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124 GROVE AVENUE – DESIGN REVIEW AND VARIANCE FOR
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PARKING
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CORTE MADERA PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
ITEM NO. 5A

REPORT DATE:
MEETING DATE:

SUBJECT:

MAJOR DESIGN REVIEW PL-2017-0003 AND VARIANCE PL-2016-0132 – FOR
ADDITIONS TO AN EXISTING TWO LEVEL RESIDENCE TOTALLING 824 SF WITH A
VARIANCE FOR SIDE SETBACK ENCROACHMENT AND VARIANCE TO MAINTAIN
EXISTING NONCONFORMING PARKING

SITE:

124 Grove Avenue

APPLICANTS:

Steve and Julia Mori-Prange

DESIGNER:

Wagstaff Rogers Architects

CEQA STATUS:

The Planning Department recommends that the project is exempt from the
California Environmental Quality Act under Categorical Exemption Class 1
(CEQA Article 19, Section 15301).

PROCEDURE:

The Planning Commission's decision is final unless appealed to or called up by
the Town Council within ten calendar days.

SITE INFORMATION:

Zoning:

R-1 (Medium-Density Residential District)

Existing
Development:

1,885 SF two level residence with single car garage, built in
1939 with existing nonconforming side and front setbacks as
well as nonconforming, tandem parking

Net Lot Area:

5,415 SF

APN:

025-151-06

CONDITION
Minimum Lot Size
Front Setback
Rear Setback
North Side Setback
South Side Setback
Lot Coverage
Floor Area Ratio
Structure Height
On-Site Parking

February 24, 2017
February 28, 2017

ORDINANCE
REQUIREMENT
7,500 sq. ft. min.
15’ min
25’ max
5’ min
5’ min
35% max
52.47% (2,841.25 sq.
ft.) max
30’ max
2 spaces; 1 must be
1

EXISTING
CONDITION
5,415 sq. ft.
11’
59’
4’8”
±4’
25%
35% (1,885 SF)

APPLICANT’S
PROPOSAL
No Change
No Change
51’
No Change
No change
34.5%
51.6% (2,701 SF)

24’7”
2 spaces, 1

27’4”
No Change

SUMMARY:

covered

covered

The applicant has requested Design Review and Variance approval for modifications and additions to an
existing two story residence at 124 Grove Avenue on a substandard - 5,415 SF lot. The scope of work
includes the addition of a bedroom to the lower floor with additions to expand the kitchen and add a
master bedroom and bathroom at the upper floor. Modifications also include a remodeled interior,
modified floorplans, new exterior finishes and a fully redesigned roof that would increase the height of
the structure by approximately 3 feet. A variance is requested to allow the existing nonconforming
parking to remain because it does not comply with standard that both spaces to be independently
accessible and at least 15 feet from the front property line. A variance is also requested to allow
additions within both side setbacks including the modification of existing nonconforming elements
already within these setbacks. The project meets the height, floor area, coverage, and rear setback
standards for the R-1 Zoning District.
BACKGROUND:
Below is a chronological listing of events pertaining to this application:
November 14, 2016 An application was filed for Major Design Review and Variance
December 19, 2016 The Planning Department determined the application to be incomplete and
requested response to incompleteness items.
January 11, 2017 The applicant provided response to the incompleteness letter.
January 19, 2017 The Planning Department determined the application to be incomplete and
requested response to incompleteness items.
February 6, 2017 The applicant provided response to the second incompleteness letter.
February 13, 2017 The Planning Department determined the application to be complete after
review of submitted information and recommended that the project qualifies for categorical
exemption under Section 15301 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.
February 17, 2017 Notices were mailed to all residents within 300 feet of the subject property.
February 28, 2017 The Planning Commission holds a public hearing.
ANALYSIS:
Existing
The lot is 5,415 square feet, 28% smaller than the 7,500 SF minimum lot size in the R-1 Medium Density
Residential Zone and one of the smaller lots in the immediate vicinity. The lot slopes gently downward
from the street frontage at Grove Avenue, down to the east, from approximately 92-96 feet above sea2

