TOWN OF CORTE MADERA
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
Tuesday, Decem ber 10, 2019
Council Chambers, 300 Tamalpais Drive, Corte Madera, California

7:00 P.M.

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. 223 BALTIMORE AVE – DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2019-0084 FOR THE DEMOLITION OF AN
EXISTING RESIDENCE AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 3,114 SQUARE FOOT SINGLE STORY
RESIDENCE WITH A 665 SQUARE FOOT ATTACHED GARAGE AT 223 BALTIMORE AVENUE (Senior Planner
Martha Battaglia)
5. NEW HEARINGS
A. None
6. BUSINESS ITEMS
A. PLANNING COMMISSION 2017, 2018 AND 2019 YEARS IN REVIEW – A REVIEW OF PLANNING
APPLICATIONS APPROVED AND PROJECTS COMPLETED SINCE 2017. (Senior Planner Phil Boyle)

7. ROUTINE AND OTHER MATTERS
A. REPORTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REQUESTS
i. Commissioners
ii. Planning Director
iii. Tentative Agenda Items for the Tuesday, December 24, 2019 Planning Commission
Meeting

(P ROP OSED I TEM S, AN D ORDER, ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE)

a. None
iv. Tentative Agenda Items for the Tuesday, January 14, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting

(P ROP OSED I TEM S, AN D ORDER, ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE)

a. 155 SUMMIT DRIVE - DESIGN REVIEW AND VARIANCE APPLICATION FOR THE DEMOLITION
OF AN EXISTING TWO STORY RESIDENCE AND CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW THREE STORY
RESIDENCE AT 155 SUMMIT DRIVE
v. Future Agenda Items

(P ROP OSED I TEM S, AN D ORDER, ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE)

B. MINUTES
i. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of November 12, 2019
8. ADJOURNMENT
To the next Planning Commission Meeting which will be held on January 14, 2020 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 10:00 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.
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ITEM NO. 4A
223 BALTIMORE AVE – DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-20190084 FOR THE DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING RESIDENCE AND
THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 3,114 SQUARE FOOT SINGLE
STORY RESIDENCE WITH A 665 SQUARE FOOT ATTACHED GARAGE
AT 223 BALTIMORE AVENUE

Planning Commission Meeting
December 10, 2019

CORTE MADERA PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE: December 6, 2019
MEETING DATE: December 10, 2019
TO:

Planning Commissioners

FROM:

Martha Battaglia, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

Design Review Application PL-2019-0084 for the demolition of an existing
residence and the construction of a new 3,114 square foot single story residence
with a 665 square foot attached garage at 223 Baltimore Avenue


RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Staff recommends that after consideration of the staff report, presentations, public testimony and
all available materials, the Planning Commission approve the draft resolution included as
Attachment 1. Adoption of attached Resolution 19-023 would approve Design Review
Application PL-2019-0084 for the demolition of an existing residence and the construction of a
new 3,114 square foot single story residence with a 665 square foot attached garage, based upon
the findings listed below in accordance with Section 18.30.070 of the Municipal Code, and
subject to the conditions listed in the attached resolution.
BACKGROUND:
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on November 12, 2019 and discussed the
application for a Major Design Review to demolish the existing residence and construct a new
3,114 square foot single story residence with a 665 square foot attached garage located at 223
Baltimore Avenue.
A total of eleven members of the public provided comments on the proposed project. Six
members of the public raised concerns related to the project and five members of the public
spoke in support of the project. The primary concerns raised included: 1) the loss of the view of
Mt. Tam from the balconies of 101 Pixley Avenue and 111 Pixley Avenue; 2) the siting of the
residence on the lot; 3) the loss of sunlight to the back patios of building nine of the Parkview
Terrace condominium complex).; 4) the location of the air conditioning unit and pool equipment
and the potential noise impacts to adjacent properties; 5) the overall height of the structure at the
rear elevation; 6) the location of the fire pit and the potential for noise impacts to adjacent
properties; and 7) the lack of perimeter landscaping.
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A summary of the public comments from the November 12, 2019 Planning Commission meeting
is included in the draft meeting minutes (Attachment 2). The comment letters received prior to
the November 12, 2019 meeting and following the meeting are included as Attachment 3.
At the November 12, 2019 meeting, the Commission requested that staff coordinate outreach
meetings between the applicant and the neighbors. The Planning Commissioners approved a
motion to continue the public hearing to December 10, 2019.
The discussion from the November 12, 2019 Planning Commission meeting can be accessed by
video here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0SgX_RNErhQ and the staff report is included
as Attachment 4.
DISCUSSION:
Following the November 12, 2019 meeting, staff coordinated three outreach meetings between
the applicants and the neighbors. The meetings were attended by the following individuals:
1. Meeting on November 19, 2019: staff, Brady Delsol, Katie Delsol and Carol Shawn (219
Baltimore Avenue).
2. Meeting on November 19, 2019: staff, Brady Delsol, Katie Delsol, Norma Pomerance (84
Redwood Avenue), Pennell Chapin (70 Redwood Avenue), Lisa Spangler (75 Redwood
Avenue), and Matt Gondak (44 Redwood Avenue).
3. Meeting on November 20, 2019: staff, Brady Delsol, Katie Delsol, and residents of the
Parkview Recreation Association, including Douglas Levy, Nanette Grimm, Lexie
Sifford, Robert Phillips, Jeremiah Mock, and Lisa Spangler.
At the various outreach meetings, the neighbors shared their concerns about the project with the
applicants. The applicants also went to some of the neighbor’s homes to get a better
understanding of their concerns.
Since the November 12, 2019 meeting, the applicants have made the following modifications to
the project to address some of the neighbor’s concerns:
1. Changed the roof on the southern portion of the house from a gable to a hip. This change
reduces the height of the structure at the master bathroom by 7 feet and removes 12 feet
of ridgeline.
2. Added additional privacy vegetation between the project site and the property to the west
(219 Baltimore Avenue).
3. Removed a bench that was near the western property boundary.
4. Removed the fire pit area from the southwest corner of the site.
5. Removed the trampoline from the southeast corner of the site.
6. Added two additional mature olive trees (24 inch box) to the southern portion of the site.
7. Enclosed the air conditioning unit with a wooden surround and added landscaping.
8. Enclosed the pool equipment with a wooden surround and added landscaping.
Refer to Attachment 9, Sheets 2, 3, 4, 5, and 11 for the changes noted above.
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The applicants have also selected equipment that is energy efficient and quiet. The selected air
conditioning unit includes a compressor sound blanket and a trademarked silencer system design.
The selected pool equipment includes a magnet motor design that reduces both noise and
vibration. The applicant will also be enclosing the equipment with horizontal wooden boards and
adding landscaping, which will further limit any potential noise impacts. A Condition of
Approval has been added to the project that requires the applicant to install the air conditioning
and pool equipment that they have selected, or to install an equal or better model with respect to
sound attenuation (refer to Attachment 1, Condition of Approval No. 12).
A shade study was completed for the project that includes illustrations that show the shading that
the proposed residence at 223 Baltimore Avenue will have on adjacent structures, including
Parkview Terrace building 9 (refer to Attachment 9, Sheet 18). As noted in architect’s narrative
(Attachment 5) Parkview Terrace building 9 is mostly in shadow regardless of the proposed
project because of the orientation of the building and the elevation of the building as it relates to
223 Baltimore Avenue. The decks and open space at the rear of building 9 are oriented in a
north-west direction, which results in the building not getting any direct sunlight until late in the
afternoon regardless of the time of year. The top of the roof of building 9 at the location where
the corner of the building is closest to 223 Baltimore Avenue is approximately 6 feet above the
grade at 223 Baltimore Avenue. The result is that under the existing conditions most of the open
space of building 9 is almost always in shadow during the late afternoon while the sun is to the
west.
The shade study completed for the project includes the fall equinox, spring equinox, summer
solstice and winter solstice at 9:00 am, 12:00 pm and 4:00 pm. The shade study prepared for the
project did not take into account geologic formations including Christmas Tree Hill or Mt. Tam
given the distance from those formations to the project site. Two additional times, 2:30 pm and
3:30 pm, were added to the winter solstice since the sun drops below Christmas Tree Hill before
4:00 pm in the winter. As shown in shade study, the proposed structure at 223 Baltimore Avenue
casts a shadow on Parkview Terrace building 9 in the later afternoon in the fall, winter and
spring equinox. The shadow cast in the late afternoon during the spring equinox was lessened by
the change in the roof on the southern portion of the house from a gable to a hip. The proposed
project results in a small incremental addition of shading to building 9 compared to the existing
conditions, which are created by the orientation of building 9 and the elevation of the building as
it relates to 223 Baltimore Avenue. The impacts to sunlight is therefore not considered
significant and adverse due to the small incremental effect of the proposed project on a
predominantly shaded portion of the property.
Following the November 12, 2019 meeting, staff conducted site visits at 101 Pixley Avenue and
111 Pixley Avenue and took pictures of the views from the balconies. It was overcast on the day
staff took pictures at 111 Pixley Avenue, so the existing view of Mt. Tam from the front balcony
is not captured in the photos. The front balconies on building 9 face Pixley Avenue and are
oriented to the southeast with views of Town Park, the hills and ridgelines above Chapman Park
and Corte Madera Avenue, downtown Corte Madera and Christmas Tree Hill. There is a view of
Mt. Tam when sitting or standing at the southern most portion of both front balconies and when
looking in a westerly direction. The proposed residence at 223 Baltimore Avenue blocks the
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view of Mt. Tam from the front balconies at 101 Pixley Avenue and 111 Pixley Avenue at this
particular location and when looking in the westerly direction. From the rear balcony of 111
Pixley Avenue there is a view of Christmas Tree Hill which will be partially blocked by the
proposed residence. The modification from the gable roof to the hip roof helps preserve a portion
of the existing view of Christmas Tree Hill from this rear balcony. There is not a view of Mt.
Tam from the rear balcony of 111 Pixley Avenue, according to the homeowner. There is also not
a view of Mt. Tam from inside either of the units, as neither unit has windows on the south
building elevation. Based on the site visits and reviewing the photos taken on site, staff is able to
make the findings that the project does not significantly and adversely affect views from 101
Pixley Avenue and 111 Pixley Avenue because the view of Mt. Tam is from a corner of a
balcony looking in a particular direction and since the proposed project does not impact the vast
majority of the view shed from the balconies. Attachment 6 includes unmagnified pictures from
the balconies of 101 Pixley Avenue and 111 Pixley Avenue and from within each residence.
Attachment 6 also includes unmagnified pictures of the back patio of 101 Pixley Avenue, which
were taken on November 18, 2019 at approximately 3:25 pm before the sun set.
The views from the surrounding properties to the project site were altered this year by the
removal of several large trees from the project site. Attachment 7 includes pictures of the three
eucalyptus trees that were removed from the southern portion of the project site and the three
acacia trees that were removed from the eastern portion of the project site.
Attachment 8 includes the existing view policies and guidelines in the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance. There is nothing codified in the Zoning Ordinance related to views of Mt. Tam. For
each project that it reviews, the Planning Commission must make a finding that the project will
not significantly and adversely affect the views, sunlight, or privacy of nearby residents. 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.
Conclusion
The proposed new home at 223 Baltimore Avenue has been designed in a way that fits the site
and the surrounding neighborhood. Additionally, the applicants have made several modifications
to the project to address some of the concerns expressed by their neighbors. Staff finds that the
project does not significantly and adversely affect views, sunlight, and privacy of adjacent
residences. The project meets all of the development standards for the R-1 Zoning District
including floor area, lot coverage, height, setbacks and parking standards.
FISCAL IMPACT:
This item will have no fiscal impact on the Town.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT:
Staff recommends that the project be found exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15303 (New Construction or Conversion of
Small Structures) because the proposed project includes the construction of a single family
residence.
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OPTIONS:
1. Approve the resolution as presented.
2. Approve the resolution with modifications.
3. Take no action at this time.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Draft Resolution No. 19-023
2. Draft Planning Commission Minutes from November 12, 2019
3. Comment Letters
4. Planning Commission Staff Report, November 12, 2019 meeting date (without attachments)
5. Architect’s Narrative on the Shade Study
6. Pictures Taken From Balconies/Patios of 101 Pixley & 111 Pixley
7. Pictures of the Trees Removed from the Project Site
8. Existing Corte Madera View Policies
9. Project Plans

O:\Planning Department\_02 PLAN APPS PROP FILES\A-J\Baltimore Ave\223 Baltimore Ave\12.10.19 PC Meeting\PC Staff
Report.12.10.19.doc
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Attachment 1
Draft Resolution to approve the application (No. 19-023)
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BEFORE THE TOWN OF CORTE MADERA PLANNING COMMISSION

