TOWN OF CORTE MADERA
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
Tuesday, January 23, 2018
Council Chambers, 300 Tamalpais Drive, Corte Madera, California

7:00 P.M.
(NOTE EARLY MEETING START TIME)

1. OPENING
A. Call to Order
B. Pledge of Allegiance
C. Roll Call
2. PUBLIC COMMENT
The public is invited to address the Planning Commission on any matter in the Commission’s jurisdiction, except
for items scheduled for continued or new hearings. Comments are limited to three minutes per speaker.
3. CONSENT CALENDAR
All items placed on the consent calendar may be acted on collectively on a motion by any Commissioner, and
each shall be deemed to have received the action recommended by staff. Any Commissioner or member of the
public may request the removal of any item from the consent calendar and it will then be considered last under
"New Hearings".
A. None
4. CONTINUED HEARINGS
A. 8 WESTWARD DRIVE – DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2017-0045 FOR A NEW 4,409 SQUARE FOOT
TWO LEVEL, SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING AT 8 WESTWARD DRIVE (Associate Planner Douglas Bush)
5. NEW HEARINGS
A. None
6. BUSINESS ITEMS
A. None
7. ROUTINE AND OTHER MATTERS
A. REPORTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REQUESTS
i. Commissioners
ii. Planning Director
iii. Tentative Agenda Items for February 13, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting

P ROP OSED I TEM S, AND ORDER, ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE

A. 406 MANZANITA AVENUE – PUBLIC HEARING FOR DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL2017-0123 AND VARIANCE APPLICATION PL-2017-0124 FOR ADDITIONS TO THE LOWER AND

UPPER FLOORS OF AN EXISTING TWO-STORY HOUSE. A VARIANCE IS REQUESTED TO
ALLOW MAINTENANCE OF EXISTING NON-CONFORMING PARKING.
B. 109 GOLDEN HIND PASSAGE – PUBLIC HEARING FOR DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL2017-0127 FOR A 703 SF SECOND STORY ADDITION TO AN EXISTING 1830 SF SINGLE
STORY RESIDENCE, A NEW DECK IN THE REAR YARD, AND RAISING THE STRUCTURE
APPROXIMATELY 2.5 FEET TO MEET FEMA FLOODPLAIN REQUIREMENTS.
B. MINUTES
i. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of January 9, 2018 will be reviewed at the February
13, 2018 meeting.

8. ADJOURNMENT
To the next Planning Commission Meeting which will be held on February 13, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. in the
Corte Madera Council Chambers, 300 Tamalpais Drive.
TO ACCESS PLANNING COMMISSION PACKET MATERIALS, VISIT:
http://www.townofcortemadera.org/Archive.aspx?AMID=41
PROCEDURAL NOTES
1.

ALL DOCUMENTS RELATING TO AGENDA ITEMS ARE AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW IN THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT OF THE
TOWN OF CORTE MADERA OFFICES AT 300 TAMALPAIS DRIVE, BETWEEN THE HOURS OF 8:00 A.M. TO 5:00 P.M., MONDAY
THROUGH FRIDAY. STAFF REPORTS ARE NORMALLY AVAILABLE ON FRIDAY AFTERNOON PRECEDING THE TUESDAY MEETINGS. IT
IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOU CONTACT THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT FOR AVAILABILITY.

2.

EACH PERSON DESIRING TO SPEAK ON A PUBLIC HEARING ITEM WILL BE GIVEN AN OPPORTUNITY AT THE APPROPRIATE TIME.
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS AS THE MEETING IS BEING RECORDED

3.

APPEAL - FOLLOWING ACTION BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION AT A PUBLIC HEARING OR MEETING, ANY DECISION OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION MAY BE APPEALED TO THE TOWN COUNCIL WITHIN TEN (10) CALENDAR DAYS. APPEAL FORMS ARE
AVAILABLE AT THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT, CORTE MADERA TOWN HALL. A $300 FILING FEE IS REQUIRED.

4.

IF YOU CHALLENGE THE ACTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION IN COURT, YOU MAY BE LIMITED TO RAISING ONLY THOSE
ISSUES YOU OR SOMEONE ELSE RAISED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING DESCRIBED IN THIS AGENDA, OR IN WRITTEN
CORRESPONDENCE DELIVERED TO THE TOWN AT OR PRIOR TO THE PUBLIC HEARING.

5.

IT IS THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S POLICY TO ADJOURN ALL MEETINGS BY 11:00 P.M. UNLESS THE COMMISSION VOTES TO
EXTEND THE MEETING.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the Planning
Department at (415) 927-5064. For auxiliary aids or services or other reasonable accommodations to be provided by the Town at or before the
meeting, please notify the Planning Department at least 3 business days (the Thursday before the meeting) in advance of the meeting date. If
the Town does not receive timely notification of your reasonable request, the Town may not be able to make the necessary arrangements by
the time of the meeting.

O:\Planning Department\PLANNING COMMISSION\AGENDAS AND PACKETS\AGENDAS\PC Agendas 2018\PC Agenda 1_23_18.docx

ITEM NO. 4A
8 WESTWARD DRIVE – DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL2017-0045 FOR A NEW 4,409 SQUARE FOOT TWO LEVEL,
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING AT 8 WESTWARD DRIVE

Planning Commission Meeting
January 23, 2018

CORTE MADERA PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
ITEM NO. 4A

REPORT DATE:
MEETING DATE:

SUBJECT:

DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2017-0045 FOR A NEW 4,409 SQUARE FOOT TWO
LEVEL, SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING AT 8 WESTWARD DRIVE

SITE:

8 WESTWARD DRIVE

APPLICANTS:

JIM TREMAN (ARCHITECT)
COURTHOUSE VENTURES (OWNER)

CEQA STATUS:

THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT HAS DETERMINED THAT THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT
FROM THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT UNDER CATEGORICAL
EXEMPTION CLASS 3 (CEQA ARTICLE 19, SECTION 15303).

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:
EXISTING
DEVELOPMENT:

R-1 MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL
2,699 TWO LEVEL, SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE ON 11,900
SQUARE FOOT LOT

APN:

038-251-15

January 19, 2017
January 23, 2017

SUMMARY:
The applicant has requested Design Review approval to demolish a 2,699 square foot two story, single
family residence, and construct a new 4,409 square foot two story structure at 8 Westward Drive. The
project was originally heard by the Planning Commission at the September 12, 2017 public hearing.
Comments from the Planning Commission and Staff suggested that the applicant reduce the visual
massing of the structure, specifically along the north elevation, while also minimizing impacts to marsh
views of the southern neighbor. The design was revised with modifications including: lower peak height,
increased articulation between first and second floor on the north elevation, a decrease in massing on
the upper floor of south elevation and extension of the lower floor on the southern elevation. The
Planning Commission reviewed the revised plans at the December 12, 2017 public hearing and
requested that the applicant revise the project to a degree which would not result in significant and
adverse impacts to 10 Westward Drive. The hearing was continued to a date certain of January 23, 2017
(See Attachment 4 for Draft Minutes.) The project has been modified to increase the setback of the
bedroom at the northwest corner by 4.5 feet (toward the east), with the addition of a balcony leading
out from that room. The bedroom at the southwest corner of the upper floor was extended by 2 feet to
the west. The size of the structure was reduced by 32 square feet from the prior proposal, to 4,409
square feet, inclusive of the 448 square foot garage (See Revised Project Description Attachment 2.)
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BACKGROUND:
Below is a chronological listing of events pertaining to this application:
April 3, 2017 A Design Review application was submitted for a new two level, 4,670 square foot
residence at 8 Westward Drive
April 11, 2017 The Planning Department determined the application to be incomplete and
requested additional information including a landscape plan, section drawings and demolition
notes. Staff also shared several concerns regarding bulk and massing, view impacts and
neighborhood compatibility.
May 17, 2017The applicant provided a written response and updated plans in response to the
incompleteness letter.
June 4, 2017 The applicants constructed story poles at the request of Staff.
June 7, 2017 Staff met with Tom Sherwood of 10 Westward to view story poles from the
property and evaluate potential view and privacy impacts.
June 9, 2017 The Planning Department determined the application to be incomplete and
requested additional information including clarification regarding the site plan and whether it
was based on a survey, request for additional material sample of roofing material and cut sheets
of lighting. Again Staff shared several concerns regarding bulk and massing, potential view and
privacy impacts.
July 31, 2017 The applicant provided responses to the June 9 incompleteness letter, including
updated plans.
August 29, 2017 The Planning Department determined the application to be complete after
review of submitted information and recommends that the project qualifies for categorical
exemption under Section 15301 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.
September 1, 2017 Public hearing notices were mailed to property owners and tenants within
300' of the property.
September 12, 2017 The Planning Commission held a public hearing and made a motion to
continue the hearing to a date uncertain, to allow the applicant to revise the plans in response
to concerns regarding view impacts and massing.
November 13, 2017 The applicant provided revised plans, updated project description and
revised findings for completeness review.
November 29, 2017 Story poles were constructed 12 days prior to the hearing date. Story poles
are typically required to be completed 14 days before the hearing.
November 30, 2017 The application was deemed complete and a Notice of Public Hearing was
sent to all property owners and residents within 300 feet of the subject property.
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December 12, 2017 The Planning Commission held a public hearing and requested that the
applicant revise the plans to a degree which would not result in any significant and adverse
impact to views for 10 Westward Drive. The hearing was continued to a date certain of January
23, 2018.
December 21, 2017 The applicants modified the story poles to reflect changes to the project
plans. Staff met with the applicants and Tom Sherwood of 10 Westward Drive to view the
modified story poles from the rear yard at 10 Westward Drive.
January 12, 2018 The applicants provided revised plans including modifications to the upper
floor setbacks and the addition of a rear balcony.
January 23, 2018 The Planning Commission holds a public hearing.
ANALYSIS:
On December 12, 2017, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to discuss the proposed project
at 8 Westward Drive. The Planning Commission found that Design Review Finding 3 could not be made
because the project would create significant and adverse impacts to views from 10 Westward Drive. For
a discussion of the existing conditions and details concerning the prior proposal, see the attached Staff
Reports from the September 12, and December 12, 2017 public hearings (Attachment 5). Below is a
summary of the changes made to the proposed project, since the prior hearing. See Sheet A5.0 of the
project plans for a visual comparison of changes made to the upper floorplan, in response to comments
provided by the Planning Commission at the December hearing.
As explained in the applicant’s revised project description (Attachment 2), the room at the northwest
corner of the structure was reduced in size and the western wall at that location was stepped back to
the east by 4 feet 6 inches. A balcony was added which would lead out from that room and extend
approximately 1 foot beyond the adjacent wall (See Sheet A5.0) The roof eave would extend
approximately 2 feet from the west wall of that room and would not fully extend over the balcony (See
North and West Elevations Sheet A5.0) In addition, the master bedroom in the southwest corner of the
upper floor was expanded by moving the western wall 2 feet to the west. The story poles have been
shifted to reflect these changes. Photos have been provided in Attachment 3 to show the story poles
from several locations at 10 Westward.
DISCUSSION:
At the December 12 hearing, the Planning Commission was unable to make Finding 3 based on the
extent of perceived view impacts to 10 Westward Drive. As stated in the prior staff report, a number of
conditions must be met to appreciate northerly views from 10 Westward Drive. The viewer must be
located in the northwest corner of the lot, where views of the bay are primarily visible from the raised
deck, and the viewer must be standing to access those views. The Commission utilized several photos
provided by Staff to assess impacts to those views at the prior hearing. The discussion emphasized views
from one particular location and that photo is provided in Attachment 3. Staff has attempted to take a
new photo of the modified story poles from this same location, and it is the current proposal
represented by the current story poles that is under the consideration of the Planning Commission.
At the prior hearing, Staff found that all Design Review Findings could be made while acknowledging the
inherent challenges and considerations in view assessment and recommending that the Commission
deliberate further on whether the effect of the project on views constituted a significant and adverse
3

impact. Since that time, the plans have been revised to further reduce impacts to views from 10
Westward Drive. Staff conducted a site visit at 10 Westward Drive along with the applicants and the
owner of 10 Westward, to view the modified story poles. During that site visit, a majority of the view
toward the bay and distant foothills could be seen outside of the footprint of the proposed structure.
This is demonstrated in part by the attached photographs (Attachment 3.)
In addition to the increased setback at the northwest corner of the upper floor, the plan now includes a
balcony on the upper floor. Views from 8 Westward and the rear yard of 10 Westward is an existing
condition because of the windows on the back of the existing house. This condition would be carried
forward with the proposed design which also has windows on the back of the proposed dwelling. Given
that this is an existing condition, along with the sloped topography of these lots which makes such
conditions prevalent throughout the neighborhood, the balcony would not create a significant and
adverse impact on privacy between residences.
RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Commission should review the application, and consider feedback provided by the
applicants, adjacent neighbors and other members of the community, as well as any other information
available to evaluate the application. Staff also encourages the Planning Commission to visit the subject
property and the neighboring property at 10 Westward Drive to view the story poles.
Staff has provided a draft resolution for approval. If the Planning Commission can make all required
Design Review Findings, the Commission should review the attached Resolution for consistency with
their findings. The Commission may then adopt the attached Resolution as written, or may request
changes to the Resolution prior to adoption.
If the Planning Commission cannot make all required Design Review Findings, the Commission should
state clearly which findings cannot be made and may suggest conditions of approval or modifications to
the plans which could improve the project and either adopt such conditions and/or modifications or
direct the applicant to come back at a future Planning Commission meeting to address.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Resolution No. 18-002 For Approval
Applicant’s Revised Project Description
Staff Photographs
Minutes of 12-12-17 PC Meeting
Staff Reports from 9-12-17 and 12-12-17
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ATTACHMENT 1
RESOLUTION NO 18-002