level at the street to 88 feet at the lower point of rear yard. The front property line is approximately 8
feet from the asphalt “sidewalk.” The lot is adjacent to Colony Lane, a public, pedestrian pathway that
runs between Grove Avenue and Montecito Avenue. Tall shrubbery separates the lot from Colony Lane
which parallels the northern lot line. An existing six foot fence encloses a majority of the front lawn area.
The existing 1,885 square foot structure is two levels but appears as a single level from the street
because the lot slopes downward toward the rear yard. There is a single car garage on the south side of
the house, accessed at street level. A deck and outside staircase is located at the back of the house on
the second level. The existing house is nonconforming in terms of side setbacks, front setback and
parking.
Proposed
The project proposes additions to both levels at the back of the existing structure, including 416 SF at
the upper level and 256 SF at the lower level. Upper level additions provide space for an expanded
kitchen and new master suite while lower level additions provide reconfigured living space and a new
bedroom. The existing deck that extends off of the upper level into the rear yard will remain, while the
exterior stairway leading to this deck will be relocated to the north side of the deck. The exterior of the
structure would be remodeled with a redesigned roof that provides attic space and increases the height
by approximately 3 feet. The single car garage would remain. A new covered entryway is proposed at
the elevation facing the street and would extend into the front setback by 6 feet, as permitted by code.
Variance
The application includes a variance to allow for encroachment into both side setbacks. The existing
structure extends into both side setbacks, by 4 inches at the north elevation and just over 1 foot at the
south elevation. The proposal includes new additions that would also encroach into these setbacks by
the same amount at each respective elevation. The proposal also includes modifications to the existing
portions of the home that encroach into the side setbacks. Any new floor area, walls or roofing
proposed within the required setbacks are part of this variance request. Portions of new encroachment
are highlighted on the site plan (Sheet A0) and on the footprint diagram (Sheet A4). Areas of work within
the setbacks are also shown on the proposed elevations (Sheet A6) with notes indicating “new work.”
Landscaping, Color and Materials
The applicant has proposed olive-green siding with white trim and black asphalt shingles as shown on
the color and materials board.
The project would maintain the existing landscaping. An existing six foot fence runs the length of the
property and would be reduced to 4 feet to comply with zoning ordinance requirements. The existing
landscaping will remain or will be replaced to match existing if it is affected by construction.
Neighborhood Outreach
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The applicant has provided letters of support from multiple neighbors. (See Attachment 2) Staff has not
received any feedback indicating objection to the project.
DISCUSSION:
DESIGN REVIEW
The existing structure is centered between both side property lines, encroaching into both the front
setback and the side setbacks. The project would add additional floor area to the rear of the existing
structure. The siting of these additions has been done with consideration of potential impacts to
neighboring properties. Views in this area are primarily limited to views of the surrounding
neighborhood and vegetation. The location of the additions would not impede these views. Privacy will
not be significantly impacted because windows on the lower level are lower than adjacent residences
and windows at the upper level have been sited and sized in sensitivity to the location of neighboring
structures. On the upper level, there are only two windows on the south elevation and five at the north
elevation. This represents minimal change from the existing structure and does not a represent a
significant and adverse impact on the privacy of adjacent residences due to the size and location of
these windows paired with the setbacks between structures. The relative elevation of neighboring
houses, with 122 Grove slightly below and 130 Grove just above the subject property, in combination
with the orientation of the lots and distance between properties, limits any potential shading impacts.
Furthermore, despite the proposed encroachment into the side setbacks, there is a minimum of 18 feet
to the closest neighboring structure which is significantly more than the typical 10-12 feet total setback
between properties that would result from two adjacent structures adhering to the required side
setbacks.
The application involves expansion of the building footprint but there will be little to no grading and/or
removal of trees and vegetation in concert with the proposed development. The size and scale of the
structure both relative to the lot and to neighboring properties is in keeping with the pattern of
surrounding development. Furthermore, the house would meet floor area and coverage requirements
and does not require a variance for bulk or mass. The proposed design would utilize a similar roof pitch
as the existing structure while modernizing the look of the house overall through a raised roof, new
siding, decorative lighting and new paint throughout. The applicant will retain a fence within the front
yard to maintain privacy around the existing front lawn. Landscaping elsewhere in the property is not
visible beyond the boundaries of the site and will be retained. The property is devoid of any significant,
mature trees and the project will maintain the existing trees located in the rear yard.
VARIANCE
The setback and parking variances are requested based on the small size of the lot paired with the
location of the existing structure. The lot is 28% smaller than the minimum lot size and only 55 feet
wide, where the minimum lot width is 70 feet. The existing structure is distributed equally between the
side setbacks, encroaching only minimally into the required 5 foot setbacks- 1 foot on the south side and
4 inches on the north side. The proposal would reconstruct portions of the existing nonconforming walls
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to improve their appearance and structural integrity, while also placing portions of the new additions
within the required side setbacks. While the property has buildable area in the rear yard that provides
the potential for additions that would conform to the required setbacks, strict application of the side
setback standards would deprive the applicant of the ability to construct modest additions that are most
consistent with the footprint of the existing structure. In addition, the location of the lot adjacent to
Colony Lane further contributes to the finding that this is a unique lot. This increased “effective setback”
from the northern property would maintain the intent of the required side setback by providing a
significant distance between this and surrounding structures and properties.
The requested variance to maintain the existing nonconforming parking, evening though the project
adds more than 120 square feet (CMMC 18.24.020) is also based on the hardship presented by the
limited width of the lot and the location of the existing structure. The locations of the existing garage
and primary structure do not provide adequate room to accommodate a parking space outside of the
front setback. The property line is nearly 9 feet from the roadway, diminishing any potential impacts on
pedestrians or other passersby.
CONCLUSION:
The proposed additions and remodel conform to applicable standards of the R-1 Medium Density
Residential District with respect to height, floor area and lot coverage. With approval of the requested
variance for setbacks and parking, the project will comply with all applicable regulations of the Corte
Madera Municipal Code and General Plan.
Staff reviewed the submitted plans and materials, visited the site and surrounding neighborhood and
evaluated the project for consistency with the required findings for approval of the requested Design
Review and Variance applications. Staff determined that the applications can be supported by the
required findings.
RECOMMENDATION:
To adopt the Resolution No. 17-007 approving Design Review Application PL-2017-003 and Variance
Application PL-2016-0132 thereby allowing for a remodel and additions to an existing two level
residence at 124 Grove Avenue including the addition of 824 square feet and a variance for
encroachment into side setbacks and maintenance of nonconforming parking, based upon the findings
made in accordance with Section 18.30.070 and 18.28.060 of the Municipal Code, and subject to the
conditions listed in the attached resolution.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Resolution No. 17-007
2. Neighborhood Letters and Map
3. Story Pole Certification Letter
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Attachment 1
Resolution No. 17-007

1

BEFORE THE TOWN OF CORTE MADERA PLANNING COMMISSION

In the Matter of:
DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2016-0139 AND
VARIANCE PL-2017-0018 – FOR ADDITIONS TO AN
EXISTING TWO LEVEL RESIDENCE TOTALLING 824
SF WITH A VARIANCE FOR SIDE SETBACK
ENCROACHMENT AND VARIANCE TO MAINTAIN
EXISTING NONCONFORMING PARKING

Resolution No. 17-007
Adoption Date: February 28, 2017
Appeal Period Ends: March 10,
2017

WHEREAS, on November 14, 2016, an application was filed for Major Design Review
and Variance
WHEREAS, on December 19, 2016, the Planning Department determined the
application to be incomplete and requested response to incompleteness items; and
WHEREAS, on January 11, 2017, the applicant provided response to the
incompleteness letter; and
WHEREAS, on January 19, 2017, the Planning Department determined the application
to be incomplete and requested response to incompleteness items; and
WHEREAS, on February 6, 2017, the applicant provided response to the second
incompleteness letter; and
WHEREAS, on February 13, 2017, the Planning Department determined the application
to be complete after review of submitted information and recommended that the project
qualifies for categorical exemption under Section 15301 of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines; and
WHEREAS, on February 17, 2017 notices were mailed to all residents within 300 feet of
the subject property; and
WHEREAS, on February 14, 2017, the Corte Madera Planning Commission held a public
hearing on the item, and heard testimony from the applicant and interested parties;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission does hereby
approve Design Review Permit PL-2017-0003 and Variance PL-2016-0132 for a remodel and
additions at 124 Grove Avenue with a Variance for side setback encroachment and
nonconforming parking, based upon the finding that the proposed project is in substantial
conformity with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance based upon the findings listed below in
accordance with Section 18.30.070 and 18.28.060 of the Municipal Code, and subject to the
conditions of approval listed below.
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (“CEQA”) DETERMINATION
This project is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, (“CEQA
Guidelines”), under Section 15301, because said Guidelines provision exempts the minor
modifications to existing structures.
DESIGN REVIEW: REQUIRED FINDINGS
The Planning Commission hereby makes the following findings required by Section 18.30.070 of
the Corte Madera Municipal Code and based on California State law.
1.