In the Matter of:
DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2019-0084 FOR
THE DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING RESIDENCE
AND CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 3,114 SQUARE
FOOT SINGLE STORY RESIDENCE WITH A 665
SQUARE FOOT ATTACHED GARAGE AT 223
BALTIMORE AVENUE

Resolution No. 19-023
Adoption Date: December 10, 2019
Appeal Period Ends: December 20, 2019

WHEREAS, on September 10, 2019 a Major Design Review application was submitted to
demolish an existing residence and construct a new 3,114 square foot single story residence with
a 665 square foot attached garage at 223 Baltimore Avenue; and
WHEREAS, on October 28, 2019 story poles were constructed to represent the extent of the
residence, peak height and overall silhouette of the proposed residence; and
WHEREAS, on October 31, 2019 the Planning Department determined the application to be
complete after review of submitted information and recommended that the project qualifies for a
categorical exemption under Section 15303 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines; and
WHEREAS, on November 1, 2019 public hearing notices were mailed to property owners and
tenants within 300 feet of the property; and
WHEREAS, on November 12, 2019 the Planning Commission held a public hearing and
continued the hearing to December 10, 2019; and
WHEREAS, on November 27, 2019 public hearing notices were mailed to property owners and
tenants within 300 feet of the property; and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission does hereby
conditionally approve Design Review Application PL-2019-0084 for the demolition of an
existing residence and the construction of a new 3,114 square foot single story residence with a
665 square foot attached garage at 223 Baltimore Avenue based upon the finding that the
proposed residence 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 exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15303 (New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures) because the proposed
project includes the construction of a single family residence.
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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 to the General Plan, any applicable Specific Plan, and all provisions
of the Zoning Ordinance.
Conformance with the General Plan
The General Plan Land Use Diagram (Figure 2.4) designates the project site as Low Density
Residential (LDR). Development within these areas is limited to single family homes and
accessory residential uses that have low intensity characteristics, including second residential
units. Additionally, schools, day-care centers, places of religious assembly and nursing homes
may be permitted.
The proposed project will advance and comply with the following applicable General Plan
policies and programs:
Policy LU-1.1
Maintain and implement the General Plan Land Use Diagram that describes the distribution and
location of land uses prescribed by General Plan policies.
The proposed project for a new single story residence will maintain a residential use as
permitted in the LDR General Plan designation.
Policy LUC-2.4
Ensure that new residential development and upgrades to existing residential development are
compatible with existing neighborhood character and structures.
The project is consistent with existing neighborhood character because it is a well-designed,
single story residence that has been designed to integrate into the existing neighborhood.
Policy LU-2.5
Encourage property owner reinvestment in upgrades to existing residences and related property
improvements.
The project will be an improvement to the property and the neighborhood. The project will
result in the demolition of an existing residence that has fallen into disrepair and replace it
with an attractive, modern, energy efficient, and safe home.
Conformance with the Zoning Ordinance
The project is consistent with the permitted uses in the R-1 Medium Density Residential District
and complies with all Residential Development Standards established in Municipal Code 18.08 R
Residential Districts, including floor area, lot coverage, height, setbacks and parking standards.
Conformance with any applicable Specific Plan
The project is not within an established Specific Plan area.
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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 remove three trees that have a circumference greater than 50 inches at breast
height, which include: 1) Bunya-Bunya (Araucaria bidwillii) with a circumference of 151 inches;
2) Canary Island date palm (Phoenix canariensis) with a circumference of 116 inches; and Deodar
cedar (Cedrus deodara) with a circumference of 88 inches. Two arborist reports were completed
as part of the project. Both arborist reports concluded that the three trees should be removed to
eliminate safety hazards and the invasive nature that the trees present. The removal of the trees
would allow the applicant to create a safe and usable area and privacy for their neighbors with
appropriate vegetation. The applicant will plant nine trees, which include one Pin oak (48” box),
five Swan hill olive trees (24” box), two Western redbud trees (24” box), and one Meyer lemon
tree (24” box). The applicant has intentionally selected larger tree sizes to create an established
landscape. The applicant will eliminate fire prone vegetation from the site and replace it with
drought tolerant vegetation.
The subject property is not located on a ridgeline and the project will not affect natural landforms.
The project does not include any excessive or unsightly grading of hillsides and will not
adversely affect the natural beauty of the Town. The portion of the house located closest to
Baltimore Avenue will be set below the existing grade in order to reduce the building height at
both the northern and southern portions of the project site and also to better fit into the
surrounding built context. The total amount of grading includes approximately 323 cubic yards of
cut and approximately 790 cubic yards of fill, which is not excessive for a house this size. The
proposed project and associated grading will not provide unsightly conditions given the
thoughtful landscape plan which will step down the sloping property with terraced outer spaces.

