applications on a case-by-case basis 
and encouraged future applicants to provide material samples for board consideration. Kappler liked the idea 
of side-by-side comparisons, as suggested by staff, and supported the suggestion that applicants furnish 
details in support of their proposal. Roth noted that future applications may be continued by the Review Board 
to allow applicants sufficient time to assemble specifics about their proposed replacement materials and how 
they compare to existing features of historic resources. 

 
12. Matters from the Staff. No presentation from staff. 
 
13. Adjournment. 3:30 PM. 