The project conforms with the General Plan, any applicable Specific Plan, and
all provisions of the Zoning Ordinance.
The proposed project represents a significant upgrade to the existing conditions on the
property. The proposed residence would increase the functional floor area of the
residence, improving the livability of the property for the property owners and doing so
in manner which is harmonious with a neighborhood that is continually being improved
through similar projects. The project has been pursued with great sensitivity to adjacent
neighbors and the broader neighborhood through deliberate design and with thorough
neighborhood outreach. The structure will be built to modern and environmentally
conscientious standards and the materials from the existing structure may be recycled to
limit the environmental impact. The project will comply with all zoning standards and will
receive a variance for maintenance of the existing nonconforming parking and
construction within the required side setbacks. The project is not within a specific plan
area and will conform to General Plan, including but not limited to the following Goals,
Policies and Implementation Measures:
Policy LU 2.4 – Ensure that new residential development and upgrades to existing
residential development are compatible with existing neighborhood character and
structures.
Policy LU 2.8 – Views shall be considered when evaluating new residential development
proposals, including additions to existing homes, consistent with Community Design
Policies CD 1.4 and CD 1.5 View preservation shall be balanced with a property owner’s
right to develop.
Policy CD 1.3 – Encourage the use of building design and materials that conserve energy
and material resources.
Standards for green building materials and practices
Limits the use of reflective materials
Policy CD 2.3 – Require new residential construction, including large additions, to respect
the scale and character of nearby structures by minimizing abrupt or excessive difference
in appearance or scale.
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Policy CD 2.4 – Allow second story construction involving new single-family homes…
where site and view conditions warrant.

2.

The project will not unnecessarily remove trees and natural vegetation, will
preserve natural landforms and ridgelines, does not include excessive or
unsightly grading of hillsides, and otherwise will not adversely affect the
natural beauty of the Town.
The project will not adversely affect the natural beauty of the Town. The project will be
built within the existing, non-vegetated areas of the lot and does not include any
grading or modification of the topography. A significant tree in the rear yard will remain.

3.

The project will not significantly and adversely affect the views, sunlight, or
privacy of nearby residences, provides adequate buffering between
residential and nonresidential uses, and otherwise is in the best interests of
the public health, safety and general welfare.
The project will not significantly and adversely affect views of nearby residences. Views
from neighboring properties are primarily limited to the immediate neighborhood and
surrounding vegetation. The peak height of the structure will increase approximately 3
feet and the overall height of the roof will increase throughout. The modifications to the
roof and additions to floor area at the back of the structure. The neighboring structure
at 130 Grove has some near views to the north however that structure is located further
to the east than the proposed additions which minimizes the impact of the project. The
additions and remodel will have no significant and adverse impact on views.
The proposed additions will not significantly modify the existing view corridors which
would create new views from the subject property and surrounding residences. The
existing structure has views into some neighboring yards due to the varied topography
of the surrounding properties and the location of existing structures. On the existing
second floor there is a single window in a bedroom, facing the south elevation. On the
proposed second floor there is again a single window from a bedroom facing the south
elevation and a clerestory window in a bathroom. At the north elevation, there are
currently 3 windows on the second level while there are 4 in the proposed plans. This
change will not significantly alter the ability of the applicant to view the neighboring
property and would not create a significant or adverse impact to privacy. Impacts on
sunlight would be minimal due to the orientation of the structure and the significant
distance between structures. Staff received letters of support from a majority of
neighbors and did not receive any letters of opposition.

4.

The structure, site plan and landscaping are in scale and harmonious with
existing and future development adjacent to the site and in the vicinity and
with the landforms and vegetation in the vicinity of the site.
The architectural design of the proposed structure would echo the architecture of the
existing structure by using similar roof pitches, siding materials, and colors. A majority of
4

the landscaping would remain and the site would not be significantly altered. The most
notable, visible changes come from the addition of attic space and the resulting increase
of building height and massing. The actual additions of floor area occur at the back of
the structure which is only visible from the upper floor of adjacent residences and would
not be seen from the street. Overall the proposed additions and remodel would maintain
the general architecture of the existing house and integrate floor area in ways which
would be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and in scale and harmonious
with the pattern of development in the vicinity.
5.

Development materials and techniques will result in durable high-quality
structures.
The existing structure was constructed in 1939 and no significant building or planning
permits have been awarded since that time. The proposed design and construction will
use high quality and durable construction and fabrication materials and will improve the
safety and soundness of the structure for the occupants.

6.

The structures, site plan, and landscaping create an internal sense of order,
provide a visually pleasing setting for occupants, visitors, and the general
community, are appropriate to the function of the site, and provide safe and
convenient access to the property for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles.
The location and scale of the structure will be altered in ways which would preserve the
general aesthetic of the existing home, blending in seamlessly with the neighborhood
and not creating any visibly abrupt or excessive difference between this and other
surrounding properties. No aspect of this project will inhibit the safe passage of people
who are walking, driving or cycling past the property. Both required parking spaces are
provided on the property and with sufficient clearance to avoid impacts to the right of
way.

7.

To the maximum extent feasible, the project includes the maintenance,
rehabilitation, and improvement of existing sites, structures, and
landscaping, and will correct any violations of the Zoning Ordinance, Building
Code, or other municipal violations that exist on the site.
The project will comply with all applicable regulations and standards. Staff is unaware of
any existing violations on the property.

8.

The design and location of signs are consistent with the character and scale
of the buildings to which they are attached or which are located on the same
site, the signs are visually harmonious with surrounding development and
there are no illegal signs on the site.
The project does not include any signs.

VARIANCE: REQUIRED FINDINGS
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1.

There are special circumstances applicable to the property, included size,
shape, topography, location, or surroundings, that do not apply generally to
other properties and under identical zone classification.
Special circumstances of this lot include the small size of the parcel (5,415 sq. ft.) within
a greater neighborhood of larger parcels conforming or nearly conforming to the current
7,500 sq. ft. minimum lot size for single family residences. The lot width at the front
yard setback is 55 feet where 70 feet is the minimum. The existing structure is
distributed between both side property lines and currently encroaches into both
setbacks. The property is located adjacent to Colony Lane, increasing the effective
setback between 124 and 122 Grove Avenue.

2.

Because of these special circumstances, the strict application of the title will
result in practical difficulty and unnecessary physical hardship and will
deprive the property of privileges enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity
and under identical zone classification.
Requiring that the applicant provide two independently accessible parking spaces and
requiring that they both be located outside of the front setback would require demolition
of significant portions of the structure to provide room for the required parking
configuration.
The existing structure encroaches into both side setbacks. The proposal would also
encroach into these setbacks as a result of attempting to make the additions blend into
the existing footprint. Requiring the new additions to comply with the side setbacks
would not preclude the applicant from constructing additions; however it would deprive
the property of the privilege enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity of constructing
minor additions that preserve the general footprint of the structure without significant
alteration of the existing dwelling and foundation.

3.

The variance or adjustment will not constitute a grant of special privileges
and is consistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and
under identical zone classification.
Granting a Variance for parking and side setbacks will not be a grant of special privilege
because a search of the Planning Department files shows that similar variances have
been issued for numerous properties within the immediate vicinity based on substandard
lot sizes and the locations of older structures on these small lots.

4.

The granting of the variance or adjustment will not be detrimental to the
public welfare or injurious to other property in the vicinity.
The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare because the
additions are minor in scale and have been sited and designed with sensitivity and
consideration to eliminate any potential neighborhood impacts. The public pathway
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adjacent to the property increases the effective setback between 122 and 124 Grove,
while the setback between the proposed structure and 130 Grove also creates a
significant distance between both residences. The support of numerous neighbors
further speaks to the finding that the additions will not be injurious to other properties in
the vicinity but will instead constitute an improvement to the neighborhood.
5.