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.
Guiding principles of the General Plan state that “the evaluation and analysis of new or expansion
projects must balance the needs of the homeowner with potential neighborhood impacts affecting
views, sunlight, privacy and safety.” This application balances those needs and considerations of
both the applicant and neighboring properties by designing with consideration to the topography
of the lot and the location of neighboring residences and by making some changes to the project
to address concerns expressed by the neighbors.
Given the proposed location of the house it is not anticipated to significantly impact the natural
light or privacy to adjacent properties, or adversely affect views. The proposed residence is
situated further from the street than the existing residence, which results in additional privacy for
the applicant and neighbors on Baltimore Avenue. The location of the residence places it closest
to its neighbor to the north at 229 Baltimore Avenue. The applicant met with the owners of 229
Baltimore Avenue several times to discuss the project and the landscape plan was influenced
based on suggestions from the owners of 229 Baltimore Avenue. The applicant proposes to plant
an evergreen upright shrub (pittosporum) along a portion of the northern property boundary to
provide year round screening of the proposed residence from the northern neighbor at 229
Baltimore Avenue.
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The other immediate neighbor at 219 Baltimore Avenue sits at a lower elevation than the project
site. There is a large privacy hedge located along the shared property line between 219 Baltimore
Avenue and 223 Baltimore Avenue that provides screening between the two properties. In
addition, the proposed residence at 223 Baltimore Avenue is set back 37 feet from the western
property boundary, where a six foot setback is required. The proposed swimming pool and
associated pool equipment are located 10 feet from the western property boundary, which
complies with the locational controls of the zoning ordinance for such uses. In addition, the
applicant has selected equipment that is energy efficient. The selected pool equipment includes a
magnet motor design that reduces both noise and vibration. The applicant will also be adding
landscaping, which will further limit any potential noise impacts. A Condition of Approval has
been added to the project that requires the applicant to install the pool equipment that they have
selected, or to install an equal or better model with respect to sound attenuation.
The entire eastern boarder of the project site is shared with a condominium project on Pixley
Avenue. These multi-family residences are at a much lower elevation than the project site. There
is extensive vegetation on the adjacent site that provides screening between the two properties, as
documented in photographs attached to the December 10, 2019 Planning Commission staff
report.
The front balconies on building 9 face Pixley Avenue and are oriented to the southeast with views
of Town Park, the hills and ridgelines above Chapman Park and Corte Madera Avenue,
downtown Corte Madera and Christmas Tree Hill. There is a view of Mt. Tam when sitting or
standing at the southern most portion of both front balconies and when looking in a westerly
direction. The proposed residence at 223 Baltimore Avenue blocks the view of Mt. Tam from the
front balconies at 101 Pixley Avenue and 111 Pixley Avenue at this particular location and when
looking in the westerly direction. From the rear balcony of 111 Pixley Avenue there is a view of
Christmas Tree Hill which will be partially blocked by the proposed residence. The modification
from the gable roof to the hip roof helps preserve a portion of the existing view of Christmas Tree
Hill from this rear balcony. There is not a view of Mt. Tam from the rear balcony of 111 Pixley
Avenue, according to the homeowner. There is also not a view of Mt. Tam from inside either of
the units, as neither unit has windows on the south building elevation. The only view of Mt. Tam
from 101 Pixley Avenue and 111 Pixley Avenue is from a corner of the front balconies looking in
a particular direction. Additionally, the proposed project does not impact the vast majority of the
view shed from the balconies.
The multi-family residences to the south are also located at a much lower elevation than the
project site and there is mature landscaping separating the two properties. In addition, the
proposed south (rear) elevation of the house includes several clerestory windows, which will
further limit any privacy impacts between the two properties.
A shade study was completed for the project that includes illustrations that show the shading that
the proposed residence at 223 Baltimore Avenue will have on adjacent structures, including
Parkview Terrace building 9. Parkview Terrace building 9 is mostly in shadow regardless of the
proposed project because of the orientation of the building and the elevation of the building as it
relates to 223 Baltimore Avenue. The decks and open space at the rear of building 9 are oriented
in a north-west direction, which results in the building not getting any direct sunlight until late in
the afternoon regardless of the time of year. The top of the roof of building 9 at the location
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where the corner of the building is closest to 223 Baltimore Avenue is approximately 6 feet above
the grade at 223 Baltimore Avenue. The result is that under the existing conditions most of the
open space of building 9 is almost always in shadow during the late afternoon while the sun is to
the west.
The shade study completed for the project includes the fall equinox, spring equinox, summer
solstice and winter solstice at 9:00 am, 12:00 pm and 4:00 pm. The shade study prepared for the
project did not take into account geologic formations including Christmas Tree Hill or Mt. Tam
given the distance from those formations to the project site. Two additional times, 2:30 pm and
3:30 pm, were added to the winter solstice since the sun drops below Christmas Tree Hill before
4:00 pm in the winter. As shown in shade study, the proposed structure at 223 Baltimore Avenue
casts a shadow on Parkview Terrace building 9 in the later afternoon in the fall, winter and spring
equinox. The shadow cast in the late afternoon during the spring equinox was lessened by the
change in the roof on the southern portion of the house from a gable to a hip. The proposed
project results in a small incremental addition of shading to building 9 compared to the existing
conditions which are created by the orientation of building 9 and the elevation of the building as
it relates to 223 Baltimore Avenue. The impacts to sunlight is therefore not considered significant
and adverse due to the small incremental effect of the proposed project on a predominantly
shaded portion of the property.
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.
Staff finds that the project integrates well into the existing neighborhood. The proposed residence
is a combination of ranch, craftsman and modern farmhouse architecture with a gable style roof.
The proposed residence is comparable in size to many of the adjacent residences on Baltimore
Avenue; however, the size of the project site is substantially larger than many of the surrounding
properties allowing a significant setback from the adjacent neighbor at 219 Baltimore Avenue and
a lower overall lot coverage. The proposed residence is a single story residence and the portions
of the house visible from Baltimore Avenue are well below the maximum height allowed in the
R-1 zoning district. The proposed landscaping is well integrated into the site and other adjacent
properties. The landscape plan includes drought tolerant shrubs, groundcover and nine new trees,
which include one Pin oak (48” box), five Swan hill olive trees (24” box), two Western redbud
trees (24” box), and one Meyer lemon tree (24” box). The applicant has intentionally selected
larger tree sizes to create a more established landscape that is harmonious with the surrounding
area. The project includes terraced landscaped spaces in the southern portion of the site that step
down the slope. The southwestern portion of the site includes a low level retaining wall that has a
maximum height of three feet. The landscape plan includes minimal new fencing or barriers,
which helps maintain the open space feel of the surrounding properties. The proposed residence is
in scale and harmonious with the existing development adjacent to the site and in the vicinity and
with the landforms and vegetation in the vicinity of the site.

5.

Development materials and techniques will result in durable high-quality structures.
The proposed new residence will conform to current building codes and will utilize durable and
attractive high quality building material, including hardy smooth lap siding, hardy smooth trim
and grey composition roof shingles.
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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 proposed residence will provide a comfortable living area for the occupants. Outdoor spaces
have also been integrated into the site plan to provide gathering areas for the occupants. The
proposed landscape plan includes nine new trees ranging in size from 24” box trees to 48” box
trees. The larger trees sizes coupled with the generous planting in the northern portion of the site
results in a well-established landscape as viewed from the street. The design of this residence is
harmonious with the neighborhood which is characterized by one and two story buildings with a
variety of architectural styles. Access to the project site will continue to be from Baltimore
Avenue and the existing curb cut will be maintained and will provide access to the proposed
residence via a new permeable paver driveway. No aspect of this project will impede 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 violations that exist on the site.
Staff is unaware of any existing violations on the project site.