BEFORE THE TOWN OF CORTE MADERA PLANNING COMMISSION

In the Matter of:
DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2017-0045 FOR A NEW
4,409 SQUARE FOOT TWO LEVEL, SINGLE FAMILY
DWELLING AT 8 WESTWARD DRIVE

Resolution No. 18-002
Adoption Date: January 23, 2018
Appeal Period Ends: February 2, 2018

WHEREAS, on April 3, 2017 A Design Review application was submitted for a new two level, 4,670 square foot
residence at 8 Westward Drive; and
WHEREAS, on April 11, 2017 The Planning Department determined the application to be incomplete and
requested additional information including a landscape plan, section drawings and demolition notes. Staff also
shared several concerns regarding bulk and massing, view impacts and neighborhood compatibility; and
WHEREAS, on May 17, 2017 The applicant provided a written response and updated plans in response to the
incompleteness letter; and
WHEREAS, on June 4, 2017 The applicants constructed story poles at the request of Staff; and
WHEREAS, on June 7, 2017 Staff met with Tom Sherwood of 10 Westward to view story poles from the property
and evaluate potential view and privacy impacts; and
WHEREAS, on June 9, 2017 The Planning Department determined the application to be incomplete and requested
additional information including clarification regarding the site plan and whether it was based on a survey, request
for additional material sample of roofing material and cut sheets of lighting. Again Staff shared several concerns
regarding bulk and massing, potential view and privacy impacts; and
WHEREAS, on July 31, 2017 The applicant provided responses to the June 9 incompleteness letter, including
updated plans; and
WHEREAS, on August 29, 2017 The Planning Department determined the application to be complete after review
of submitted information and recommends that the project qualifies for categorical exemption under Section
15301 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines; and
WHEREAS, on September 1, 2017 Public hearing notices were mailed to property owners and tenants within 300'
of the property; and
WHEREAS, on September 12, 2017 The Planning Commission held a public hearing and made a motion to continue
the hearing to a date uncertain, to allow the applicant to revise the plans in response to concerns regarding view
impacts and massing; and
WHEREAS, on November 13, 2017 The applicant provided revised plans, updated project description and revised
findings for completeness review; and
WHEREAS, on November 29, 2017 Story poles were constructed 12 days ahead of the hearing; and
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WHEREAS, on November 30, 2017 The application was deemed complete, the Planning Department
recommended that the project qualifies for categorical exemption under Section 15303 of CEQA Guidelines; and a
Notice of Public Hearing was sent to all property owners and residents within 300 feet of the subject property; and
WHEREAS, on December 12, 2017 The Planning Commission held a public hearing and requested that the
applicant revise the plans to a degree which would not result in any significant and adverse impact to views for 10
Westward Drive. The hearing was continued to a date certain of January 23, 2018; and
WHEREAS, on December 21, 2017 The applicants modified the story poles to reflect changes to the project plans.
Staff met with the applicants and Tom Sherwood of 10 Westward Drive to view the modified story poles from the
rear yard at 10 Westward Drive; and
WHEREAS, on January 12, 2018 The applicants provided revised plans including modifications to the upper floor
setbacks and the addition of a rear balcony; and
WHEREAS, on January 23, 2018 The Planning Commission held a public hearing;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission does hereby conditionally
approve Design Review Application PL-2017-0045 for the demolition of a 2,699 square foot two
story residence, and the construction of a new 4,409 square foot two story dwelling including a
complete landscaping plan at 8 Westward Drive based upon the finding that the proposed
project is in substantial conformity with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance and based upon
the findings listed below in accordance with Section 18.30.070 of the Municipal Code, and
subject to the conditions of approval listed below.
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 15303, because said Guidelines provision exempts the construction of one single-family
residence in a residential zone.
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 is consistent with both the Zoning Ordinance and the General Plan. The
project meets all development standards of the R-1 Zoning District including but not limited to:
height, floor area, setbacks, lot coverage and parking.
The project complies with the General Plan because it represents a significant reinvestment in
existing housing stock that will improve the safety and structural integrity of the residence. The
project is consistent with General Plan Policy CD-2.3, which requires that “new residential
2

construction, including large additions, to respect the scale and character of nearby structures
by minimizing abrupt or excessive difference in appearance or scale,” and Policy LU 2.4, that
seeks to “ensure that new residential development and upgrades to existing residential
development are compatible with existing neighborhood character and structures,” which is a
neighborhood of primarily two story homes.
The proposed residence would increase the floor area of the residence in a manner which is
harmonious with a neighborhood that is continually being improved through similar projects.
The structure would be the largest in the immediate vicinity however the design limits the
visibility of the massing by placing portions of the lower floor in the rear yard where they would
not be visible from the street elevation and would not extend above the height of the adjacent
fence line. The design of the structure uses significant articulation between wall faces to create
“design approaches that break the mass of wall planes,” in consistency with General Plan
Implementation Program CD-2.4.a. The design uses clerestory windows in deliberate locations
on the north elevation and eliminates windows completely on the south elevation to limit
privacy impacts. This is consistent with the residential design guidelines suggested in Policy CD2.4 which calls for “limiting the impact of the proposed second story on privacy to adjoining
residences… through features such as window size and placement…etc.”
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 utilize the
existing graded portion of the lot and avoid any change in the existing topography, unnecessary
grading or unsightly changes to the slope. There is one existing tree in the front yard which is
shown on the landscaping plan and will be protected throughout construction. Much of the site
is bare dirt and will be planted as indicated on the landscaping plan. New plantings will be
primarily drought tolerant, non-invasive, native plantings, respecting the close proximity to Ring
Mountain open space and complying with provisions of the General Plan which encourage the
use of such vegetation.

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 dwellings on Westward, in the immediate vicinity of the project, are located on the slopes
Ring Mountain. Despite this topography and the locations of each lot situated above the marsh,
the floorplans and window locations of the original homes were often not designed to take
advantage of the views which may otherwise be available from these hillside lots. This is the
case with the upslope property at 10 Westward where view impacts are under consideration.
Views from 10 Westward are primarily limited to the patio area in the rear yard, with some
limited views from the upper floor including a small bathroom window looking northwest and
windows in the upper living room area, facing north/northeast. The living room windows
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primarily look out onto neighborhood trees, with some views of the marsh and foothills to the
north. The widest views of the marsh can be seen from the patio in the rear yard, looking
north/northeast. These views can be seen when standing on the patio, but not when seated,
and cannot be readily seen from elsewhere in the rear yard. A majority of the existing bay and
foothill views to the north would not be impacted by the project.
The view from the patio is only visible if a number of specific conditions are met (viewer located
on the raised patio, must be standing), the view would only be partially blocked, and the views
from the living room windows would be largely unaffected. The Commission finds that while this
project would impact views from 10 Westward Drive, based on the specific facts of this project,
these impacts have been determined not to be significant and adverse.
During the winter months when the sun is the lowest in the southern sky, the dwelling would
cause some shading impacts to 2 Westward Drive. Despite this, the availability of sunlight on
this neighboring property would not be significantly and adversely impacted due to the upper
floor setback on the north elevation which creates significant spacing between this and the
downslope property at 2 Westward. No other properties would have significant sunlight impacts
due to the topography of neighboring lots, where other dwellings are located above the
proposed project. Privacy impacts would not be significant and adverse because windows have
been limited to clerestory windows on the north elevation and windows have been eliminated
on the south elevation. Windows at the rear of the structure would not allow for views into
neighboring structures but would allow minimal, oblique views into neighboring yards. This is an
established condition due to the topography of the lots and the fact that windows of each
upslope home allow existing views into surrounding yards.
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 lot is 11,900 square feet, or 59% larger than the minimum lot size in the R-1 Zoning District.
The proposed structure would be 4,409 square feet, the largest structure in the immediate
vicinity. The project utilizes several techniques to minimize the apparent size of the structure,
including articulation of wall planes throughout, setbacks between the upper and lower floors,
and by extending a portion of the lower floor into the rear yard. The extension into the rear yard
would not be visible from the street, and the roofline over that element would be lower than
the fence line of the upslope property (10 Westward Dr.), significantly limiting any visual impact
of that component of the project.
Surrounding development is comprised primarily of 2 story residences. A majority of residences
in the immediate vicinity retain much of their original 1960’s architecture while some have
undergone major remodel projects that highlight modern design preferences through the use of
modern materials, colors and architectural elements. One such example is the neighboring
property at 2 Westward, which is a 4,267 square foot dwelling with craftsman design elements
that received design review approvals in 2004 and 2010. Further up the street at 394 Prince
Royal Drive, a 3,400 square foot residence with craftsman style design elements was approved
by the Planning Commission in 2001. The proposed project would represent an architectural
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style that is unique in the immediate vicinity but is expressed elsewhere in the subdivision, such
as the recently approved 159 Prince Royal Drive, 207 Prince Royal Drive and 82 Sonora Drive.
The proposed design uses a gabled roof that matches the peak height of the existing structure,
while the ridgeline has been raised throughout. The design would utilize a combination of
materials including painted wood board and batten siding, standing seam metal roofing and
metal framed windows throughout. A color and materials sheet was submitted, including actual
paint chip samples. A comprehensive landscaping plan is included, which would introduce many
varieties of drought tolerant and noninvasive plants. Overall the structure and landscaping are in
scale and harmonious with the surrounding development and the project avoids modification of
the lot topography that would be out of character with the neighborhood.
5.

Development materials and techniques will result in durable high-quality structures.
The existing structure was constructed in 1964 and had few improvements made 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 future
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 property is setback from the front property lines and maintains a clear line of site for those
entering and exiting the property as well as those passing along the street. The project will
provide two covered parking spaces in the garage as well as space for at least 3 cars in the
driveway. The project will be an attractive, modern and visually pleasing addition to the
neighborhood and will not create an adverse condition for pedestrians, cyclists or vehicles.