The variance is consistent with the objectives of this title and with the
general plan.
Because findings 1-4 can be made, the issuance of this Variance can be considered
consistent with the Zoning Ordinance. The proposal and variance are consistent with the
General Plan because they improve the existing housing stock in ways that do not
negatively impact neighboring properties.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1.

Plans submitted for building permit shall include these conditions of approval on one or
more of the sheets.

2.

The applicant shall provide with the building permit application submittal a signed
“Owner and Contractor Statement” (attached). This signed document acknowledges
that the owner and contractor have read, understand and accept the responsibility to
implement the conditions of approval. The proposed project shall be constructed
substantially in accordance with “Mori-Prange Residence” project plans stamped “Official
Exhibit” with a RECEIVED stamp date of February 22, 2017, and the colors and materials
boards stamped “Official Exhibit, Approved by P.C., Resolution 17-007, Permit No. PL2017-0003 & PL-2016-0132, 2/28/17” except as amended by the conditions listed below.

3.

If this project requires a new water service or a larger water meter then prior to
submitting an application for a building permit with the Town of Corte Madera, the
applicant shall provide written documentation that the project complies with the
graywater provisions of Title 13 of the Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) Code
(Ordinance 429). MMWD Graywater information is available at
marinwater.org/155/Graywater or 415-945-1530.

4.

No other changes shall be made to the approved site plan or landscape plans without
written approval from the Corte Madera Planning Department. If the applicant proposes
changes that require Planning Department review to determine conformance with the
approved plans, the Planning Director may require a $500 deposit for a Permit
Amendment, pursuant to the Corte Madera Fee Schedule. The Planning Director may
also refer proposed changes of the approved plans to the Planning Commission for
review.
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5.

Design review approval shall remain valid for a period of one year after which the
approval shall lapse and become null and void. The issuance of a building permit shall
constitute an extension of the design review approval which shall then remain valid
during the same time period the building permit is active. If building permits have not
been issued before expiration of design review approval, an extension may be requested
as prescribed in Section 18.30.090 of the Town Zoning Ordinance. Such requests must
be made before expiration of the Design Review approval. If building permits expire
before completion of the project, the Planning Director may at their discretion, permit an
extension of the Design Review approval.

6.

All exterior lighting must be night sky compliant and not create a glare or hazard on
adjoining streets, properties or residential areas. Said lighting must be designed and
installed so that the filaments, light sources or lenses are shielded with opaque material
in such a way that they will not be visible at property lines. Any changes to proposed
lighting must be approved by the Planning Department.

7.

Prior to a final building inspection of this project, the applicants shall contact the
Planning Department to schedule an inspection of the finished project to ensure
compliance with all of the required conditions of approval.

BUILDING DEPARTMENT
8.

Building permits are required for this project. Please contact the Corte Madera Building
Department for specific submittal requirements. Plans shall comply with the 2016
Building Standards Codes.

9.

Hours of construction shall be limited to 7:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday,
and 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday, provided that if any reasonable and credible
work-related complaints are received by the Town about construction on a weekend, no
further work shall be conducted on a Saturday; and provided further, if any reasonable
and credible work-related complaints are received by the Town about construction
during any weekday, the Planning Director is vested with the authority to impose
reasonable conditions to address the issues that gave rise to the complaint. Whether or
not a complaint about construction is reasonable and credible shall be left to the sole
and sound judgment of the Planning Director. In order to mitigate the adverse impacts
the applicant’s construction activities have on neighboring property owners and renters,
the Planning Director shall be vested with the authority to impose reasonable conditions
on the applicant’s hours of construction and/or the applicant’s construction activities.
No workers shall be on the site except during these hours. Without limiting the
generality of the foregoing, no preparatory work or staging shall be allowed to occur on
the site or on adjacent properties except during the hours specified above. No work
shall be performed on a legal holiday.

PUBLIC WORKS/ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT
10.

No earthwork shall take place during the rainy season between October 15th and April
15th without special written authorization from the Director of Public Works. Unless
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specifically exempted, earthwork operations will require an Erosion and Sediment
Control Permit from the Public Works Department per Municipal Code Section
15.20.285. The permit will require the installation and maintenance of appropriate
erosion and sedimentation control measures for the proposed work. The applicant will
be required to obtain the permit prior to the issuance of Building Permit.
11.

As of July 1, 2015 new projects must comply with NPDES Phase II permit storm water
discharge requirements. Show how this project will comply with the new requirements
and fill out required forms. This requirement will be prepared by an Engineer familiar
with NPDES Phase II permit storm water discharge requirements.

12.

Where possible, drainage facilities shall be installed to collect roof drainage and surface
water runoff from driveways, walkways, and other paved surfaces. Drainage shall be
conveyed and disposed in a manner that avoids concentrated flows and minimizes
impacts to adjoining properties. Drainage collection systems shall be designed to Town
standards and the flow shall be conveyed to a publicly maintained or natural storm drain
system. Runoff shall not be diverted from one drainage area to another. The
subsurface drainage system of the foundation or the retaining wall shall remain separate
from the surface drainage system.

13.

Per Municipal Code Section 12.56.010, portions of the existing sidewalk and/or driveway
approach along the property frontage that show severe cracking and/or displacement
will require repair or replacement as required by the Public Works Department.

Work In Public Right-of-Way
14.

Per Town Resolution No. 3314, a project over $10,000.00 is subject to the Street
Impact Fee equal to 1% of the project valuation. Applicability of this fee will be
determined at the time of Building Permit.

15.

At the time of Building Permit, the Public Works/Engineering Department will inspect
encroachments, vegetation, sidewalks, and drainage at the property for compliance with
the Town Municipal Code. The applicant shall bring the property into compliance with
the Municipal Code in accordance with Town standards and to the satisfaction of the
Public Works Director/Town Engineer prior to final acceptance of the project.

16.

The applicant will be required to obtain an Encroachment Permit from the Public
Works Department for all activities within, or use of, the public right-of-way (curbs,
sidewalks, etc…) per Municipal Code Section 12.04.040. Work in the public right-of-way
shall be in conformance with the Marin County Uniform Construction Standards and
Specifications. The permit shall be obtained prior to any work being performed within
the Town right-of-way.

17.

Per Municipal Code Section 12.04.040, an Encroachment Permit from the Public
Works Department will be required for any activities within, or use of, the public rightof-way such as placement of debris boxes, staging of equipment in the street, traffic
control activities, or street closures, subject to the review and approval of the Public
Works Department.

18.

The applicant may be required to prepare and submit a Construction Management
Plan to the Public Works/Engineering Department prior to the issuance of the Building
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Permit. The Plan shall provide a general overview of the construction process as it
affects the public right-of-way and surrounding neighbors. At a minimum, the plan
should outline the schedule of construction, the locations for staging of equipment and
materials, and the truck routes that will be used for deliveries.
19.