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.
There are no signs on the property and the proposed alterations do not include signage.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
PLANS
1. Consistency with Approved Plans - The proposed project shall be constructed substantially in
accordance with the plans stamped “Official Exhibit” with a RECEIVED stamp of December 3,
2019, 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. The Planning Director may also
refer proposed changes of the approved plans to the Planning Commission for review.
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4. Retaining Walls – Any portion of the retaining wall located in the southwestern portion of the
project site that is within a rear yard or side yard setback shall be limited to a maximum height of
three feet.
5. Owner and Contractor Statement - The applicant shall provide with the building permit
application submittal a signed “Owner and Contractor Statement.” This signed document
acknowledges that the owner and contractor have read, understand and accept the responsibility
to implement the conditions of approval.
CONSTRUCTION
6. 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 and be approved by the Planning and Building and Public Works Departments in order
to minimize impacts on the neighborhood during the construction period.
7. 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.
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
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
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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.
11. Landscape Review. The landscape plans and irrigation plan shall be reviewed and approved by
the Marin Municipal Water District prior to issuance of building permits. The approval letter shall
be provided to the Planning Department.
12. Air Conditioner and Pool Equipment. The air conditioner unit and pool equipment installed as
part of the project shall be substantially in accordance with the specifications stamped with a
received date of December 2, 2019. Any changes to the air conditioner unit or to the pool
equipment shall be of an equal or better model than the stamped specifications. No change shall
be made to the air conditioner unit or pool equipment without written approval from the Corte
Madera Planning Department.
IMPACT FEES
13. School District Mitigation Fees – The 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
14. Exterior Lighting Dark Sky Compliant – 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
15. Height Verification. After installation of the first roof truss or initial roof framing, provide
confirmation in writing to the Town from a licensed surveyor or engineer that the height of the
structure is consistent with the approved building permit plans.
16. 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.
17. Final Planning Inspection - Prior to a final Building Division inspection of this project, the
applicant 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.
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18. 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.
19. 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:
20. 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.
21. Defensible Space Requirement. Prior to the commencement of construction, all dead and fire
prone vegetation shall be removed from the property.
22. 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.
23. Carbon Monoxide Alarms. Carbon monoxide alarms shall be provided in existing dwellings when
a permit is required for alterations, repairs, or an addition that exceeds one thousand dollars. CO
alarms shall be located outside of each dwelling unit sleeping area in the immediate vicinity of
the bedroom(s) and on every level of a dwelling unit including basements.
24. 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 the project is a new
house or substantial remodel, the address numbers may only be internally illuminated or
illuminated by 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.
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PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT/SANITARY DISTRICT NO. 2
The following items are required prior to the issuance of a Building Permit:
25. Per Town Resolution No. 3314, any project with a valuation of $10,000.00 or greater 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.
26. Based on estimated cut and/or fill greater than 50 cubic yards, per Section 15.20.030 of the
Municipal Code, the applicant is 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 to 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 Plan Permit prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.
27. 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 Plan.
28. A geotechnical report will be required for all retaining walls in excess of 4 feet in height, or
which support a building or slope surcharge load. All retaining walls shall be designed per the
geotechnical recommendations and the geotech shall also submit a letter indicating that the plans
are in general conformance with its recommendations.
29. 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.
30. Single Family Home projects which create or replace 2,500 square feet of impervious surfacing
(roofing, concrete, asphalt, pavers, etc.) must comply with NPDES Phase II permit storm water
discharge requirements. Show how this project will comply with or is exempt from this
requirement. If the project must comply with NPDES Phase II requirements, then the required
forms must be completed. This requirement shall be prepared by an engineer familiar with
NPDES Phase II permit storm water discharge requirements.
31. Projects which create or replace 5,000 square feet of impervious surfacing (roofing, concrete,
asphalt, pavers, etc.) must comply with NPDES Phase II permit storm water discharge
requirements. Show how this project will comply with or is exempt from these requirements. If
the project must comply with the NPDES Phase II requirements, then the required forms must be
completed. This requirement shall be prepared by an engineer familiar with NPDES Phase II
permit storm water discharge requirements.
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32. 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.
33. 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.
34. 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.
35. The applicant shall obtain an Encroachment Permit from the Public Works Department for all
construction activities within 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 in the Town right-of-way.
36. The applicant is 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 shall outline the schedule of construction, the
locations for staging of equipment and materials, and the truck routes that will be used for
deliveries.
37. The applicant is required to provide a Construction Parking Plan to the Public Works
Department. 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 offstreet parking will be provided.
38. The private use of public property, public easements, or right-of-ways, or the construction of
private improvements thereon, may be subject to review by the Town Council, and a License
Agreement to Permit Encroachment on Town Property will be required to be executed by the
applicant and recorded with the County.
39. 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.
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40. 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.
The following items may be addressed during construction, but must be resolved with the Public Works
Department prior to final acceptance of the project:
41. Per Municipal Code Section 12.04.040, an Encroachment Permit from the Public Works
Department is 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. If an of these types of activities are
contemplated to occur, contact the Public Works Department for a permit application, and
provide a sketch clearly showing the proposed activities located within the right-of-way.
42. The existing sanitary sewer lateral serving the property must be inspected by in-line video
equipment from the building foundation to the District main in accordance with Sanitary District
No. 2 Ordnance No. 45 and pressure tested witness by District Staff. The video inspection shall
have audio, an on-screen distance tracking and an Inspection Report prepared by a licensed
contractor or certified technician. The results of the inspection shall be submitted to the Public
Works Department. If the lateral is found to be deficient, repair or replacement may be required.
43. If not already present at the property, a sanitary sewer backflow device shall be installed on the
existing sewer lateral.
44. A Sanitary Sewer Permit (with associate fees) shall be obtained from 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.
45. The property owner is responsible to maintain any fronting sidewalk in a safe condition per
Municipal Code Section 12.56.010. Prior to project completion, the property owner shall repair
any existing sidewalk and/or driveway approach sections along the property frontage that are
severely cracked or displaced, as part of the building permit. An Encroachment Permit must be
obtained from the Public Works Department for this work.
46. 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. Sufficient BMP shall
be installed to control and prevent the discharge of sediment, debris and other construction related
wastes to the storm drainage system or waterways, resulting from 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
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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
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.

* * * * * * * * * * * *
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PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Corte Madera Planning Commission on December 10, 2019,
by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
________________________________________________________________________
Peter Chase, Chair
Date
________________________________________________________________________
Adam Wolff, Director of Planning and Building
Date
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DRAFT MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
NOVEMBER 12, 2019
CORTE MADERA TOWN HALL
CORTE MADERA

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:

Chair Peter Chase
Vice-Chair Phyllis Metcalfe
Commissioner Margaret Bandel
Commissioner Bob Bundy
Commissioner Charles Lee

STAFF PRESENT:

Adam Wolff, Planning Director
Martha Battaglia, Senior Planner

1.