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.
Retaining walls in the rear and side yards were removed without building permits. Building
permits were issued on January 11 to install new retaining walls. A condition of approval has
been included on this application to require construction of the retaining walls prior to issuance
of any building permits which would be unrelated to this outstanding issue. The project will
comply with all applicable regulations and standards. The proposed structure would be a
significant improvement over the aging structure that currently occupies 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.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
PLANS
1. Consistency with Approved Plans - The proposed project shall be constructed substantially in
accordance with the plans and the color and materials board stamped “Official Exhibit” with a
RECEIVED stamp of January 12, 2018, except as amended by these conditions of approval.
2. Conditions of Approval - Plans submitted for building permit application shall include these
conditions of approval on one or more of the plan sheets.
3. Changes to Plans - No changes shall be made to the approved 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.
4. Owner and Contractor Statement - 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.
CONSTRUCTION
5. Retaining Walls – the applicant may submit building permit applications following the expiration
of the applicable appeal period; however no building permits will be issued until the Building
Official has determined that the applicant has satisfactorily remedied the existing code
enforcement case related to the construction of required retaining walls.
6. Preconstruction Meeting – Prior to submitting a building permit, a preconstruction meeting shall
take place with all appropriate representatives of the project construction team, Town
representatives and any other agencies. The meeting shall address items such as the
construction management and parking plan, required permits, traffic and parking management,
work schedule, delivery schedule, contact person(s), neighborhood notification, insurance,
damage deposits, etc.
7. Construction Management Plan - A Construction Management Plan and Parking Plan shall be
prepared by the applicant and submitted at or before the time of building permit application
submittal to the satisfaction of the Planning and Building and Public Works Departments in
order to minimize impacts on the neighborhood during the construction period.
8. Hours of Construction - Hours of construction shall be limited to 7:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday
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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.
OTHER PERMITS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS
9. Graywater Requirements - 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.
10. Permits From Other Agencies (i.e. BCDC, MMWD, CDFG, etc.) – As part of the application for a
building permit, grading permit or significant tree removal, the applicant shall provide in writing
approved permits from the appropriate agency(cies) or written statements that a permit is not
required, from the local, state or federal agencies with jurisdiction over the project site. It shall
be the responsibility of the applicant to determine whether approvals and/or permits are
required.
IMPACT FEES
11. School District Mitigation Fees - Applicant is responsible for ascertaining whether School District
mitigation fees will be required by the Larkspur-Corte Madera School District for this project. If
fees are required, the district will require that these fees be paid prior to the applicant receiving
a building permit for this project.
LIGHTING
12. Exterior Lighting Dark Sky Compliant – Exempting existing fixtures shown on approved plans, all
new exterior lighting must be “dark sky friendly” 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. The exterior lights should have a color temperature of 3500
Kelvin or lower (warm not cool). Any changes to proposed lighting must be approved by the
Planning Department.
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INSPECTIONS AND VERITIFICATIONS
13. Property Line and Setback Verification - Upon issuance of a Building Permit, the property line
and setback location(s) at areas of construction must be identified on site by a licensed land
surveyor or registered civil engineer. The licensed land surveyor or registered civil engineer
shall submit a written confirmation to the Building Department that the staking of the property
lines has been properly completed.
14. Final Planning Inspection - Prior to a final Building Division 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 per the resolution
approving the project.
15. Access for Inspections - The applicant and subject property owner shall permit the Planning
Department or its representative(s) or designee(s) to make inspections at any reasonable time
deemed necessary to assure that the construction being performed under the authority of this
approval is in accordance with the terms and conditions described herein.
16. Permit Expiration - This approval shall remain valid for a period of one year from the approval
day, after which the approval shall lapse and become null and void. The issuance of a building
permit shall constitute an extension of the approval which shall then remain valid during the
same time period the building permit is active. If a building permit has not been issued before
expiration of the approval, an extension may be requested as prescribed in Section 18.30.090
(Design Review) of the Town Zoning Ordinance. Such requests must be made before expiration
of the approval. If the building permit(s) expire before completion of the project, the Planning
Director may at his/her discretion, permit an extension of the approval.
FIRE DEPARTMENT:
1. Fire Sprinkler Requirement. A fire sprinkler system shall be installed throughout the entire
building, which complies with the requirements of the National Fire Protection Association
(NFPA) 13-D and local standards. A separate deferred permit shall be required for this system.
Plans and specifications for the system shall be submitted by an individual or firm licensed to
design and /or design-build sprinkler systems.
2. Smoke Alarms. All smoke detectors in the residence shall be provided with AC power and be
interconnected for simultaneous alarm. Detectors shall be located in each sleeping room,
outside of sleeping rooms centrally located in the corridor and over the center of all stairways
with a minimum of one detector per story of the occupied portion of the residence.
3. Carbon Monoxide Alarms. Carbon monoxide alarms shall be provided in existing dwellings when
a permit is required for alterations, repairs, or addition exceeds one thousand dollars. CO alarms
shall be located outside of each dwelling unit sleeping are in the immediate vicinity of the
bedroom(s) and on every level of a dwelling unit including basements.
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4. Address. Address numbers at least 4’’ tall must be in place adjacent to the front door. If not
clearly visible from the street, additional numbers are required. Residential numbers must be
internally illuminated (backlit), placed to a light or be reflective numbers. If your project is a new
house or substantial remodel, they may only be internally illuminated or illuminated an adjacent
light controlled by a photocell and switched only by a breaker so it will remain illuminated all
night. If not currently as described, they must be installed as part of this project.
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
Grading and Drainage
1.

In accordance with section 15.20.030 of the Municipal Code, the applicant may be required to
obtain a Grading and Drainage Permit from the Public Works Department prior to issuance of a
Building Permit. The application for this permit shall include, but not be limited to, a site
grading plan/drainage plan showing topographic information prepared by a licensed civil
engineer or landscape architect. If a geotechnical report is required, the project
geotechnical/soils engineer shall review and approve the grading/drainage plan for
conformance to the report prepared for the project. All grading and drainage permits require
the applicant complete the “Construction Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Applicant
Package”, section “MCSTOPPP ESCP Standard Template” pages 1 through 11 and submit with
the Grading and Drainage Permit prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.

2.

Grading within this area may be subject to the requirements of Section 15.20.220 “Supervised
Grading” of the Municipal Code. A determination will be made by the Public Works Department
at the time of the Grading and Drainage Permit.

3.

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 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.

4.

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.

5.

Retaining walls and/or grading shall not be any closer than two feet from any property line
per Municipal Code Section 15.20.250(c).

6.

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.
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7.

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
8.

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.

9.

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.

10.

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.

11.

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 right-of-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.

12.

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 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.

13.

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
14.

Per Town Ordinance 21.32.050 and Sanitary District #2 Ordinance 34 § 2, the applicant is subject
to an additional Sewer Connection Charge based upon an alteration of use (increase to four or
more bathroom). The additional sewer connection charge for fiscal year 2016-2017 would be
$2,103.

15.

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
10

final acceptance of the project.
16.

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
17.

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-of-way 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.

18.

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.

19.

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.

20.

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 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.

INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT
The applicant shall - 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 this 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.
The applicant shall - 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
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conditioned on the approval of such documents.
The applicant shall - 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.
APPEAL PERIOD
No building permit shall be issued until the expiration of the appeal period. The appeal period
extends ten calendar days from the date of decision. 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
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 January 23, 2018, by the
following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
________________________________________________________________________
Peter Chase, Chair
Date
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________________________________________________________________________
Adam Wolff, Director of Planning and Building
Date
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ATTACHMENT 2
REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION FROM APPLICANT

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
8 Westward Drive
01-11-18
The home design at 8 Westward Drive was revised in response to comments regarding
preservation of views articulated by the Planning Commission and more specifically with
consideration of the upslope at at 10 Westward Drive.
At the December 12, 2017 Planning Commission hearing, the Commission suggested
removing or reducing the upstairs northwest bedroom in order to further reduce the view
impacts for the uphill neighbor, as perceived from that property’s rear yard elevated deck. In
response, revised design the room at issue was reduced by moving the western wall to the
east by 4 ½ feet. That room no longer functions as a bedroom, but rather is designed to
accommodate a modest playroom. An uncovered deck has been added in place of the
removed building mass. This change opens the view corridor to the bay as viewed from the
perceived critical portion of the upslope neighbor's rear yard. The master bedroom west wall
has been adjusted west by 2 feet to reflect the story pole conditions that were presented at
the Commission’s December hearing. Due to the angle of the view corridor from the uphill
neighbor's rear yard, this revision does not affect the view. The proposed design reduces the
floor area of the second floor, eliminates one of the bedrooms, and further reduces the view
impact of the overall project.
This revised configuration and design further delineates the massing in order to give visual
interest, eliminates most of the 2-story walls, and continues to provide a play of shade and
shadow with the various roof forms and steps in the facade. The facade remains unchanged
since the last hearing with painted board and batten siding, in combination with horizontal
siding, the metal standing seam roofing, the aluminum windows, and the same earth tone
color palette. This combination of colors and materials gives the house a warm, traditional
appearance which is consistent with the Northern California vernacular. The owners are
excited about the project and we all feel it will be an improvement for the neighborhood.

ATTACHMENT 3
STAFF PHOTOGRAPHS FROM 10 WESTWARD

Taken 12-21-17

Photo reviewed by the Planning Commission on 12-12-17, showing story poles that represented the
design as proposed on 12-12-17
(See Attachment 5 for additional photographs reviewed by the Planning Commission on 12-12-17)

ATTACHMENT 4
DRAFT MINUTES OF 12-12-17 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

DRAFT MINUTES
REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
DECEMBER 12, 2017
CORTE MADERA TOWN HALL
CORTE MADERA

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:

Chair Peter Chase
Vice-Chair Phyllis Metcalfe
Commissioner Bob Bundy
Commissioner Jennifer Freedman
Commissioner Charles Lee

STAFF PRESENT:

Adam Wolff, Planning Director
Doug Bush, Associate Planner
Judith Propp, Assistant Town Attorney
Joanne O’Hehir, Minutes Recorder

1.

OPENING:
A. Call to Order – The meeting was called to order at 7:00 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

5.

NEW HEARINGS

4.

CONTINUED HEARINGS
A. 8 WESTWARD DRIVE – DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2017-0045 FOR
A NEW 4,441 SQUARE FOOT TWO LEVEL, SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING AT 8
WESTWARD DRIVE (Associate Planner Doug Bush)

Associate Planner Bush presented the staff report. He discussed the previous hearing
on September 12th, and the problems that related to the massing, design, size of the
proposed new house, in addition to significant view blockage for the neighbors at 10
Westward Drive. Mr. Bush noted that significant amendments have since been made, in
particular to the north elevation, where the massing has been reduced and stepped
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down. He said the second floor height would match the existing peak height of the
house at approximately 25.5 feet. Mr. Bush also discussed the modifications to the view
corridor for the owners at 10 Westward.
Mr. Bush discussed the decrease in size of the proposed dwelling and he noted that
some of the massing has been moved to the back yard. He used the plans to discuss
the difference between the existing and proposed elevations, and confirmed the current
structure would be demolished with the exception of garage.
Mr. Bush said the commissioners must determine if the view impacts from the back yard
of 10 Westward are adversely affected to a degree that the project does not meet the
finding relating to view impacts. Mr. Bush discussed letters of support have been
received, and photographs by staff have been provided.
Chris Skelton, Applicant’s representative, discussed the changes they have made to
reduce the impacts to the neighbors’ view, including the reduction of the second floor
elevation by moving some of the massing to the rear of the first floor. He discussed the
reasons they do not believe the view impacts would be significant (because the impact
is from a limited part of the rear patio), and he noted that a view ordinance does not
exist.
Vice-Chair Metcalfe said the design is an improvement and she discussed the massing
with Mr. Skelton. Vice-Chair Metcalfe acknowledged the view could not be enjoyed
while seated.
Commissioner Lee asked Mr. Skelton if it would be possible to design a new dwelling
without impacting the neighbors’ view. In response, Mr. Skelton discussed an outdoor
deck area they considered and the reasons for abandoning the design. Commissioner
Lee stated that the patio is oriented towards the Bay view and that it would be difficult
for him to make the necessary finding to support the project.
Chair Chase stated that the orientation of the dwelling at 10 Westward did not have any
bearing on view impacts, and that the fence is necessary for privacy purposes.
Jim Treman, Project Architect, confirmed that they have significantly reduced the
second floor massing, and that the current design incorporates the desired 3 bedrooms
and master suite.
Chair Chase opened the public comment period.
Alicia Guerra, representing the owners of 10 Westward, stated that the proposed design
causes significant and adverse impacts and that her clients would not have a Bay view
if the project is approved. She discussed the need to mitigate the impacts through the
Town’s policies and referred to the CEQA process.
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In response to Commissioner Bundy, Mr. Bush confirmed that construction of a singlefamily home is exempt from a CEQA analysis.
Ms. Guerra explained that the exemption is statutory and not necessarily automatic, and
the reason why a view impact of 10% could be considered significant to warrant an EIR.
Counselor Propp said that there is a distinction between a CEQA evaluation and the
Town’s General Plan policy. She explained that the commissioners should determine
the level of significance of the view impacts by referencing the General Plan and not
through a CEQA analysis.
Chair Chase opened and then closed the public comment period when no one came
forward to speak.
Mr. Skelton acknowledged that the neighbors’ views would be affected, although he
discussed the reasons they believe the impacts would not be significant. He discussed
the problems that would occur if the second-story design were changed and noted that
they have already made substantial modifications.
Ms. Guerra stated that evidence has been presented, which shows the effects of the
proposed design would be significant and adverse because it impacts her clients’ only
view of the Bay. She suggested the building envelope could be reduced to lessen the
impact.
Chair Chase commented on both floors being larger than necessary and his belief that
the FAR is high at 37.3%. He acknowledged the proposed height is below the maximum
allowed and the setbacks are appropriate.
Commissioner Lee explained why he believes the loss of the view remains significant.
He said that, if he were the neighbor, he would want the applicant to consider how they
might achieve the desired size of the proposed dwelling without impinging to this extent
on their view.
Commissioner Freedman said the applicant has made significant improvements to the
design. She noted that the neighbors would lose 40% - 50% of their current view and
while she does not believe the loss to be significant, the impact could be reduced if the
northwest corner of the second floor were reduced to create a smaller bedroom.
Commissioner Bundy said the revised building design looks great, but that he believes
the view impact remains significant and that it should be addressed.
Chair Chase discussed his belief that the view impacts should not be as significant. He
said the proposed 4,100 square foot dwelling is large, regardless of FAR, and that the
potential exists to redesign the project. Chair Chase stated that it is important that the
only view from the neighbors’ back yard is maintained because there would otherwise
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be a blank wall. Overall, he said the proposed house is handsome but the impact should
be reduced.
Vice-Chair Metcalfe stated that she would prefer that the applicants should find a means
to reduce the view impact, such as lowering the ceiling height or redesigning the project.
Mr. Skelton was invited to address the commissioners’ comments, and he asked for
clarification on the amount of reduction of the view impact that would be acceptable.
Planning Director Wolff suggested the slide depicting the extent of view blockage might
be useful for discussion.
Commissioner Lee stated that a further 50% reduction of the proposed blocked view
should be acceptable, and was supported by Commissioner Freedman and Vice-Chair
Metcalfe. Commissioner Bundy said that an overall additional view blockage of 10% 15% should be acceptable.
Chair Chase stated that approximately 40% - 60% reduction of the blocked space
between the master bedroom poll and corner bedroom poll would be acceptable, noting
that the home is unlikely to be built without causing some impact to the neighbors at 10
Westward.
Chair Chase opened and closed the public comment period when no one came forward
to speak.
No one from the public wished to speak.
MOTION: Motioned by Commissioner Bundy, seconded by Commissioner Lee,
to continue Design Review Application PL-2017-0045 for a new 4,441 square
foot two level, single family dwelling at 8 Westward Drive to January 23, 2018, to
enable the applicants to consider a significant reduction of view impacts.
AYES:
NOES:

Metcalfe, Bundy, Chase, Freedman, Lee
None

Chair Chase announced a 15-minute break at 9.05 p.m.
5.