Prior to the issuance of the Building Permit, the applicant may be required to provide a
Construction Parking Plan to Public Works. The Plan shall propose a system to
minimize the effect of construction worker parking in the neighborhood, include an
estimate of the number of workers and vehicles that will be present on the site during
various phases of construction, and indicate where sufficient off-street parking will be
provided.

Sanitary Sewer
20.

The existing sewer lateral serving the property shall be pressure tested or inspected by
in-line video equipment from the building foundation to the main in accordance with
Sanitary District No. 2 standards. Should the lateral fail this test, the applicant shall
obtain a Sanitary Sewer Permit for the repair or replacement of the lateral in
accordance with District standards prior to final acceptance of the project.

21.

The applicant may be required to obtain a Sanitary Sewer Permit to be issued by
Sanitary District No. 2 for all work associated with the sanitary sewer mains or laterals
serving this property, including the installation of a backflow preventer device. An
application for this permit shall be made to the District prior to beginning any work on
the sanitary sewer system.

Construction Operations
22.

Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit, it may be required that a cash deposit up to a
maximum amount of $10,000 be posted for bonding purposes to ensure repair of any
damage to roadways, landscaping, and other public improvements in the Town right-ofway caused by the applicant's construction-related activities. The amount of the cash
deposit shall be determined at the time of the Building Permit. Said cash deposit shall
not be released until the project, including all landscaping, is completed and all required
repairs have been made.

23.

Prior to the issuance of Building Permit, a video or photographic inspection of the
existing conditions of the roadways and other public improvements adjoining the project
may be required of the applicant. The inspection results shall be submitted to the Public
Works Department.

24.

Any damage to the street caused by heavy equipment or because of project construction
activities shall be repaired, at the applicant's expense, prior to issuance of the Certificate
of Occupancy. All hazardous damage shall be repaired immediately. Any heavy
equipment brought to the construction site shall be transported by truck.

25.

Per Municipal Code Section 9.33.100, the applicant shall employ best management
practices (BMPs) as appropriate from the California Stormwater Best Management
Practice Handbook for Construction Activity, latest edition, or from the Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Field Manual published by the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, to control and prevent the discharge of sediment, debris and other
10

construction related wastes to the storm drainage system or waterways, including, but
not limited to, general construction, concrete and mortar application, heavy equipment
operation, road work and paving, and earth-moving activities.
FIRE DEPARTMENT
26.

This property is within the Wildland Urban Interface Zone and may be subject to certain
requirements of the Corte Madera Fire Department. Please contact the Fire Department
prior to submitting for building permits.

INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT
27.

The applicant/owner shall:
A.

B.

C.

Defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the Town of Corte Madera and its agents,
officers, attorneys, or employees from any claim, action or proceeding (collectively
referred to as “proceeding”) brought against the Town or its agents, officers,
attorneys, or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul an approval, which
proceeding is brought within the applicable statute of limitations. The
indemnification shall include, but not be limited to, damages, fees and/or costs
awarded against the Town, if any, and the cost of suit, attorney’s fees, and other
costs, liabilities and expenses incurred in connection with such proceeding whether
incurred by the applicant, the Town, and/or the parties initiating or bringing such
proceeding.
Defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the Town, its agents, officers, attorneys, or
employees for all costs incurred in additional investigation or study of, or for
supplementing, redrafting, revising, or amending any document, if made necessary
by said proceeding and if applicant desires to pursue securing such approvals,
after initiation of such proceeding, which are conditioned on the approval of such
documents.
In the event that a proceeding is brought, the Town shall promptly notify the
applicant of the existence of the proceeding and the Town will cooperate fully in
the defense of such proceeding. In the event that the applicant is required to
defend the Town in connection with any said proceeding, the Town shall retain the
right to (1) approve the counsel to defend the Town, (2) approve all significant
decisions concerning the matter in which the defense is conducted, and (3)
approve any and all settlements, which approval shall not be unreasonably
withheld. The Town shall also have the right not to participate in said defense,
except that the Town agrees to cooperate with the applicant in the defense of said
proceeding. If the Town chooses to have counsel of its own defend any
proceeding where the applicant has already retained counsel to defend the Town
in such matters, the fees and expenses of the counsel selected by the Town shall
be paid by the Town. Notwithstanding the immediately preceding sentence, if the
Town attorney’s office participates in the defense, all Town attorney fees and costs
shall be paid by the applicant.
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D.

In the event that the Town is require to initiate legal action to enforce the above
indemnification conditions, the applicant shall indemnify the Town for any and all
costs and fees incurred by the Town in connection with that enforcement action.

APPEAL PERIOD
28.

No building permit, Certificate of Occupancy, or other Town approval shall be issued
until the expiration of the appeal period. The appeal period extends ten calendar days
from the date the decision of the Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator was
made. Unless a shorter statute of limitations period applies, the time within which
judicial review must be sought is governed by California Code of Civil Procedure Section
1094.6.

STOP WORK ORDER - RED TAG ORDINANCE
29.

Per Section 15.70.010 of the Municipal Code, whenever any construction or other work
that is subject to any provision of the Code has been, or is being, done in any manner
that is contrary to any of the provisions of the Code, any ordinance of the Town, or any
condition of a permit, approval, or other entitlement granted by the Town, the Town
Manager or his/her designee may order that all construction or work on the property be
stopped immediately by notice in writing mailed to any person engaged in doing or
causing such work to be done and the owner of the property, and by posting on the
property where the violation has occurred, or is presently occurring, a notice to stop
such construction or work. Such person shall forthwith stop such work until authorized
by the Town to proceed.

* * * * * * * * * * * *
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Corte Madera Planning Commission on February 28,
2017 by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
________________________________________________________________________
Peter Chase, Chair
Date
________________________________________________________________________
Adam Wolff, Director of Planning and Building
Date
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ATTACHMENT 2
NEIGHBORHOOD CORRESPONDENCE

ATTACHMENT 3
STORY POLE CERTIFICATION LETTER

ITEM NO. 5B
498 TAMALPAIS DRIVE (CORTE MADERA COMMUNITY
CENTER) – DESIGN REVIEW AND SIGN PERMIT FOR
MODIFICATION OF THE EXISTING READER BOARD SIGN AT THE
CORTE MADERA COMMUNITY CENTER INCLUDING
INSTALLATION OF A NEW LIGHTED LED SIGN PANEL.

Planning Commission Meeting
February 28, 2017

ITEM NO. 5C
347 CORTE MADERA TOWN CENTER (SEPHORA) – DESIGN
REVIEW, PRECISE PLAN AMENDMENT AND SIGN PERMIT TO
MODIFY TENANT SPACE #347 TO ACCOMMODATE A NEW
SEPHORA STORE, INCLUDING MODIFICATIONS OF THE ENTRY
AREA AND THE SOUTHERN PORTION OF THE EASTERN
ELEVATION, AND NEW ILLUMINATED SIGNS.