OPENING:
A. Call to Order – The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m.
B. Pledge of Allegiance – Commissioner Chase led in the Pledge of Allegiance.
C. Roll Call – All the commissioners were present.

2.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Jeremiah Mock, Pixley Avenue, discussed a problem in Town Park related to smoking,
vaping and cannabis use. Dr. Mock asked the town to erect signage with the Town’s
regulations that ban the use of these substances at the park.
3.

CONSENT CALENDAR – None

4.

CONTINUED HEARINGS – None

5.

NEW HEARINGS – None
A.

223 BALTIMORE AVE – DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2019-0084 FOR
THE DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING RESIDENCE AND THE CONSTRUCTION
OF A NEW 3,114 SQUARE FOOT SINGLE STORY RESIDENCE WITH A 665
SQUARE FOOT ATTACHED GARAGE AT 223 BALTIMORE AVENUE (Senior
Planner Martha Battaglia)

Senior Planner Battaglia presented the staff report. Ms. Battaglia noted that
correspondence has been received since the packet was issued, which has been
provided to the commissioners and made available to the public.
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Ms. Battaglia discussed the location of the lot and the existing site conditions, and
photographs of the site and surrounding area. She also discussed the R-1 Medium
Density Residential Zoning District, noting that the project meets all the development
standards, including lot coverage, floor area, height and parking requirements.
Ms. Battaglia went on to discuss the proposed site plan, which included a new dwelling
on the eastern portion of the lot, the setbacks and a new swimming pool, seating area
and fire pit in the western portion of the site. She discussed the size of the proposed
dwelling and the 2-car garage that would include a storage area.
Ms. Battaglia discussed the proposed single story residence, which she said would
incorporate ranch, craftsman and modern farmhouse styles, and the exterior colors and
materials. She noted that the shingled roof would have solar. Ms. Battaglia stated that
the applicant proposes to reduce the elevation of the northern portion of the lot, which
will result in the front portion of the house sitting at a lower elevation.
Ms. Battaglia discussed the height of the dwelling, which would reach a maximum of 28
feet, 8 inches, and the elevations and landscaping, including the proposed removal of 3
trees. She noted that both the Town’s arborist and applicant’s arborist submitted reports
related to the tree removal, and she also added that 7 new trees were proposed as part
of the landscape plan.
Ms. Battaglia went on to discuss neighborhood outreach. She stated that that the
applicant has sent 2 sets of documents to 25 neighbors prior to this hearing, and have
spoken to some of their neighbors. She confirmed that staff has spoken to some of the
occupants at the Parkview condominiums, and confirmed that the design review
findings have been included in the packet for the commissioners’ review.
In response to Commissioner Bundy, Ms. Battaglia stated that staff did not have
photographs of the site before it was cleared. She confirmed that eucalyptus and acacia
trees were removed, which did not require a permit because they are considered
undesirable species.
Commissioner Bandel noted that the trees slated for removal were reported as being in
good health in the arborists’ reports. Ms. Battaglia explained why removal of all three
trees have been recommended, noting that the roots of the bunya-bunya tree are
extensive and construction could damage them to the extent the tree could die; that the
palm tree is an invasive species and that the deodar cedar tree is considered
pyrophytic, which she discussed with Commissioner Lee.
Planning Director Wolff stated that the roof mounted solar system must be included in
the application if the permit is issued from January 3, 2020 when the new Building Code
will be adopted. In response to Commissioner Bandel, Chair Chase confirmed the solar
roof system would not result in additional height.
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Brady Delsol, Owner, introduced his wife, Katie, and he provided background
information on the property and the proposed dwelling. Mr. Delsol noted that the project
meets all the design standards in terms of lot coverage, height and setbacks, and that
their goal has been to design a house that fits the neighborhood.
In response to Vice-Chair Metcalfe, Mr. Delsol stated that they could not confirm the
swimming pool would be solar heated and they discussed the addition of air
conditioning. Mr. Delsol discussed the location of the condenser, which he said would
be situated as far from the neighbors as possible.
Chair Chase and Mr. Wolff discussed the noise of the air-conditioning system in relation
to the noise ordinance. Mr. Wolff noted that the Town Council should adopt new
regulations relating to mechanical equipment at their next meeting, and that staff would
review the specifications for compliance with the noise ordinance as part of building
permit application.
In response to Commissioner Bundy, Mr. Delsol confirmed the air conditioning
equipment would not be located in the setback and that they were working with PG&E
to underground their utilities.
In response to Commissioner Lee, Mr. Delsol stated that the multi-unit property line
bordering their property has mature vegetation and that they have not considered
providing further screening in this portion of the property.
Mr. Delsol explained that they have lowered the roof pitch in response to Commissioner
Bandel, and that the maximum height of 28 feet and 8 inches affects one particular area
of the roof from the lowest point of the property. Mr. Delsol confirmed they have not
viewed the property from any of the Parkview condominiums.
Chair Chase, Mr. Delsol and staff discussed a 3-foot retaining wall on the southwest
portion of the property. Ms. Battaglia confirmed that the maximum 3-foot height has
been included in the conditions and will be verified by staff during plan check.
Chair Chase opened the public comment period.
Jeremiah Mock, 101 Pixley Avenue, provided photographic materials to the
commissioners and staff. Dr. Mock spoke on behalf of the owner, Beverly Addiego,
whose views he shared. Dr. Mock asked if the height of the story polls had been verified
and he discussed his concerns that their views and patio light will be affected.
Doug Levy, 36 Redwood Avenue and President of the Parkview Homeowners
Association, discussed his concern that the highest peak of the proposed dwelling will
impact views from his dining room, and he suggested the ceiling heights could be
reduced. Mr. Levy also discussed his noise concerns regarding the fire pit and
condenser unit, which he hoped could be alleviated.
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Carol Shawn, 219 Baltimore Avenue, discussed her concerns relating to the height, the
size of the swimming pool and location of the pool pump in relation to noise and lack of
shrubbery along her property line. Ms. Shawn asked if the pump could be moved further
away from her property line.
Lisa Spangler, 75 Redwood Avenue, discussed her concerns relating to drainage, the
height of the proposed dwelling, and views from her living and dining areas that could
be affected. Ms. Spangler also discussed her noise concerns relating to the fire pit and
lack of a shadow study.
Matt Shawn, son of Carol Shawn, suggested additional plantings along the property line
to provide screening. Mr. Shawn expressed a desire that drainage and noise issues
related to the pool pump could be resolved, and he commented on shared water and
sewer lines. Mr. Shawn stated that he otherwise supported the project.
Tom Grams, 229 Baltimore Avenue, discussed the need for their privacy to be
maintained and he asked the applicants to ensure construction noise and dust are
abated wherever possible.
Brooks Hoehn, 81 Lakeside Drive, stated that he could not have asked for better
neighbors than the Delsols. Mr. Hoehn discussed the proximity of their properties and
confirmed they had never experienced privacy or intrusion issues.
Dan Reidy, 447 Manzanita, stated that the Delsols were responsible, thoughtful