NEW HEARINGS – None

6.

BUSINESS ITEMS
A.

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT DISCUSSION – REVIEW AND DISCUSSION
OF ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT REGULATIONS INCLUDING POTENTIAL
ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS (Associate Planner Doug Bush)
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Associate Planner Bush provided an introduction to the discussions, noting that staff
believes there are opportunities for clarifying the regulations, creating definitions and
improving the implementation of the guidelines. Mr. Bush discussed the accessory
dwelling unit (ACD) application process and the documents in the commissioners’
packets.
Mr. Bush discussed the importance of ensuring consistency between the Town’s code
and state law. He said the Town must ensure its processes are not burdensome to
homeowners, which the law intends. He noted that the town processed 7 ADU
applications this year and did not receive any applications for junior ADUs.
Mr. Bush provided background information on the 750 square feet maximum size of
ADU adopted by the Town, noting that the State allows a maximum of 1,200 square
feet. He said a smaller size dwelling unit might still be considered desirable to
encourage affordable housing. Mr. Wolff confirmed the Town has discretion over ADU
size limitations, which the Town Council would like explored, and that there are parties
who would support allowing the maximum size ADU. He discussed rules that have been
adopted by other jurisdictions.
Mr. Bush discussed the issues of the ordinance that need clarification, such as the
definition of an existing structure, which has different design standards than new
structures. Mr. Wolff provided an example that related to limiting the number of ADUs
allowed on Christmas Tree Hill and how a homeowner might circumvent the rules by
incorporating an ADU into an existing structure.
Mr. Bush noted that the process for approving an ADU requires noticing, and asked the
commissioners to consider if it should continue to be required, given that the process is
ministerial and not discretionary. Furthermore, the Town prohibits short-term rentals and
staff believes it would be beneficial to require a deed restriction for ADUs to ensure they
are not rented for short-term purposes.
Mr. Bush discussed the importance of ensuring the ADU approval process is consistent
with approvals granted to a property through previous entitlements, which Mr. Wolff
clarified. Mr. Wolff also noted that parking is not required for an ADU within ½ mile of a
transit stop, which staff believes should be clarified as walking distance.
In response to Commissioner Freedman, Counselor Propp confirmed that adding a
second story that would include an ADU would be considered new construction, as
opposed to converting existing space in the building envelope to an ADU. Mr. Wolff
said that staff would need to conduct further research about determining how the two
different entitlements should be reviewed, noting that the Town would need to adhere to
the intent of the ordinance and State Law.
Commissioner Freedman discussed her belief with staff that the process is onerous,
given that the Town has a desire to increase housing stock and streamline the ADU
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process. She stated that she saw no reason for restricting the size of an ADU for
reasons she discussed.
Counselor Propp noted that the standards the Town drafted were in response to State
Law enacted in January 2017, and did not have the goal of increasing housing stock.
Commissioner Freedman said she would support the elimination of noticing for the ADU
process and the requirement of a deed restriction stating that minimum rentals would be
30 days.
In response to Commissioner Lee, Mr. Wolff confirmed that ADUs have in the past been
able to assist the town in meeting housing goals for very low, low and moderate income
levels.
Commissioner Lee said it would be helpful to know how many lots exist in town that
would support ADUs between 750 square feet and 1,200 square feet, the means by
which distance to transportation is calculated, and a definition for an existing structure.
He also requested information on limiting the size of ADUs by percentage of the area of
a primary residence, which might ensure a certain level of design review. Commissioner
Lee commented on closing loopholes regarding existing structures, and discussed his
support of noticing ADU applications to alert residents that there would be construction.
He asked staff to provide the size of the 7 ADUs that were approved this year.
Chair Chase said the size of a potential ADU would be linked to the size of a lot, and he
said that the scalable index other towns have adopted is sensible.
Vice-Chair Metcalfe commented on the affordability of a unit relating to its size, noting
that the smaller structures, by their nature, would be affordable. Vice-Chair Metcalfe
confirmed she would support a deed restriction.
Chair Chase opened the public comment period:
Joel Hernandez, Prince Royal Drive, said he would encourage the development of
ADUs and that their size should not be restricted to less than state law. Mr. Hernandez
noted that Corte Madera has a high application fee, which he said is restrictive and that
a family could live in a 1,200 square foot unit.
Stacy Ubyico, 159 Prince Royal Drive, said the Town should be encouraging ADU
applications because they are an effective method of providing affordable housing. She
discussed the reasons she believes the Town’s measures are restrictive and stated that
she supports the maximum size of ADU allowed by the state.
Bill Rose, 104 Palm Avenue, planner for the City of Santa Rosa, stated that the City of
Santa Rosa passed their ADU ordinance allowing a maximum size of 1,200 square feet,
with the requirement that one of the units is occupied by the owner unless one of the
units is affordable. Mr. Rose said that 1,200 square feet may feel too large for an ADU,
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which he discussed, and that he supports the requirement for one of the units being
owner occupied. He said he would encourage the commissioners not to impose a deed
restriction for reasons he discussed.
Mr. Rose discussed the definition of affordability in response to Commissioner
Freedman.
In response to Vice-Chair Metcalfe, Mr. Rose said that the City of Santa Rosa has not
received an application for a JADU.
At 10:30 p.m., a motion was made, seconded and unanimously passed to extend the
meeting in order to finish the discussion on accessory dwelling units.
Commissioner Lee stated that he would support a maximum size of ADU of 1,200
square feet to house families; that he would not want other policies and loopholes being
circumvented; that he would support eliminating noticing and a reduction in fees if
possible, and include a deed restriction. He said he would not restrict the number of
bedrooms allowed and would welcome an opportunity to discuss incentives.
Vice-Chair Metcalfe confirmed she would support a maximum ADU of 1,200 square
feet, as did Commissioner Freedman. Commissioner Freedman stated that they should
consider not requiring a deed restriction for minimum 30-day rentals or the need for a
unit to be owner-occupied for reasons she discussed.
Commissioner Bundy said he would support an ADU with a maximum size of 1,200
square feet, but he remains concerned that parking would be a problem if there is
potential for many such units. He suggested noticing immediate neighbors.
Chair Chase said he would prefer a maximum unit size of 1,000 square feet, since an
additional 200 square feet is a second bedroom and he would not wish to see proposals
requesting the maximum size, albeit FAR could not be exceeded. Chair Chase said that
a deed restriction allowing a minimum rental period of 30 days is necessary, and he
discussed the need for more information on one of the units being owner occupied with
Mr. Wolff. Chair Chase confirmed he supports the noticing component of the process to
let neighbors know that there will be construction.
Mr. Wolff stated that the staff report does not advocate reducing the maximum size of
ADU at 1,200 square feet, but that staff felt it worthy of discussion by the
commissioners.
The discussions concluded and, due to the lateness of the hour, the remaining items on
the agenda, with the exception of an agreement to cancel the meeting of December 26th
and adjournment, were continued to the meeting of January 9, 2018.
B.

2009 GENERAL PLAN HOUSING POLICIES DISCUSSION – REVIEW AND
DISCUSSION OF 2009 GENERAL PLAN POLICIES RELATED TO HOUSING

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
December 12, 2017
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DENSITIES IN AREAS DESIGNATED MIXED-USE COMMERCIAL ON THE
LAND USE DIAGRAM OF THE GENERAL PLAN (Planning Director Adam Wolff)
7. ROUTINE AND OTHER MATTERS
A. REPORTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REQUESTS
i. Commissioners
ii. Planning Director
iii. Tentative Agenda Items for December 26, 2017 Planning Commission
Meeting
PROPOSED ITEMS, AND ORDER, ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE
A. None – Cancellation of the December 26, 2017 meeting will be duly
noticed in advance.
There was general consensus amongst the commissioners that the meeting should be
cancelled.
B.

MINUTES
i. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of October 10, 2017
ii. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of November 14, 2017

8. ADJOURNMENT
A Motion was made, seconded and unanimously approved to adjourn the meeting at
10:45 p.m.

ATTACHMENT 5
STAFF REPORTS FROM 9-12-17 AND 12-12-17

CORTE MADERA PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

ITEM NO. 5A

REPORT DATE:
MEETING DATE:

SUBJECT:

DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2017-0045 FOR A NEW 4,441 SQUARE FOOT TWO
LEVEL, SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING AT 8 WESTWARD DRIVE

SITE:

8 WESTWARD DRIVE

APPLICANTS:

JIM TREMAN (ARCHITECT)
COURTHOUSE VENTURES (OWNER)

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:
EXISTING
DEVELOPMENT:

R-1 MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL
2,699 TWO LEVEL, SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE

APN:

038-251-15

DECEMBER 8, 2017
DECEMBER 12, 2017

SUMMARY:
The applicant has requested Design Review approval to demolish a 2,699 square foot two story, single
family residence, and construct a new 4,441 square foot two story structure at 8 Westward Drive. The
project was originally heard by the Planning Commission at the September 12, 2017 public hearing.
Comments from the Planning Commission and from Staff suggested that the applicant reduce the visual
massing of the structure, specifically along the north elevation, while also minimizing impacts to marsh
views of the southern neighbor. The design was revised with modifications including: lower peak height,
increased articulation between first and second floor on the north elevation, a decrease in massing on
the upper floor of south elevation and extension of the lower floor on the southern elevation.

1

BACKGROUND:
Below is a chronological listing of events pertaining to this application:
April 3, 2017
A Design Review application was submitted for a new two level, 4,670 square foot residence at 8
Westward Drive
April 11, 2017
The Planning Department determined the application to be incomplete and requested
additional information including a landscape plan, section drawings and demolition notes. Staff
also shared several concerns regarding bulk and massing, view impacts and neighborhood
compatibility.
May 17, 2017
The applicant provided a written response and updated plans in response to the incompleteness
letter.
June 4, 2017
The applicants constructed story poles at the request of Staff.
June 7, 2017
Staff met with Tom Sherwood of 10 Westward to view story poles from the property and
evaluate potential view and privacy impacts.
June 9, 2017
The Planning Department determined the application to be incomplete and requested
additional information including clarification regarding the site plan and whether it was based
on a survey, request for additional material sample of roofing material and cut sheets of lighting.
Again Staff shared several concerns regarding bulk and massing, potential view and privacy
impacts.
July 31, 2017
The applicant provided responses to the June 9 incompleteness letter, including updated plans.
August 29, 2017
The Planning Department determined the application to be complete after review of submitted
information and recommends that the project qualifies for categorical exemption under Section
15301 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.
September 1, 2017
Public hearing notices were mailed to property owners and tenants within 300' of the property.
September 12, 2017
The Planning Commission held a public hearing and made a motion to continue the hearing to a
date uncertain, to allow the applicant to revise the plans in response to concerns regarding view
impacts and massing.
November 13, 2017
The applicant provided revised plans, updated project description and revised findings for
completeness review.
November 29, 2017
Story poles were constructed 12 days prior to the hearing date. Story poles are typically
required to be completed 14 days before the hearing.
November 30, 2017
The application was deemed complete and a Notice of Public Hearing was sent to all property
owners and residents within 300 feet of the subject property.
December 12, 2017
The Planning Commission holds a public hearing.
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CONDITION

ORDINANCE

EXISTING

APPLICANT’S

REQUIREMENT

CONDITION

PROPOSAL

Minimum Lot Size

7,500 sq. ft. min.