Planning Commission Meeting
February 28, 2017

ATTACHMENT 3
Plan Set

CORTE MADERA TOWN CENTER
100 CORTE MADERA TOWN CENTER
SPACE #347
Corte Madera, Ca 94925

Drawing Index
A1
Cover Sheet
A2
Site Plan with Parking
A3
Existing Photographs
A4
Overall Proposed Plan
A5
Proposed Rendering
A7
Partial Elevation
A8
Partial Elevation
A9
Partial Elevation
L1
Proposed Landscape Plan and Elevation
L2
Proposed Landscape Renderings
L3
Proposed Landscape Materials

Proposed Retail
Tenant Improvement
Space #347

Project Summary
Assessor's Parcel Number
Project Square Footage
Construction Type
Occupancy
Seismic Zone

024-163-08
5,274 square feet
Type IV
Mercantile
SDC D

Proposed Signage

N

McCall Design Group
550 Kearny Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94108
www.mccalldesign.com

PRIMARY SIGN - 18" LED Edge Lit 'Sephora' Letters with Opaque White Face
SECONDARY SIGN - 15" LED Edge Lit 'Sephora' Letters with Opaque Black Face
(3) AWNING SIGN - 5" White Letters

Proposed Retail
Tenant Improvement
Space #347

McCall Design Group
550 Kearny Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94108
www.mccalldesign.com

Existing Mall, Not Under Review

C. Existing California Pizza Kitchen Exterior Seating
H. View from Storefront towards Parking/Highway
Existing Tenant Space
D

F

C

E

G

E. Existing Rear Access
H

A

B

B. Existing California Pizza Kitchen Storefront
G. Existing Canopy

Photograph Key

D. Existing Rear Access

F. Existing Rear Access to Parking

McCall Design Group
550 Kearny Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94108
www.mccalldesign.com

A. Existing California Pizza Kitchen Storefront

EXISTING EXIT
HALLWAY

CASHWRAP

EXISTING EXIT
HALLWAY

INFILL LOCATION AT
EXISTING EXIT DOOR

RESTROOM

SALES AREA

RESTROOM

A9A
STORAGE

MANAGER'S
OFFICE

A9B

ENTRY AREA

A8

McCall Design Group
550 Kearny Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94108
www.mccalldesign.com

A7

McCall Design Group
550 Kearny Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94108
www.mccalldesign.com

EXISTING ROOF, TO REMAIN

EXISTING TOWER TRIM
(TO REMAIN), PAINTED BLACK
EXISTING TOWER TRIM
(TO REMAIN), PAINTED WHITE
EXISTING ROOF, TO REMAIN
TENANT LEASELINE

EXISTING TOWER
STUCCO (TO REMAIN),
PAINTED BLACK

EXISTING ROOF, TO REMAIN

LED ACCENT LIGHT,
TYPICAL OF 4
BLACK AWNING AND FABRIC
AWNING FRAME, BY TENANT

B.O. EXISTING CANOPY

2" X 4 1/2" CLEAR ANODIZED
ALUMINUM STOREFRONT
SYSTEM WITH 1" INSULATING
CLEAR, TEMPERED, STARPHIRE
GLAZING WITH SOLARBAN 60

EXISTING STUCCO BASE
(TO BE REMAIN),
PAINTED BLACK

EXISTING REVEAL, TO REVEAL

BLACK METAL SURROUND

2" X 4 1/2" CLEAR ANODIZED
ALUMINUM STOREFRONT SYSTEM
WITH 1" INSULATING CLEAR,
TEMPERED, STARPHIRE GLAZING
WITH SOLARBAN 60

EXISTING STUCCO BASE
(TO BE REMAIN), PAINTED BLACK

McCall Design Group
550 Kearny Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94108
www.mccalldesign.com

ROOF PARPAPET @ 18'-0"

T.O. NEW WINDOWS

BLACK AWNING AND FABRIC
AWNING FRAME, BY TENANT

TOP OF SIGNAGE @ 20'-3"

LED ACCENT LIGHT,
TYPICAL OF 4

ADJACENT "CRATE AND BARREL",
NOT UNDER REVIEW

EXISTING ROOF, TO REMAIN

LED ACCENT LIGHT,
TYPICAL OF 4

EXISTING REVEAL, TO REMAIN

PAINT EXISTING STUCCO
BAND @ 16'-9"

BUILDING PARAPET @ 18'-0"

22'-7"

15" HIGH EDGE-LIT 'SEPHORA'
LETTERS WITH OPAQUE BLACK FACE

BLACK AWNING AND FABRIC
AWNING FRAME, BY TENANT

EXISTING UTILITIES, SERVICES
AND ACCESS SHALL REMAIN

BLACK METAL SURROUND

EXISTING EXTERIOR WALL, TO REMAIN. PAINT.

EXTERIOR ACCESS
SHOW WINDOW

EXISTING STUCCO BASE

McCall Design Group
550 Kearny Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94108
www.mccalldesign.com

8" BLACK GRANITE BASE (B-3).

TENANT LEASELINE

EXISTING ROOF, TO REMAIN

EXISTING ROOF, TO REMAIN

BLACK AWNING AND FABRIC
AWNING FRAME, BY TENANT

PAINT EXISTING STUCCO

EXISTING NICHE AT
EXISTING EXIT
ACCESS DOOR

EXISTING STUCCO BASE
(TO BE REMAIN), PAINTED BLACK

B.

EXISTING STUCCO BASE
(TO BE REMAIN), PAINTED BLACK

A.

McCall Design Group
550 Kearny Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94108
www.mccalldesign.com

B. Proposed Elevation

A. Proposed Plan

McCall Design Group
550 Kearny Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94108
www.mccalldesign.com

B. Proposed Elevation

A. Proposed Plan

McCall Design Group
550 Kearny Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94108
www.mccalldesign.com

Note:
Final plant selections and hardscape materials are
meant to be complimentary to the overall Town Center
re-imaging as well as the Elephant Fountain Plaza
Upgrades

McCall Design Group
550 Kearny Street, Suite 950
San Francisco, CA 94108
www.mccalldesign.com

ITEM NO. 7Bi
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES OF
FEBRUARY 14, 2017

Planning Commission Meeting
February 28, 2017

DRAFT MINUTES
REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
FEBRUARY 14, 2017
CORTE MADERA TOWN HALL
CORTE MADERA

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:

Chair Peter Chase
Vice-Chair Phyllis Metcalfe
Commissioner Bob Bundy
Commissioner Nicolo Caldera
Commissioner Jennifer Freedman

STAFF PRESENT:

Adam Wolff, Planning Director
Phil Boyle, Senior Planner
Judith Propp, Assistant Town Attorney
Joanne O’Hehir, Minutes Recorder

1.

OPENING:
A.

Call to Order – The meeting was called to order at 7:32 p.m.

B.

Pledge of Allegiance – Chair Chase led in the Pledge of Allegiance.

C.

Roll Call – All the commissioners were present.

2.

PUBLIC COMMENT – NONE

3.

CONSENT CALENDAR – NONE

4.