11,900 sq. ft. net

No change

Front Setback

20’

29’

29’

Rear Setback

25’ minimum

66’

41’

North Side Setback

6’ minimum

9’

8’

South Side Setback

6’ minimum

14’

6’

Lot Coverage

30% maximum

17%

25%

Floor Area Ratio

40% maximum

22.7%

37.3%

Structure Height

30’ maximum

25’6”

No change

On-Site Parking

2 spaces

2 covered

No change

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
For a discussion of the existing conditions and details concerning the prior proposal, see the attached
Staff Report from the September 12, 2017 public hearing (Attachment 6). Below is a summary of the
changes made to the proposed project, since the prior hearing. See Sheet A5.0 for a visual comparison
of the current and previously proposed design.
1. FAR The existing structure is 2,699 square feet with a FAR of 22.7% while the proposed structure
would be 4,441 square feet with a FAR of 37%. This is a reduction of 229 square feet from the
prior proposal. Note: FAR and total square footage is inclusive of the garage.
2. Height The existing structure has a peak height of 25 feet, 6 inches with a typical ridge height of
17 feet 2 inches. The proposed structure would have a peak height and ridge height of 25 feet, 6
inches. On the existing structure only the roof peak extends to 25 feet 6 inches, while the
majority of the structure is less than 17 feet 2 inches. On the proposed structure however, a
majority of the upper floor would be 25 feet, 6 inches tall. The peak height has been reduced
from the previous proposal by approximately 1 foot 6 inches, and the ridge height was reduced
approximately 6 inches.
3. Setback at North Elevation The previous proposal raised concerns regarding visual bulk and
massing, particularly on the north elevation. The height of the building pad, above the street
and above the northern neighbor, elevates and exaggerates the apparent height of the
structure. The current application eliminates living area that was previously proposed at the
north elevation and instead utilizes a more significant setback between the lower and upper
floors. This design more closely mimics the layout of the existing structure and the topography
of the neighborhood.
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4. Setback and Massing at Upper Level on South Elevation The upper floor along the south
elevation was moved 2 feet, to the north, creating visual articulation and increasing distance
from the southern neighbor. The southwestern corner of the upper floor was moved to the east
by 9 feet, 6 inches.
5. Footprint at South Elevation The footprint of the lower floor now extends an additional 15 feet,
7 inches to the west.
PUBLIC FEEDBACK
The applicant conducted outreach to neighbors in the vicinity and provided letters of support from 104
Privateer, 1 Westward, 241 Balclutha, 118 Westward and 2 Westward (adjacent neighbor to north).
The neighbor to the south, Tom Sherwood, of 10 Westward Drive, provided a letter with feedback on
the application. (Attachment 2)
DESIGN REVIEW DISCUSSION:
This application represents a significant change from the 2,699 square foot existing structure in terms of
architectural style, height, massing, and overall size. In the previous proposal heard by the Planning
Commission, the 4,670 square foot design raised several concerns in terms of neighborhood
compatibility, bulk and massing, and view impacts. Staff, the Planning Commission, and a neighboring
property owner raised these concerns at the hearing and the applicant was directed to return at a later
date with updated plans. The applicants have since made some significant revisions such as an increased
upper floor setback at the south elevation and north elevations as highlighted in the section above. Staff
finds that these changes improve the quality of the design, help the structure integrate better with the
site and neighborhood, and reduce adverse impacts on neighboring properties. Despite these
improvements, views would still be impacted for 10 Westward Drive and therefore, Staff seeks input
from the Planning Commission on whether these impacts would be considered to be significant and
adverse and as such, whether Design Review Finding #3 can be made.
Neighborhood Impacts
To approve a Design Review application, the Planning Commission must make all Required Findings.
Required Finding 3 specifically concerns impacts to views, sunlight or privacy of residences in the vicinity
of a proposed project. To approve a project, the Commission must be able to state affirmatively that,
“The project will not significantly and adversely affect the views, sunlight or privacy of any
nearby residences…” (Required Finding #3)
Staff finds that this project would result in impacts to 10 Westward because the project will change the
size, location and design of the structure and generally modify the conditions to which surrounding
property owners have become accustomed. The Planning Commission is tasked with evaluating and
determining whether these impacts would be “significant and adverse.”
The dwellings on Westward, in the immediate vicinity of the project, are located on the slopes of Ring
Mountain. Despite this topography and the locations of each lot situated above the marsh, the
floorplans and window locations of the original homes were often not designed to take advantage of the
4

views which may otherwise be available from these hillside lots. This is the case with the upslope
property at 10 Westward where view impacts should be taken into consideration.
Views from 10 Westward are primarily limited to the patio area in the rear yard, with some limited
views from the upper floor including a small bathroom window looking northwest and windows in the
upper living room area, facing north/northeast. The living room windows primarily look out onto
neighborhood trees, with some views of the marsh and foothills to the north. The widest views of the
marsh can be seen from the patio in the rear yard, looking north/northeast. These views can be seen
when standing on the patio, but not when seated, and cannot be readily seen from elsewhere in the
rear yard.
Since the earlier public hearing, the southwest corner of the upper floor of the proposed house at 8
Westward has been moved 9.5 feet to the east, while another portion of the western elevation was
moved 1.5 feet to the east. These modifications maintain part of the existing view corridor from the
patio, preserving a portion of the marsh views. At the same time however, the northwest corner of the
proposed structure would impede roughly 50% of the view (depending upon where the viewer is
standing on the patio.)
While the Design Review Finding #3 requires consideration of view impacts, the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance provide only limited guidance on what constitutes a view, and do not define a significant
view, or a significant and adverse impact to a view. Attachment 5 provides an overview of view related
language in the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. Views must ultimately be evaluated on a case by
case basis. In this situation, Staff has considered the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Homes along this section of Westward were not clearly designed to take advantage of views to
the marsh, foothills, or other distant features in the area.
Those views which do exist from the site in question, at 10 Westward Drive, are clearly
important to and valued by the property owner, as indicated in multiple conversations with Staff
and through written comments provided in this packet.
The views from the upper floor windows in the living room are limited primarily to near field
views of neighborhood trees and views of the marsh which would not be significantly impacted
by this project.
The views from the corner bathroom window, situated above the toilet are not an active use
area and are not considered significant views for the purposes of this evaluation.
The views from the rear patio, feature distant scenic features including the Corte Madera
Marsh, and foothills.
The views from the rear patio are visible only from a very limited portion of the yard, only when
standing, and primarily when the viewer is standing on the raised patio. Nonetheless, this patio
area does appear to be designed, to some extent, to allow for views out toward the Bay.
The view from the rear patio is comprised of distant trees, foothills and the marsh. Roughly 50%
of the marsh and foothill view to the north would be blocked by the northwestern room at the
upper floor of the proposed project.

Staff finds that this project would adversely impact views from 10 Westward Drive, though it is unclear
whether these impacts should be considered “significant.” At 4,441 square feet, with 6 or 7 bedrooms
(depending upon the definition of a bedroom), the proposed project would be the largest dwelling in
the vicinity. After viewing story poles from the neighboring property, it appears that the elimination or
reduction in size of a proposed bedroom at the northwest corner of the structure would significantly
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reduce potential blockage of marsh and foothill views from the raised patio at 10 Westward. The
Commission may wish to consider balancing whether the elimination of a single bedroom in a 6-7
bedroom home is a minimal concession in relation to the impact that the bedroom may otherwise have
on the views from the neighboring property. However, the Commission is tasked with determining
whether the view blockage is significant and adverse rather than whether the applicant has made
reasonable concessions. Furthermore, the view would only be partially blocked, the views from the
living room windows would be largely unaffected, and the view is only visible if a number of specific
conditions are met (viewer outside, on the raised patio portion of the yard, and standing). Staff
encourages the Planning Commission to consider these points in their consideration of Finding #3.
Design and Site Integration
Since the prior public hearing, the massing of the proposed structure has been significantly modified.
The previous design was over 27 feet tall and the height of the structure was exaggerated by the height
of the building pad above both the street and the lower neighbor (2 Westward.) This was most apparent
at the north elevation, which has now been revised. The new design sets back the upper floor from the
lower floor, approximately 12.5 feet (toward the south) from the prior design, reducing the apparent
massing, eliminating any significant shadow impacts to 2 Westward, and helping the design to better
integrate into the site. Staff finds that the project would meet Finding 1 and 2.
Homes in the immediate vicinity are largely original two story designs. One notable exception is the
adjacent home at 2 Westward which is 4,267 square foot home which underwent a significant remodel
with additions approved by the Planning Commission in 2010. At 4,441 square feet, the proposed
structure would be the largest dwelling in the immediate vicinity. As stated in the prior Staff Report, this
floor area does not exceed the maximum set by the Zoning Ordinance and if designed and distributed
appropriately, may integrate properly with the site. With the revisions in the design, including increased
setbacks throughout, reduction in FAR and reduction in height, Staff finds that the articulation of
massing, and expansion of the lower floor into the rear yard minimize the apparent size of the structure,
helping the design to integrate into the site and into the broader neighborhood. The project includes a
significant landscaping plan that will improve the site and also help to marry the proposed structure
onto the site. Plantings are proposed at multiple scales, from ground covers to shrubbery and trees. A
watering plan is included to help ensure longevity and vitality of the proposed plantings. For these
reasons, Staff finds that the project would meet Finding 4, 5 and 6. The project would significant
improve the quality of construction by replacing the current structure with modern materials and
building to the current building codes.
CONCLUSION:
Staff finds that the proposed project meets all Design Review Findings with the possible exception of
Finding 3, regarding significant and adverse impacts to adjacent residences, which is deferred to the
Planning Commission for a determination. Staff finds that the project would impact views from 10
Westward, however the impacts are largely limited to the area of the rear patio where views can be
appreciated only from a limited zone and under certain conditions. To appreciate these views, the
viewer must be on the patio because the view is not visible from elsewhere in the yard, and the viewer
must be standing because the view is not visible from a seated position. Though the views are clearly
beautiful, when they can be seen, it is unclear whether impacts to such views should be considered
significant and adverse. Staff has provided a draft resolution for the Commission’s consideration that
includes language making all Design Review Findings, including Finding 3. Staff included this draft
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resolution to allow the Commission to approve the project, with any modifications or conditions, at this
meeting if desired.
RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Commission should consider the recommendations of Staff in addition to the feedback
provided by the applicants and other members of the community, as well as any other information
available to evaluate the application.
Staff has provided a draft resolution for approval of the project for the consideration of the Commission.
If the Planning Commission can make all required Design Review Findings, the Commission should
review the attached Resolution for consistency with their findings. The Commission may then adopt the
attached Resolution as written, or may request changes to the Resolution prior to adoption.
If the Planning Commission cannot make all required Design Review Findings, the Commission should
state clearly which findings cannot be made and may suggest conditions of approval or modifications to
the plans which could improve the project and either adopt such conditions and/or modifications or
direct the applicant to come back at a future Planning Commission meeting to address.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Draft Resolution 17-023
2. Letter from Tom Sherwood, 10 Westward, received 12/8/17
3. Applicant’s Revised Project Description and Findings
4. Story Pole Certification Letter
5. View Policies
6. September 12, 2017 PC Staff Report and Attachments

7

ATTACHMENT 1
DRAFT RESOLUTION 17-023

BEFORE THE TOWN OF CORTE MADERA PLANNING COMMISSION

In the Matter of:
DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2017-0045 FOR A NEW
4,441 SQUARE FOOT TWO LEVEL, SINGLE FAMILY
DWELLING AT 8 WESTWARD DRIVE

Resolution No. 17-023
Adoption Date: December 12, 2017
Appeal Period Ends: December 22, 2017

WHEREAS, on April 3, 2017 A Design Review application was submitted for a new two level, 4,670 square foot
residence at 8 Westward Drive; and
WHEREAS, on April 11, 2017 The Planning Department determined the application to be incomplete and
requested additional information including a landscape plan, section drawings and demolition notes. Staff also
shared several concerns regarding bulk and massing, view impacts and neighborhood compatibility; and
WHEREAS, on May 17, 2017 The applicant provided a written response and updated plans in response to the
incompleteness letter; and
WHEREAS, on June 4, 2017 The applicants constructed story poles at the request of Staff; and
WHEREAS, on June 7, 2017 Staff met with Tom Sherwood of 10 Westward to view story poles from the property
and evaluate potential view and privacy impacts; and
WHEREAS, on June 9, 2017 The Planning Department determined the application to be incomplete and requested
additional information including clarification regarding the site plan and whether it was based on a survey, request
for additional material sample of roofing material and cut sheets of lighting. Again Staff shared several concerns
regarding bulk and massing, potential view and privacy impacts; and
WHEREAS, on July 31, 2017 The applicant provided responses to the June 9 incompleteness letter, including
updated plans; and
WHEREAS, on August 29, 2017 The Planning Department determined the application to be complete after review
of submitted information and recommends that the project qualifies for categorical exemption under Section
15301 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines; and
WHEREAS, on September 1, 2017 Public hearing notices were mailed to property owners and tenants within 300'
of the property; and
WHEREAS, on September 12, 2017 The Planning Commission held a public hearing and made a motion to continue
the hearing to a date uncertain, to allow the applicant to revise the plans in response to concerns regarding view
impacts and massing; and
WHEREAS, on November 13, 2017 The applicant provided revised plans, updated project description and revised
findings for completeness review; and
WHEREAS, on November 29, 2017 Story poles were constructed 12 days ahead of the hearing; and
WHEREAS, on November 30, 2017 The application was deemed complete and a Notice of Public Hearing was sent
to all property owners and residents within 300 feet of the subject property; and
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WHEREAS, on December 12, 2017 The Planning Commission holds a public hearing,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission does hereby conditionally
approve Design Review Application PL-2017-0045 for the demolition of a 2,699 square foot two
story residence, and the construction of a new 4,441 square foot two story dwelling including a
complete landscaping plan at 8 Westward Drive based upon the finding that the proposed
project is in substantial conformity with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance and based upon
the findings listed below in accordance with Section 18.30.070 of the Municipal Code, and
subject to the conditions of approval listed below.
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 15303, because said Guidelines provision exempts the construction of one single-family
residence in a residential zone.
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 is consistent with both the Zoning Ordinance and the General Plan. The
project meets all development standards of the R-1 Zoning District including but not limited to:
height, floor area, setbacks, lot coverage and parking.
The project complies with the General Plan because it represents a significant reinvestment in
existing housing stock that will improve the safety and structural integrity of the residence. The
project is consistent with General Plan Policy CD-2.3, which requires that “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,” and Policy LU 2.4, that
seeks to “ensure that new residential development and upgrades to existing residential
development are compatible with existing neighborhood character and structures,” which is a
neighborhood of primarily two story homes.
The proposed residence would increase the floor area of the residence in a manner which is
harmonious with a neighborhood that is continually being improved through similar projects.
The structure would be the largest in the immediate vicinity however the design limits the
visibility of the massing by placing portions of the lower floor in the rear yard where they would
not be visible from the street elevation and would not extend above the height of the adjacent
fence line. The design of the structure uses significant articulation between wall faces to create
“design approaches that break the mass of wall planes,” in consistency with General Plan
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Implementation Program CD-2.4.a. The design uses clerestory windows in deliberate locations
on the north elevation and eliminates windows completely on the south elevation to limit
privacy impacts. This is consistent with the residential design guidelines suggested in Policy CD2.4 which calls for “limiting the impact of the proposed second story on privacy to adjoining
residences… through features such as window size and placement…etc.”
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 utilize the
existing graded portion of the lot and avoid any change in the existing topography, unnecessary
grading or unsightly changes to the slope. There is one existing tree in the front yard which is
shown on the landscaping plan and will be protected throughout construction. Much of the site
is bare dirt and will be planted as indicated on the landscaping plan. New plantings will be
primarily drought tolerant, non-invasive, native plantings, respecting the close proximity to Ring
Mountain open space and complying with provisions of the General Plan which encourage the
use of such vegetation.

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 dwellings on Westward, in the immediate vicinity of the project, are located on the slopes
Ring Mountain. Despite this topography and the locations of each lot situated above the marsh,
the floorplans and window locations of the original homes were often not designed to take
advantage of the views which may otherwise be available from these hillside lots. This is the
case with the upslope property at 10 Westward where view impacts are under consideration.
Views from 10 Westward are primarily limited to the patio area in the rear yard, with some
limited views from the upper floor including a small bathroom window looking northwest and
windows in the upper living room area, facing north/northeast. The living room windows
primarily look out onto neighborhood trees, with some views of the marsh and foothills to the
north. The widest views of the marsh can be seen from the patio in the rear yard, looking
north/northeast. These views can be seen when standing on the patio, but not when seated,
and cannot be readily seen from elsewhere in the rear yard.
Since the earlier public hearing, the southwest corner of the upper floor has been moved 9.5
feet to the east, while another portion of the western elevation was moved 1.5 feet to the east.
These modifications maintain part of the existing view corridor from the patio, preserving a
portion of the marsh views. At the same time however, the northwest corner of the proposed
structure would impede roughly 50% of the view (depending upon where the viewer is standing
on the patio.)
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The view from the patio is only visible if a number of specific conditions are met (viewer located
on the raised patio, must be standing), the view would only be partially blocked, and the views
from the living room windows would be largely unaffected. The Commission finds that while this
project would impact views from 10 Westward Drive, based on the specific facts of this project,
these impacts have been determined not to be significant and adverse.
Sunlight would not be significantly and adversely impacted due to the upper floor setback on
the north elevation which creates significant spacing between this and the downslope property
at 2 Westward. No other properties would have significant sunlight impacts due to the
topography of neighboring lots, with other homes located above the proposed project. Privacy
impacts would not be significant and adverse because windows have been limited to clerestory
windows on the north elevation and windows have been eliminated on the south elevation.
Windows at the rear of the structure would not look into neighboring structures but would have
minimal views into neighboring yards. This is an established condition due to the topography of
the lots and the fact that windows of each upslope home have existing views into surrounding
yards.
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 lot is 11,900 square feet, or 59% larger than the minimum lot size in the R-1 Zoning District.
The proposed structure would be 4,441 square feet, the largest structure in the immediate
vicinity. The project utilizes several techniques to minimize the apparent size of the structure,
including articulation of wall planes throughout, setbacks between the upper and lower floors,
and by extending a portion of the lower floor into the rear yard. The extension into the rear yard
would not be visible from the street, and the roofline over that element would be lower than
the fence line of the upslope property (10 Westward Dr.), significantly limiting any visual impact
of that component of the project.
Surrounding development is comprised primarily of 2 story residences. A majority of residences
in the immediate vicinity retain much of their original 1960’s architecture while some have
undergone major remodels that highlight modern design preferences through the use of
modern materials, colors and architectural elements. One such example is the neighboring
property at 2 Westward, which is a 4,267 square foot dwelling with craftsman design elements
that received design review approvals in 2004 and 2010. Further up the street at 394 Prince
Royal Drive, a 3,400 square foot residence with craftsman style design elements was approved
by the Planning Commission in 2001. The proposed project would represent an architectural
style that is unique in the immediate vicinity but is expressed elsewhere in the subdivision, such
as the recently approved 159 Prince Royal Drive, 207 Prince Royal Drive and 82 Sonora Drive.
The proposed design uses a gabled roof that matches the peak height of the existing structure,
while the ridgeline has been raised throughout. The design would utilize a combination of
materials including painted wood board and batten siding, standing seam metal roofing and
metal framed windows throughout. A color and materials sheet was submitted, including actual
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paint chip samples. A comprehensive landscaping plan is included, which would introduce many
varieties of drought tolerant and noninvasive plants. Overall the structure and landscaping are in
scale and harmonious with the surrounding development and the project avoids modification of
the lot topography that would be out of character with the neighborhood.
5.

Development materials and techniques will result in durable high-quality structures.
The existing structure was constructed in 1964 and had few improvements made 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 future
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 property is setback from the front property lines and maintains a clear line of site for those
entering and exiting the property as well as those passing along the street. The project will
provide two covered parking spaces in the garage as well as space for at least 3 cars in the
driveway. The project will be an attractive, modern and visually pleasing addition to the
neighborhood and will not create an adverse condition for pedestrians, cyclists or vehicles.

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.
Retaining walls in the rear and side yards were removed without building permits. Building
permit applications were submitted on September 8, 2017, a request for corrections was sent to
the applicant on October 4, and the applicant submitted responses to that request on December
4, 2017. The resubmittal is currently being reviewed by the Building Department. A condition of
approval has been added to require construction of the retaining walls prior to issuance of any
building permits which would be unrelated to this outstanding issue. The project will comply
with all applicable regulations and standards. The proposed structure would be a significant
improvement over the aging structure that currently occupies 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.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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PLANS
1. Consistency with Approved Plans - The proposed project shall be constructed substantially in
accordance with the plans and the color and materials board stamped “Official Exhibit” with a
RECEIVED stamp of December 6, 2017, except as amended by these conditions of approval.
2. Conditions of Approval - Plans submitted for building permit application shall include these
conditions of approval on one or more of the plan sheets.
3. Changes to Plans - No changes shall be made to the approved 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.
4. Owner and Contractor Statement - 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.
CONSTRUCTION
5. Retaining Walls – the applicant may submit building permit applications following the expiration
of the applicable appeal period; however no building permits will be issued until the Building
Official has determined that the applicant has satisfactorily remedied the existing code
enforcement case related to the construction of required retaining walls.
6. Preconstruction Meeting – Prior to submitting a building permit, a preconstruction meeting shall
take place with all appropriate representatives of the project construction team, Town
representatives and any other agencies. The meeting shall address items such as the
construction management and parking plan, required permits, traffic and parking management,
work schedule, delivery schedule, contact person(s), neighborhood notification, insurance,
damage deposits, etc.
7. Construction Management Plan - A Construction Management Plan and Parking Plan shall be
prepared by the applicant and submitted at or before the time of building permit application
submittal to the satisfaction of the Planning and Building and Public Works Departments in
order to minimize impacts on the neighborhood during the construction period.
8. Hours of Construction - 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
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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.
OTHER PERMITS OR OTHER REQUIREMENTS
9. Graywater Requirements - 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.
10. Permits From Other Agencies (i.e. BCDC, MMWD, CDFG, etc.) – As part of the application for a
building permit, grading permit or significant tree removal, the applicant shall provide in writing
approved permits from the appropriate agency(cies) or written statements that a permit is not
required, from the local, state or federal agencies with jurisdiction over the project site. It shall
be the responsibility of the applicant to determine whether approvals and/or permits are
required.
IMPACT FEES
11. School District Mitigation Fees - Applicant is responsible for ascertaining whether School District
mitigation fees will be required by the Larkspur-Corte Madera School District for this project. If
fees are required, the district will require that these fees be paid prior to the applicant receiving
a building permit for this project.
LIGHTING
12. Exterior Lighting Dark Sky Compliant – Exempting existing fixtures shown on approved plans, all
new exterior lighting must be “dark sky friendly” 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. The exterior lights should have a color temperature of 3500
Kelvin or lower (warm not cool). Any changes to proposed lighting must be approved by the
Planning Department.
INSPECTIONS AND VERITIFICATIONS
13. Property Line and Setback Verification - Upon issuance of a Building Permit, the property line
and setback location(s) at areas of construction must be identified on site by a licensed land
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surveyor or registered civil engineer. The licensed land surveyor or registered civil engineer
shall submit a written confirmation to the Building Department that the staking of the property
lines has been properly completed.
14. Final Planning Inspection - Prior to a final Building Division 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 per the resolution
approving the project.
15. Access for Inspections - The applicant and subject property owner shall permit the Planning
Department or its representative(s) or designee(s) to make inspections at any reasonable time
deemed necessary to assure that the construction being performed under the authority of this
approval is in accordance with the terms and conditions described herein.
16. Permit Expiration - This approval shall remain valid for a period of one year from the approval
day, after which the approval shall lapse and become null and void. The issuance of a building
permit shall constitute an extension of the approval which shall then remain valid during the
same time period the building permit is active. If a building permit has not been issued before
expiration of the approval, an extension may be requested as prescribed in Section 18.30.090
(Design Review) of the Town Zoning Ordinance. Such requests must be made before expiration
of the approval. If the building permit(s) expire before completion of the project, the Planning
Director may at his/her discretion, permit an extension of the approval.
FIRE DEPARTMENT:
1. Fire Sprinkler Requirement. A fire sprinkler system shall be installed throughout the entire
building, which complies with the requirements of the National Fire Protection Association
(NFPA) 13-D and local standards. A separate deferred permit shall be required for this system.
Plans and specifications for the system shall be submitted by an individual or firm licensed to
design and /or design-build sprinkler systems.
2. Smoke Alarms. All smoke detectors in the residence shall be provided with AC power and be
interconnected for simultaneous alarm. Detectors shall be located in each sleeping room,
outside of sleeping rooms centrally located in the corridor and over the center of all stairways
with a minimum of one detector per story of the occupied portion of the residence.
3. Carbon Monoxide Alarms. Carbon monoxide alarms shall be provided in existing dwellings when
a permit is required for alterations, repairs, or addition exceeds one thousand dollars. CO alarms
shall be located outside of each dwelling unit sleeping are in the immediate vicinity of the
bedroom(s) and on every level of a dwelling unit including basements.
4. Address. Address numbers at least 4’’ tall must be in place adjacent to the front door. If not
clearly visible from the street, additional numbers are required. Residential numbers must be
internally illuminated (backlit), placed to a light or be reflective numbers. If your project is a new
house or substantial remodel, they may only be internally illuminated or illuminated an adjacent
light controlled by a photocell and switched only by a breaker so it will remain illuminated all
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night. If not currently as described, they must be installed as part of this project.
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
Grading and Drainage
1.