CONTINUED HEARINGS – NONE
MOTION: Motioned by Vice-Chair Metcalfe to change the order of proceedings
to hear Item 5B, 172 Birch Avenue before Item 5A, 159 Prince Royal Drive:
AYES:

5.

Bundy, Freedman, Caldera, Metcalfe, Chase

NEW HEARINGS
A. 172 BIRCH AVENUE – MAJOR DESIGN REVIEW AND VARIANCE
APPLICATION FOR THE REMODEL OF AN EXISTING SINGLE LEVEL
RESIDENCE INCLUDING THE ADDITION OF SECOND FLOOR DORMER
AND COVERED REAR PATIO WITH ADDITIONS TOTALING 512 SQUARE
FEET. (Assistant Planner Doug Bush)
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Assistant Planner Bush presented the staff report. Mr. Bush explained that the proposed
project is for 512 square feet of additional space to a one-story home, which includes a
second story dormer that expands the existing attic space, and first story additions. Mr.
Bush confirmed the project would meet the required setbacks, height and floor area for
the R1 zoning district.
Mr. Bush discussed the elevations, new windows on the lower floor, and exterior design
changes, including the removal of shutters, a new garage door, wood siding and a flat
roof element. He noted that the dormer raises the height of the house minimally and that
there would be adequate parking with two covered spaces, that the parking meets the
setback and that changes to the sidewalk would be made at the request of the Public
Works Department to ensure clear passage for pedestrians and cyclists.
Mr. Bush said the applicant has made an effort to increase the floor area of the home
without significantly increasing the footprint, and the design is compatible with the
neighboring properties without causing adverse impacts. He noted that negative
feedback has not been received from the neighbors,
Mr. Bush went on to discuss the lot coverage variance, noting that the lot size is
substandard and that the open porch exceeds the lot coverage, as do many porches in
the neighborhood. Staff considers the porch to be a unique aspect of the design, which
necessitates the variance, since porches are considered an improvement to the quality
of a house. Thus, staff believes all the findings can be made and are recommending
approval of the project.
In response to Commissioner Freedman, Mr. Bush confirmed the porch would be open.
Commissioner Bundy and Mr. Bush discussed the sidewalk changes, which Mr. Bush
noted are required by the Public Works Department and not the Planning Department.
Chair Chase and Mr. Bush discussed the additional square footage being added,
besides the covered back patio, in relation to the increased lot coverage.
Christie Tyreus, designer, discussed the project, noting that the existing back patio roof
is in need of upgrading and is essential for shading. Ms. Tyreus discussed the designs
they discarded and the reasons for the proposed design, which she said causes least
impact on the neighboring properties.
Commissioner Freedman and Ms. Tyreus discussed the porch, and Ms. Tyreus noted
that the new porch might extend 1 ft. further than the original.
Tom McHugh, Owner, said their primary concern is to provide greater functionality
without expanding the footprint significantly and he noted that almost 70% of the lot
coverage is an unenclosed rear patio area.
Chair Chase opened and then closed the public comment period when no one came
forward to speak.
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Commissioner Caldera said he could make all the findings to approve the project.
Commissioner Freedman said the design is thoughtful and that she can make the
findings for the variance.
Commissioner Bundy said the project is more elegant and better finished than other
second-story additions in the neighborhood, and suggested the Town might need to
rethink lot coverage and continue to make exceptions for small lots.
Vice-Chair Metcalfe said the project is very well planned and attractive. She said she
could make the findings to support the project and agrees with Commissioner Bundy
that the Town needs to reassess lot coverage.
Chair Chase noted that the applicants have given great thought to providing additional
space, and that the project is well designed and will fit in with the neighborhood.
MOTION:
Motioned by Commissioner Caldera, seconded by Vice-Chair
Metcalfe, to approve Application PL-2016-0139 and Variance PL-2017-0018 for
the remodel of an existing single level residence including the addition of second
floor dormer and covered rear patio with additions totaling 512 square feet and a
variance request for exceeding lot coverage standards:
AYES: Bundy, Freedman, Caldera, Metcalfe, Chase
NOES: None
Assistant Planner Bush read the appeal rights.
B. 159 PRINCE ROYAL DRIVE – MAJOR DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION FOR
A COMPLETE REMODEL AND ADDITION OF A NEW THIRD FLOOR, WITH
ADDITIONS TOTALING 965 SQUARE FEET. (Assistant Planner Doug Bush)