In accordance with section 15.20.030 of the Municipal Code, the applicant may be required to
obtain a Grading and Drainage Permit from the Public Works Department prior to issuance of a
Building Permit. The application for this permit shall include, but not be limited to, a site
grading plan/drainage plan showing topographic information prepared by a licensed civil
engineer or landscape architect. If a geotechnical report is required, the project
geotechnical/soils engineer shall review and approve the grading/drainage plan for
conformance to the report prepared for the project. All grading and drainage permits require
the applicant complete the “Construction Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Applicant
Package”, section “MCSTOPPP ESCP Standard Template” pages 1 through 11 and submit with
the Grading and Drainage Permit prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.

2.

Grading within this area may be subject to the requirements of Section 15.20.220 “Supervised
Grading” of the Municipal Code. A determination will be made by the Public Works Department
at the time of the Grading and Drainage Permit.

3.

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 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.

4.

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.

5.

Retaining walls and/or grading shall not be any closer than two feet from any property line
per Municipal Code Section 15.20.250(c).

6.

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.

7.

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
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8.

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.

9.

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.

10.

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.

11.

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 right-of-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.

12.

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 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.

13.

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
14.

Per Town Ordinance 21.32.050 and Sanitary District #2 Ordinance 34 § 2, the applicant is subject
to an additional Sewer Connection Charge based upon an alteration of use (increase to four or
more bathroom). The additional sewer connection charge for fiscal year 2016-2017 would be
$2,103.

15.

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.

16.

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.
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Construction Operations
17.

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-of-way 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.

18.

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.

19.

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.

20.

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 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.

INDEMNIFICATION AGREEMENT
The applicant shall - 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 this 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.
The applicant shall - 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.
The applicant shall - 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
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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.
APPEAL PERIOD
No building permit shall be issued until the expiration of the appeal period. The appeal period
extends ten calendar days from the date of decision. 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
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 December 12, 2017, by
the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
________________________________________________________________________
Peter Chase, Chair
Date
________________________________________________________________________
Adam Wolff, Director of Planning and Building
Date
12

ATTACHMENT 2
LETTER FROM TOM SHERWOOD, 10 WESTWARD
RECEIVED 12-8-17

Planning Commission
Town of Corte Madera
December 7, 2017
Page 1

Tom & Jan Sherwood
10 Westward Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
December 7, 2017

Planning Commission
Town of Corte Madera
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Re:

Design Review Application for the Property at 6 Westward Drive

Dear Honorable Planning Commissioners:
As you know we own the house at 10 Westward Drive, which is located immediately to the south
of the subject property.
At the conclusion of the September 12 Planning Commission hearing, you made the following
comments regarding the applicant’s original proposal (taken from the minutes of the meeting
with emphasis added):
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Unfortunately, the applicant chose to largely ignore the Commissioners’ comments. While the
size of the house was reduced by a nominal 229 square feet (from 4,670 to 4,441), or less than
5%, and the second story of the wall immediately adjacent to our common property line was
pulled back to the east a few feet, the proposed second story which runs north/south adjacent to
the existing second story of the house remains largely intact and still dramatically impacts our
bay views (roughly 75% of our view is lost). Obviously the elimination of the second story of
the south wing immediately adjacent to our house in this proposal does no good because the
proposed second story to the north of the existing second story of the house blocks the same
sightline. (Please see attached photos.) This new plan is directly contrary to the comments of
Commission Lee set forth in the first paragraph of the Commission’s minutes set forth above and
of Chair Chase and Commissioner Freedman in the last paragraph.
The current proposal is an example of backwards planning. Rather than heeding the
Commission’s direction, looking at the photos which showed the impacts of the original
proposal, drawing lines on those photos outlining where walls and rooflines could be built
without interfering with our views and then designing their house using those constraints, the
applicant’s overriding design “constraint” instead was the continued maximization of the square
footage of the house, having the highest possible number of bedrooms (now up to 6 bedrooms
from the previous 5) and maximizing the profit from its real estate development venture.
At no time before either the submittal of the original proposal or the submittal of the current
proposal did the applicant make any effort to determine the impact of their proposals on our
house. Indeed, it was only this past Saturday (December 2nd), the day after the new story poles
were erected and sometime after the submittal of the new plans to the Town, that the project
architect viewed the proposal from our property and realized the impact on our views remained.
Only the elimination of the sixth bedroom located on the northwest side of the second story will
preserve our views.
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As before, and as noted in the previous Staff Report, the immediate neighborhood consists of
homes in the 2,000 to 2,500 square foot range, with limited second stories (typically limited to
over the garage). The new plan remains out of character with the remainder of the
neighborhood. To put it in perspective, the following chart shows how the new proposal
compares to the existing neighborhood conditions. Only the recently remodeled house at 2
Westward is remotely similar in size (and, ironically, the design of the remodel at 2 Westward
was changed, at the direction of the Planning Commission, to avoid interfering with the views
from the applicant’s property).
Address

1 Westward (Corner Lot)
2 Westward (Corner Lot)
5 Westward
6 Westward (Existing)
6 Westward (Proposed)
9 Westward
10 Westward
14 Westward (Corner Lot)
118 Westward (Corner Lot)

Dwelling
Square
Footage
1568
3762
2055
2289

Garage
Square
Footage
480
505
480
410

1568
2130
1568
2505

480
4804
480
480

Total
Square
Footage
2049
4267
2540
2705
4441
2057
6944
2062
3103

Lot
Square
Footage
10260
14595
10648
11900
11900
10648
11900
12350
11094

Lot
Coverage
.1999
.292
.193
.2268
.3732
.1923
.2193
.1658
.2690

As we noted previously, Section 18.08.220(g) of the Town’s zoning ordinance makes it clear that
the "FAR" for an R-1 zoned lot is not intended as a target to be achieved, but rather is the
maximum allowable for any lot. If a project is subject to design review per Section
18.08.220(h), the town may approve less than the maximum allowable FAR to meet design
review standards in Chapter 18.30.”
And Sections 18.30.20 and 18.30.30 provide the following guidelines which are applicable here:
“18.30.020 - Scope of design review.
Where design review is prescribed for a use or structure by the district regulations, review
and approval shall be directed to the following considerations:
(1) The proposed location of the structure on its site in relation to the location of
buildings on adjoining sites, with particular attention to view considerations, privacy, and
topographic or other constraints on development imposed by particular site conditions;
...
(3) The size or bulk of the proposed building in relation to the character of existing
buildings in the vicinity;
Design review of single-family homes shall emphasize those aspects of the design that
affect surrounding residents or the visual character of the town.”
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“18.30.030 - Guidelines.
The planning commission and zoning administrator shall be guided by the recommendations
contained in any report or a visual analysis that may have been submitted in connection with a
preliminary development plan or a precise development plan in accord with the provisions
of Chapter 18.18, Special Purpose Overlay Districts, and by the following criteria:
(1) In all residential districts, single-story design is encouraged.
...
(3) In bay front or water-oriented residential areas, preservation of view corridors to
the bay should be attained wherever possible by cluster development or by combining side
yards on one side of a building.”
Unfortunately we will be unable to attend the hearing on the 12th in person as we are on a
long-planned vacation out of the State. Mr. Bush asked the applicant to consider postponing this
hearing so we could be present, but not surprisingly (given the applicant’s non-collaborative
approach in designing the proposed house), this suggestion was rejected by the applicant.
Instead we had no choice but to hire an attorney to represent our interests at the hearing.
Before you act on the application we would ask you to consider how you would feel about this
significant loss of views if you lived at 10 Westward. Would you be able to make the necessary
findings that this project will not “significantly and adversely affect” our views and will be “in
scale and harmonious with existing and future development adjacent to the site, and in the
vicinity.”
Thank you for your consideration.
s/s Tom & Jan Sherwood

Impact of current proposal on view from backyard of 10 Westward Dive

ATTACHMENT 3
APPLICANTS REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION
AND DESIGN REVIEW FINDINGS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
8 Westward Drive
11-13-17
The proposed revisions for 8 Westward Drive are submitted in response to the comments
from the Commission and from feedback from the neighbors.
In response to comments that the previously proposed massing was not appropriate for the
site, the revised design has been significantly altered to create a residence in which the
massing more closely adheres to that established in the neighborhood. The proposed design
reduces the floor area of the second floor and shifts much of the second floor massing toward
the center and uphill side of the site. This shift significantly reduces the impact of the
proposed project on the neighbors, softens the visual impact of the project from the street,
and closely mimics the massing of most of the houses in the neighborhood.
Specifically, the bedrooms previously located on the second floor north side of the house
have been shifted toward the center of the house, thereby eliminating the 2-story mass at the
north/downhill neighbor's side of the property. Consequently, this eliminates the 2-story wall
along the north side and creates stepping in the mass that closely follows the natural
topography of the site and matches the pattern of most of the existing houses on the block.
Additionally, the roof slope has been lowered to further reduce the impact of the house on the
neighbors and from the street.
On the south side of the property, the massing has been reduced and redistributed. The upper
floor along the south side has been shifted toward the north by 2', eliminating any 2-story
walls along that elevation, and further delineating the south side resulting in a significant
reduction of the impact of the house on the uphill neighbor. In response to the uphill
neighbor's impacted view of the bay from their rear yard, the master bedroom west wall has
been moved to the east by 9'-6” thereby opening up the bay view for the rear yard deck of the
uphill neighbor. Additionally, the reduced roof slope has lowered the ridge by about 1'-8” along
that south side further reducing the impact of the proposed house on the uphill neighbor.
This revised configuration and design further delineates the massing in order to give visual
interest, eliminates most of the 2-story walls, and continues to provide a play of shade and
shadow with the various roof forms and steps in the facade. This aspect of the proposed
project is consistent with other houses on the street and fits into the fabric of the
neighborhood. The facade will have painted board and batten siding, in combination with
horizontal siding, the roofing will be metal standing seam metal, the windows will be aluminum
and the color palette will consist of earth tones. This combination of colors and materials
gives the house a warm, traditional appearance which is consistent with the Northern
California vernacular. The owners are excited about the project and we all feel it will be an
improvement for the neighborhood.

Required Findings
8 Westward Drive
11-09-17
1.
The proposed project meets the Municipal code requirements for the medium-density
residential zone in terms of setbacks, height limit, lot coverage, parking and FAR.
2.
No major trees or landscape items are slated for removal. There will be retaining walls in the
rear yard that will follow the existing contours and will be approximately 3' to 5' in height. Some minor
grading is proposed in order to create a flat, useable rear yard area. The natural slope front yard will
remain as-is and will be replanted.
3.
The most affected neighbors for this project are the immediate uphill and downhill neighbors.
The uphill residence appears to be high enough such that the proposed addition will have a minimal
affect on their light. Also, because they are south of the subject property, shadowing is not a significant
issue The proposed revisions to the project reduce the impact of the house on the neighbor by shifting
the massing to open up the view of the bay from the uphill neighbor's rear yard deck. The south
elevation has also been redesigned to remove any 2-story walls, and the roof ridge height has been
lowered to further reduce the impact on the uphill neighbor. In terms of the downhill neighbor, as it is
now, there are several large windows that look from the 8 Westward house directly into their yard. In
the proposed design, those windows are to be removed. The only windows proposed on that side
elevation are high such that there will be privacy between the houses. In addition, the proposed
massing on the upper floor has been shifted toward the center of the house, away from the downhill
neighbor as a way to minimize the impact of the addition on that neighbor.
4.
In terms of the architectural design, he proposed revisions reduce the floor area of the second
floor and shifts much of the second floor massing toward the center and uphill side of the site. This
shift significantly reduces the impact of the proposed project on the uphill and downhill neighbors,
softens the impact of the project from the street, and closely mimics the massing of most of the
houses in the neighborhood. This configuration delineates the massing in order to give visual interest
and to provide a play of shade and shadow with the various roof forms and steps in the facade. This
mimics the other houses in the neighborhood in terms of providing a variety of roof lines and
articulations in the facade. The front yard slope will remain as it is, with a natural slope down the hill
and toward the street; no large retaining walls are proposed. In order to soften the appearance of the
front yard, drought tolerant & native plantings are proposed.
5.
The project will incorporate durable and maintainable wood siding for the facades. The roofing
will be standing seam metal – a very durable material – and the windows will be aluminum; no vinyl
windows are proposed. There will be a stone patio at the front and rear of the house – an attractive
and durable surfacing material.
6.
As stated in item 4 above, the delineation of the massing, variety of roof forms and articulation
of the facade gives the project visual interest and helps it harmonize with the fabric of the existing
neighborhood. The revised massing is consistent with other houses in the neighborhood and follows
the natural topography of the site. The access to the house will remain similar to it is now, with a
modest sloping driveway. The proposed front yard landscaping will be such that there will be ample
visual access for exiting vehicles.
7.
There are no current code violations with the existing house. And, as stated in item 1, the
proposed project meets the current code. The improvements have been designed such that some of
the existing foundations can be utilized in the new structure. In terms of landscaping, the front yard, at
time of purchase, was overgrown with limited visual access for vehicles exiting the driveway. The
proposed landscape design will allow visual access and making it safer for the neighborhood.
8.
Because it is a residential project, no signs are proposed.

ATTACHMENT 4
STORY POLE CERTIFICATION LETTER
(Not available at time of packet distribution)

ATTACHMENT 5
CORTE MADERA VIEW POLICIES AND GUIDELINES

View Policies and Guidelines in
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance
General Plan
Policy LU-2.8 (p. 2-49)
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.
Implementation Program LU-2.8.a: Municipal Codes
Amend Municipal Code sections of the Tree Ordinance (Chapter 5.50) relative to view
preservation and adopt Design Guidelines addressing views. Such actions should coincide
with policy direction for views contained in Chapter 5 (Community Design) of the General
Plan.

5.3 Residential Design (p. 5-4)
Guiding Principles
With Corte Madera’s residential neighborhoods nearly built out, the focus in the coming years turns to
improving the neighborhood character of these areas. Growing families and the expensive real estate
market in Marin County add to ever increasing pressures to expand the size of existing homes and
improve an aging housing stock. Proper design can enhance neighborhood character when new
development is proposed on the few remaining vacant lots or when existing homes are expanded or
otherwise remodeled. The evaluation and analysis of new or expansion projects must balance the needs
of the home owner with potential neighborhood impacts affecting views, sunlight, privacy and safety.
This balance must be determined on a case-by-case basis. The residential design Goals and Policies
included in Section 5.6 reflect the guiding principles discussed below.

View Preservation (p. 5-5)
Corte Madera has some of the most beautiful and captivating views of any Bay Area community. With a
backdrop of Mount Tamalpais to the west, with San Francisco Bay in the foreground to the east, and with
its rolling hills and natural ecological systems at various points in-between, view preservation is a very
important community amenity. Views from residential properties add to property values and enhance
quality of life. At the same time, such viewsheds can also create conflict for owners seeking to develop
their properties, remodel or construct additions to their homes when construction may impact views from
nearby properties. This issue will be regulated with standards that allow for a reasonable amount of
development while minimizing significant negative impacts to neighbor’s views. View issues tend to be
linked to potential impacts on neighbor’s expectation of privacy and access to sunlight. These issues
must be balanced and evaluated on a case-by-case basis when reviewing a development project.
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5.6

Goals, Policies, and Implementation Programs for Community Design

Policy CD-2.4 (p. 5-13)
Allow second story construction involving new single-family homes, additions to existing residences,
new second residential units and two-story detached accessory structures where site and view conditions
warrant.
Implementation Program CD-2.4.a:Second Story Construction
Apply the following design criteria for second story construction in the residential Design
Guidelines:
§

Limiting the impact of the second story on short- and long-range views. (See
General Plan view policies.)

§

The type, extent and quality of views and number of properties that may be
impacted.

Policy CD-2.5 (p. 5-14)
Ensure new residential development incorporates views in site design and architectural planning.
Implementation Program CD-2.5.a:View Definitions
The Town’s Design Guidelines and the design review process shall emphasize the need
to balance the value of long-range and short-range views based on the speicifc conditions
of the property proposed for development.. For the purposes of considering views, the
Town shall be guided by the following:
§

A “view” is a scene from a residence and/or its active use area (such as a
yard or deck), and includes both upslope and downslope scenes.

§

Views can be categorized as either short-range or long-range. Short-range
views are those predominantly limited to the particular neighborhood of the
project. This can include a nearby view toward a park or include view
corridors of substantially open spaces. Conversely, long-range views
encompass broader and significant viewsheds of sites further away, such as
views towards Mount Tamalpais and substantially open ridgelines or
hillsides, and views toward San Francisco Bay, bridges and distant cities.

§

The Design Guidelines will recognize the Zoning Administrator’s, Planning
Commission’s, and Town Council’s authority to exercise their discretion in
the application of view guidelines on a case-by-case basis.
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Zoning Ordinance
18.30.010 – Purposes [of Design Review].
The procedures and authority for review and approval of site plans, architectural elevations of buildings
or other structures, signs and landscape plans are established by this chapter to achieve the following
purposes:
(3)
To ensure that the location and configuration of structures are visually harmonious with their sites
and with surrounding sites and structures; do not unnecessarily block scenic views from other buildings or
tend to dominate the townscape or the natural landscape; and create an internal sense of order and provide
a desirable environment for occupants, visitors and the general community. To this end, horizontal
expansion is preferred over vertical when remodeling;
18.30.030 - Guidelines.
The planning commission and zoning administrator shall be guided by the recommendations contained in
any report or a visual analysis that may have been submitted in connection with a preliminary
development plan or a precise development plan in accord with the provisions of Chapter 18.18, Special
Purpose Overlay Districts, and by the following criteria:
(3)
In bay front or water-oriented residential areas, preservation of view corridors to the bay should
be attained wherever possible by cluster development or by combining side yards on one side of a
building.
18.30.070 - Required findings.
The planning commission or zoning administrator may approve a design review or a sign application as it
was applied for or in modified form if, on the basis of the application and the evidence submitted, the
planning commission or zoning administrator makes all of the following findings:
(3)
The project will not significantly and adversely affect the views, sunlight or privacy of any
nearby residences, will provide adequate buffering between residential and nonresidential uses, and
otherwise is in the best interest of the public health, safety and general welfare.
Note: The following is specific to evaluation of accessory dwelling units.
18.31.050 - Accessory dwelling unit regulations.
Accessory dwelling units shall be subject to the following regulations:

(6) Architectural Compatibility. The accessory dwelling unit shall comply with the
following design standards:
(G) Views. The accessory dwelling unit shall not increase a blockage of any view
of the bay or Mount Tamalpais caused by the main building on the property as
viewed from the main building on an adjacent property.
Note: The following applies only to claims of view blockage resulting from the growth of trees.
15.50.160 - Standards for evaluation of claims.
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In determining the extent to which the complainant may exercise his/her view and/or sunlight rights
otherwise established hereunder, the following factors shall be considered:
(1) The vantage point(s) from which the view is obtained;
(2) The extent of the alleged view or sunlight obstruction;
(3) The quality of the views which existed at or during the relevant time including existence of
landmarks or other unique view features, and/or the extent to which the tree(s) blocks their
view;
(4) The extent to which the view or sunlight is diminished by factors other than the tree(s) involved
in the claim;
(5) The extent to which the tree(s) have grown to obscure the enjoyment of sunlight in the active
use area of the complainant's property…
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ATTACHMENT 6
9-12-17 PC STAFF REPORT AND ATTACHMENTS

Additional Materials Received Between 12-8-17 and 12-12-17

Doug Bush
Planner, Town of Corte Madera
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925

RE:

8 Westward Drive Design Review

Mr. Bush:
I am writing to express my support for 8 Westward Drive’s design review application. I
am the owner at 102 Granada Dr. I grew up in this neighborhood and am pleased to see
this transition of nearby homes. I spoke with the applicant who explained the updated
design, materials, and other site improvements. I am fully aware of the originally
proposed plans as well as the Commissioners comments, and appreciate how the revised
design has responded to that feedback.
Based on everything I have seen, the proposed home looks stunning and I would be
thrilled to see the proposed plan get passed. The design and overall feel of the home
blends in incredibly well with the existing neighborhood. I am a strong believer it is this
type of effort and creativity that will add value to the surrounding neighborhood and
hopefully encourage further investment into our community. It makes me very happy to
see new families move into our neighborhood looking to take ownership in their homes.
For these reasons, I encourage the Commission to approve the revised project at 8
Westward Drive.
Sincerely,

Bbfeccmln

Blake Andros

Doug Bush
Planner, Town of Corte Madera
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
RE:

8 Westward Drive Design Review

Mr. Bush:
I am writing to express my support for 8 Westward Drive’s design review
application. I am a nearby resident and I welcome the possibility of being able to
enjoy the proposed design. I spoke with the applicant who explained the
updated design, materials, and other site improvements. I understand the
Commissioners comments on the initial design and I appreciate how the revised
design has responded to that feedback.
The proposed design includes stunning high‐quality materials, which should
add significant value to the surrounding neighborhood. As a realtor and newer
resident of Corte Madera, I am glad to see new families move into the
neighborhood and invest in their homes. The revised second floor plan appears
to be setback in a way, which it will blend nicely with the surrounding homes.
These are the types of improvements I hope to see more of in our neighborhood,
increasing the value of the surrounding homes, as well as beautifying the
community.
For these reasons, I encourage the Commission to approve the revised project at
8 Westward Drive.

Sincerely,

12/10/2017

Benjamin Faber
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VICINITY MAP

DESIGN REVIEW 03-30-17
DR REVISION 11-09-17

AREA CALCULATIONS

PROPOSED AREA CALCULATIONS:
(N) UNCONDITIONED GARAGE AREA
(N) LOWER FLOOR LIVING AREA
(N) UPPER FLOOR LIVING AREA
TOTAL PROPOSED LIVING AREA
GROSS PROPOSED BUILDING AREA

448 SF
2366 SF
1627 SF
3993 SF
4441 SF

= 17%
= 25%

PROPOSED FAR =

4441
11900

= .37

PARKING SPACES:
EXISTING
PROPOSED

2 COVERED
2 COVERED

A

-

IMPERVIOUS AREA CALC:
EXISTING
4211 SF
PROPOSED
4848 SF
GRADING CALC:
APPROX. 17 YARDS WILL BE REMOVE IN ORDER TO LEVEL OUT
REAR YARD

www.jimtreman.com

410 SF
1614 SF
675 SF
2289 SF
2699 SF

2024
11900
2985
11900

63 COOK STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94118
415-806-7401

EXISTING AREA CALCULATIONS:
(E) UNCONDITIONED GARAGE AREA
(E) LOWER FLOOR LIVING AREA
(E) UPPER FLOOR LIVING AREA
TOTAL EXISTING LIVING AREA
GROSS EXISTING BUILDING AREA

LOT AREA: 11,900 SF
(E) LOT COVERAGE
(N) LOT COVERAGE
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8 Westward Drive
DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2017-0045 FOR
A NEW 4,441 SQUARE FOOT TWO LEVEL, SINGLE
FAMILY DWELLING AT 8 WESTWARD DRIVE
(FORMERLY 6 WESTWARD DRIVE)

EXISTING FOOTPRINT

PROPOSED FOOTPRINT

REQUIRED FINDINGS
(1)
The project conforms with the general plan, any applicable specific, area or community plan,
master sign program and all provisions of the zoning ordinance.
(2)
The project will not unnecessarily remove trees and natural vegetation, will preserve natural
landforms and, whenever possible, avoid development within fifty vertical feet of ridgelines, does not
include excessive or unsightly grading of hillsides, and otherwise will not adversely affect the natural
beauty of the town.
(3)
The project will not significantly and adversely affect the views, sunlight or privacy of any
nearby residences, will provide adequate buffering between residential and nonresidential uses, and
otherwise is in the best interest of the public health, safety and general welfare.
(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, and landscaping shall be based on water conservation designs.
(5)
Development materials and techniques will result in durable high-quality structures and
landscaping.
(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.
(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 codes that exist on the site.

Plans dated 1-8-18
8 Westward Drive
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