All the commissioners confirmed they had visited 159 Prince Royal Drive and Assistant
Planner Bush presented the staff report. Mr. Bush noted that the application is for
design review for a three-story house in a neighborhood of one, two and three-story
structures of varying architectural designs. He reminded the hearing that a preliminary
study session had taken place in May 2016.
Mr. Bush discussed the unique style of the double-fronted lot, with an adjacent home at
163 Prince Royal Drive. He explained the proposed dwelling would maintain the
existing footprint and avoid further encroachment into the steep lot, although the
existing garage would be demolished and relocated.
Mr. Bush discussed the southern elevation, which would have an entryway and
balconies on multiple levels. The proposed height would be increased to 28 feet. The
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north elevation at the back would have balconies on the second and third floors and the
existing deck would be replaced. Mr. Bush discussed the proposed new retaining walls
at the back of the property and landscaping.
Mr. Bush noted that the originally proposed peak roof would be replaced with a flat roof
with clerestory windows on the upper level of the east elevation to protect the privacy of
the neighbor at 163 Prince Royal Drive, with a rear cantilevered deck. The new
entryway design and height changes have reduced the view obstruction for the
neighbors at 163 Prince Royal Drive.
Mr. Bush noted that the project meets the R1 Zoning requirements, with a lot size of
over 15,000 square feet. He said that an effort has been made to add space to the
existing two-story home, rather than over the garage, to preserve the sunlight and view
corridors of the neighboring property. He said that staff has not been able to visit the
property at 163 Prince Royal, but the homeowners have provided materials showing
how the proposed additions will affect their view.
Mr. Bush said that that the neighbor across the street at 180 Prince Royal Drive would
have a direct view of the proposed height increase. The owner has expressed concern
that they will lose their view of hills and a small portion of the marsh, which he
discussed in relation to the information on loss of views that is provided in the General
Plan and Zoning Ordinance. Mr. Bush said that staff believes the height increase would
cause a partial view blockage.
Mr. Bush discussed the findings for the project, noting that the development standards
are met; that staff believes the project attempts to balance the desires of the applicants
with potential impacts on neighboring properties, and that the majority of vegetation will
remain and be supplemented with more foliage.
Furthermore, Mr. Bush said the commissioners must determine if the view impacts on
the neighboring properties are significant and adverse. For reasons discussed by staff,
including the study of photographic evidence, staff does not believe the views, although
affected, would have a significant effect. Mr. Bush discussed the reasons staff believes
that sunlight and privacy issues have been mitigated, including minimizing the height
and setting the location of the additions away from street setback. Staff also believes
that the design is harmonious and in scale with other dwellings in the neighborhood.
Mr. Bush discussed the remaining findings, noting the letters of support that have been
received.
Joel Hernandez, Owner, discussed the need to increase the space, remodel and repair
their home without the necessity of variances. Mr. Hernandez said they have tried to
accommodate their neighbors, and he noted that there are other three-story homes in
the area, some of which are built in close proximity and have modern designs. He
discussed the reasons their design should not tower over the neighbors at 163 Prince
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Royal, whose views of Mt. Tamalpais they have preserved. Mr. Hernandez discussed
the reasons they would like to keep the entryway/walkway.
Commissioner Bundy and Mr. Hernandez discussed the pine trees on the west side of
the property.
Chair Chase and Quynh Tran, Project Architect, discussed the addition on the west side
of the property in relation to the foundation.
Kevin Mahadray, Project Contractor, discussed Chair Chase’s concerns regarding
settlement on the west side of the property and how corrections will be made. Mr. Tran
said they intend providing a landscape plan at the building permit stage.
Chair Chase opened the public comment period and Margaret Bandel, 180 Prince Royal
Drive, presented photographic materials to the commissioners. Ms. Bandel said her
views of the San Rafael hills will be affected and that the third story is not in keeping
with the neighborhood. She noted that the applicants have a large lot that could be
utilized in a different way.
Tamila Faridjoo, 163 Prince Royal Drive, noted that changes have been made in
response to their concerns, but that she believes the additional height continues to
affect their views from the kitchen and dining areas, which she discussed.
William Zeller, 220 Granada, said he is not really impacted by the project, but that he
supports the project. He believes that homeowners need to accommodate their families.
Jan Keizer, 172 Prince Royal, said the third story would appear to be an edifice and it is
likely the pine trees to the west of the property would be affected by construction. Mr.
Keizer said that a landscape plan should have been submitted, and the design is out of
place in the neighborhood. He said the large property offers other options to expand.
Chair Chase closed the public comment period.
Commissioner Caldera expressed a desire to visit the property at 163 Prince Royal
Drive and Planning Director Wolff noted that the commissioners must evaluate the
project based on the information provided. Commissioner Caldera said he had difficulty
making the third finding relating to significant view impacts, which was a view also
expressed by Commissioner Freedman.
Commissioner Bundy confirmed he had visited the property at 180 Prince Royal Drive
on more than one occasion, and that he remains concerned about the size, three stories
and determining whether the view issues are significant, given that a large pine tree
also blocks some of the view.
Vice-Chair Metcalfe said she believes there would be a significant amount of blockage
from the bedroom at 180 Prince Royal Drive. She discussed possible design changes to
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lessen the impact of the view of the walkway from 163 Prince Royal Drive. Vice-Chair
Metcalfe confirmed she also could not make the third finding, or the fourth finding
relating to the landscaping due to insufficient information presented.
Chair Chase noted that there are other three-story homes in the area that are not
imposing but that this design is on an upslope and would be imposing. He said that he
supports the project in general but they are hearing that there would be significant view
blockage.
Commissioner Caldera commented on the need for a more compelling reason to deny a
project that is less than the height limit and that needs no variances for the reason
relating to the view impact on the property at 180 Prince Royal Drive. He noted that the
house is already in existence and that he does not believe an additional 6 feet will add
significantly to a view that is already impacted.
Chair Chase asked to reexamine the slides relating to the view impediments from 163
Prince Royal Drive.
Commissioner Freedman said she agrees with Commissioner Caldera that the views
from 180 Prince Royal Drive would not be significantly impactful when taking into
account the entire view corridor where there are other blockages, but that she is
concerned the neighbors at 163 Prince Royal might lose their view of Mt. Tamalpais,
which she believes would be significant. Otherwise, Commissioner Freedman said she
has no issues with the massing and style, which seem to be a good fit with other
contemporary homes in the neighborhood with which Commissioner Caldera expressed
agreement.
Commissioner Bundy said he remains concerned about the view, scale and impact of
the project but thought that some impacts could be mitigated with foliage. He said that
he could not support the finding relating to view impacts, and discussed his belief that
the views from the properties at 163 and 180 Prince Royal Drive would be affected.
Following discussion, there seemed to be consensus among some commissioners to
lower the height of the proposed project. Chair Chase and staff discussed the way
forward with a view to a continuance, and Counselor Propp noted that the applicants
could return without revising their plans to request a decision.
MOTION:
Motioned by Commissioner Bundy, seconded by Vice-Chair
Metcalfe, to continue to a date uncertain Major Design Review PL-2016-0007 for
a major remodel and addition of a new third floor with additions totaling 1,516
square feet at 159 Prince Royal Drive with the suggestion the applicants revise
the design to lower the total height of the dwelling and lessen the impact:
AYES:
NOES:

Bundy, Freedman, Metcalfe, Chase
Caldera
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6.

BUSINESS ITEMS - NONE

7.

ROUTINE AND OTHER MATTERS
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A. REPORTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REQUESTS
i. Commissioners
Vice-Chair Metcalfe reported on two Town Council meetings that took place on
February 7th, including the Special Meeting where Bob Ravasio was appointed to the
Council in the interim period until the November elections. Vice-Chair Metcalfe
discussed the second reading of Marin Country Day School that took place at the
regular meeting, which included discussions on a temporary pedestrian path, and
Councilmember Furst’s report in her capacity as TAM Board Member on an issue
relating to the removal of the sales tax cap.
ii. Planning Director
Planning Director Wolff reported on a meeting at Book Passage by Scandinavian
Design, owners of the movie theater. He said they are preparing a preliminary
meeting/study session in front of the Planning Commission.
iii. Tentative Agenda Items for February 28, 2017 Planning Commission
Meeting
A. 124 GROVE AVENUE – MAJOR DESIGN REVIEW AND VARIANCE
APPLICATION FOR REMODEL AND ADDITIONS TO BOTH LEVELS OF
AN EXISTING TWO LEVEL SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE WITH
ADDITIONS TOTALING 803 SQUARE FEET.
B. 347 CORTE MADERA TOWN CENTER (SEPHORA) – MAJOR DESIGN
REVIEW, PRECISE PLAN AMENDMENT AND SIGN PERMIT
APPLICATION TO MODIFY TENANT SPACE #347 ON THE EAST SIDE
OF
THE
CORTE
MADERA
TOWN
CENTER,
INCLUDING
MODIFICATIONS OF THE ENTRY AREA AND THE SOUTHERN
PORTION OF THE EASTERN ELEVATION AND ILLUMINATED SIGNS.
B. MINUTES
i.

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of January 24, 2017

MOTION: Motioned by Vice-Chair Metcalfe, seconded by Commissioner
Bundy, to approve the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of January
24, 2016:
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AYES: Metcalfe, Bundy, Chase, Freedman, Caldera

8.

ADJOURNMENT

A motion was made, seconded and unanimously approved to adjourn the meeting at
10:35 p.m.