neighbors, which he believed was reflected in the proposed design.
Megan Harvey, 149 Lakeside Drive, discussed her support for the Delsols and the need
to accept change in the neighborhood related to construction projects.
Matt Madson, 111 Pixley Avenue, discussed his concern that he might lose a view of
Mt. Tamalpais.
Carol Shawn reiterated her concern that the roof peak is too high.
Jill Martay, Larkspur resident, discussed her support for replacing the current structure
with a more desirable dwelling and improvements to the property.
Chair Chase closed the public comment period.
Ms. Battaglia confirmed a licensed surveyor has verified the height of the story poles,
and that a pittosporum hedge will be planted along the northern property line to provide
screening for the property at 229 Baltimore Avenue.
Planning Director Wolff confirmed that 10 feet of space must be maintained between a
property line and a swimming pool. He noted that the survey indicates the current fence
line is located on the Delsols’ property further from the property line.
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Mr. Wolff discussed views and sunlight. He stated that they relate to Chapter 15 of the
Tree Ordinance, which provides the process for neighbors to resolve disputes relating to
vegetation growing into a neighbor’s view.
Chair Chase clarified the survey, and Mr. Wolff confirmed that technical reports and
engineered drawings would be required at the time of building permit submission. He
noted that the plans and documents would be routed to the Public Works Department
for their review of soils stability, drainage, and the structural integrity of the project.
Chair Chase noted that the plans included underground utility lines, and Mr. Wolff
confirmed the noise ordinance allows a maximum level of 25 decibels above ambient at
the property line, which would apply to the pool equipment.
Vice-Chair Metcalfe and Ms. Battaglia discussed ceiling heights. Vice-Chair Metcalfe
suggested the ceiling heights were lowered, which should lower the peak height of the
dwelling as a compromise for the neighbors.
Commissioner Bundy and Ms. Battaglia discussed the southern boundary. Ms. Battaglia
explained that a 3-foot retaining wall would be located in a portion of the southern
boundary and a 6-foot fence is proposed along the remaining boundary line. Ms.
Battaglia confirmed the fire pit would be gas-powered.
Mr. Wolff and Commissioner Lee discussed shadow studies. Mr. Wolff stated that it did
not appear to staff that the proposed project would cause shadow problems on
neighboring properties.
Mr. Wolff and Commissioner Lee discussed privacy, and Mr. Wolff noted that the Code
does not address what constitutes a privacy impact. He explained that the
commissioners would need to determine what constitutes significant and adverse
conditions.
Ms. Battaglia and Commissioner Bandel discussed the Town’s liability that relates to
swimming pools. Ms. Battaglia discussed conditions that would need to be met by the
Building Code and noted that a fence would prevent people from accessing the
backyard from the street.
Ms. Battaglia discussed photographic views taken from the residences at 101 Pixley
Avenue and 36 Redwood Avenue, and Chair Chase noted the existence of swimming
pools on other properties in the neighborhood.
Vice-Chair Metcalfe noted the outreach began early in the process and that it would
have been helpful for the problems discussed by the neighbors to have been raised
earlier than within the last two days. Vice-Chair Metcalfe went on to say that reducing
the height by 1.5 feet would make little difference if the view of Mt. Tamalpais could not
be preserved for the condominium neighbors. She stated that it would be difficult to
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relocate the house on a different part of the property and that the proposed location is
appropriate for the design.
Commissioner Bundy stated that a new dwelling would cause some impacts to views
and sunlight and suggested the gable roofline above the bathroom could be lowered to
reduce the bulk. Commissioner Bundy commented on a trampoline and stated that he
believed the vegetation and fencing were sufficient to provide privacy.
Commissioner Lee commented on the size of the lot, which he noted could
accommodate a much larger dwelling, and he stated that the proposal is compatible
with other dwellings in the neighborhood. He stated that preserving the view of Mt.
Tamalpais for a neighbor could compromise the whole design and create a
monotonous, box-like design, and that the views affected were not primary views.
Commissioner Lee went on to discuss the shadow studies, noting that the proposed
development is imposing in the Pixley area. However, he also noted that the condo
buildings also have an imposing presence, and that it did not seem rational that condo
residents would find a single family home imposing when they themselves lived on top
and besides one another.
Commissioner Bandel discussed her concern that outreach to the condo neighbors on
Pixley Avenue was insufficient, and stated it was unacceptable that some neighbors
would lose their entire view of Mt. Tamalpais. Furthermore, she stated that the
landscape plan should be supplemented with more screening, and that she remains
concerned with noise caused by the mechanical equipment. Commissioner Bandel also
expressed concern relating to a property line problem discussed by a neighbor.
Chair Chase noted that the equipment must conform to the noise ordinance and that the
property line has been verified by a survey and is shown on the plans.
A materials board was provided to the commissioners.
Chair Chase commented on the age of the bunya-bunya tree and stated that it
overwhelmed the site. He expressed a desire that the walls and fences are built before
the project begins to provide privacy for the neighbors to the north. Chair Chase stated
that families have a right to swimming pools, but that the house is big and he suggested
the peak could be lowered by 1.5 feet to provide some concession to the neighbors.
Chair Chase discussed the reasons he believed that the master bathroom and office
windows would be unlikely to cause privacy problems, noting that there will be a 6-foot
fence between the properties.
Ms. Battaglia exhibited photographic materials provided by the neighbors at 111 Pixley
Avenue showing the location of their deck in comparison to the proposed dwelling, and
from various aspects of the site.
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Vice-Chair Metcalfe stated that she would propose a continuation to enable the
applicants and the neighbors to discuss a possible compromise. Vice-Chair Metcalfe
confirmed her belief the proposed project meets the findings.
Commissioner Bundy stated that he would support a reduction in the roof pitch. He
confirmed he could make the findings to approve the project with the change to the roof
to a hip roof over the master bath.
Commissioner Lee stated that he could make most of the findings but would feel
uncomfortable approving the project, given some of the issues that have been raised by
neighbors. He expressed a hope that the applicants would consider other ways to
reduce the roof peak and confirmed he could not support the project as presented.
Commissioner Bandel stated that she agreed with the comments of her fellow
commissioners and confirmed her belief the design needs modifying. She discussed the
need for the applicants and staff to visit the condominium neighbors to better
understand their concerns.
A discussion on the way forward took place amongst the commissioners, and Chair
Chase confirmed that the applicants and neighbors needed to confer. He noted that
some loss of light and views would result from a new dwelling on the lot.
Mr. Wolff suggested the item is continued to the next meeting on December 10, 2019.
MOTION: Moved by Vice-Chair Metcalfe, seconded by Commissioner Bandel, to
continue Design Review Application PL-2019-0084 for the demolition of an
existing residence and the construction of a new 3,114 square foot single story
residence with a 665 square foot attached garage at 223 Baltimore Avenue to the
meeting of December 10, 2019:
AYES:
NOES:

Metcalfe, Bundy, Chase, Lee, Bandel
None

Chair Chase announced a 10-minute break at 9:10 p.m.
6.

BUSINESS ITEMS
A.

PROJECT OVERVIEW OF CORTE MADERA OBJECTIVE DESIGN AND
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS – A VERBAL REPORT WILL BE PROVIDED BY
ADAM WOLFF, PLANNING DIRECTOR

Planning Director Wolff presented the staff report. Mr. Wolff explained that one of the
purposes of tonight’s discussions is to ensure the Town is able to meet the
requirements of State Housing Laws that have been adopted. He discussed the State’s
move towards by-right housing models, which could result in construction projects
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applying directly for building permits if they met the Town’s code in terms of height,
density and setbacks, etc.
Mr. Wolff discussed the desire by the Town to update the current design standards, and
he explained how the process could improve the Housing Element in relation to the new
State laws.
Mr. Wolff discussed the Town’s participation in a working group with 10 other Marin
County jurisdictions, which will work towards the creation of objective design and
development standards. He provided an example of how the new code requirements
could be incorporated into a book, and explained that a Technical Advisory Working
Group (TAWG) has formed to assist staff in developing the Town’s own set of design
standards.
Mr. Wolff discussed the members of TAWG and staff’s expectations of the group, which
includes the need to review the consultant’s documents and ensure the advice reflects
the Town’s desires.
Mr. Wolff discussed the project timeline, which includes a possible Countywide
workshop in January at multiple locations. He stated that he envisions the Town
conducting its own workshop as part of the public outreach process that would include
the Housing Element update discussions.
Commissioner Lee recommended an additional candidate for TAWG.
7. ROUTINE AND OTHER MATTERS
A. REPORTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REQUESTS
i. Commissioners
Vice-Chair Metcalfe reported on the Tuesday, November 5, 2019 Town Council Meeting
at which the new Noise Ordinance was adopted, and an update was provided on the
new Town Hall addition. She stated that other items included the adoption of the
California Building Code and Fire Codes at future hearings and the Town Manager’s
report that included the recent power outage.
Commissioner Bundy reported on the September 17, 2019 Town Council Meeting at
which the Town Manager, Todd Cusimano, reported on the budget, and confirmed the
Town is in good financial shape. Commissioner Bundy reported that the Town Council
approved the Wildfire Prevention Tax initiative.
ii. Planning Director
Planning Director Wolff suggested the commissioners might like to review a staff report
he is preparing for the November 19, 2019 Town Council meeting relating to a
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discussion on whether staff should draft a process to amend the Town’s design review
thresholds.
Mr. Wolff suggested cancelling the Planning Commission meetings on November 26,
2019, and December 24, 2019, for which there was approval from the commissioners.
iii. Tentative Agenda Items for the Tuesday, December 10, 2019 Planning
Commission Meeting
(PROPOSED ITEMS, AND ORDER, ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE)
A. 155 SUMMIT DRIVE - DESIGN REVIEW AND VARIANCE
APPLICATION FOR THE DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING TWO
STORY RESIDENCE AND CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW THREE
STORY RESIDENCE AT 155 SUMMIT DRIVE
iv. Future Agenda Items
(PROPOSED ITEMS, AND ORDER, ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE)
B.

MINUTES
i. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of September 10, 2019
MOTION: Motioned by Vice-Chair Metcalfe, seconded by Commissioner Lee, to
approve the minutes of September 10, 2019:
AYES:
NOES:

Metcalfe, Bundy, Chase, Lee, Bandel
None

ii. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of October 22, 2019
MOTION: Motioned by Vice-Chair Metcalfe, seconded by Commissioner Lee, to
approve the minutes of October 22, 2019:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:

8.

Metcalfe, Chase, Lee, Bandel
None
Bundy

ADJOURNMENT

A motion was made, seconded, and unanimously approved to adjourn the meeting at 10
p.m.
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Beverly Addiego
Owner 101 Pixley Avenue, Corte Madera
6758 E. Sunnyside Road
Idaho Falls ID 83406-9807
beverlyaddiego@hotmail.com
November 11, 2019
Town of Corte Madera Planning Commission
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Re: Proposed construction at 226 Baltimore Avenue
Dear Commissioners:
I am writing to express my concerns about the predictable impacts the proposed construction of a very large
single-family house and attached garage that is currently planned to be located directly behind my Parkview
Terrace condominium property at 101 Pixley Avenue, a lower level unit on the far south end of building Lot 9.
My family purchased this property when it was newly built in 1962, and I inherited the unit and have owned it
since 2009.
Corte Madera is a community that places substantial value on ensuring that existing property owners are not
unduly and unfairly impacted by the construction of new houses. The design code states one of the purposes of
the design review is “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”, “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, and (6) Design review of single-family homes shall emphasize those
aspects of the design that affect surrounding residents or the visual character of the town.” (Ord. 785 § 3(b)
(part), 1994) 18.30.010 (3) and 18.30.020 (1) (6).
I appreciate that the Delsols stated in their September 9th letter to neighbors that, “Our priority is to build a home
that blends into the neighborhood and does not stand out.” Unfortunately, the proposed design does not achieve
these goals relative to my property. The renderings the Delsols provided with their letter gave no information
about the dimensions or height of structure, and instead showed an elevation from an imaginary viewpoint angle
about 30 degrees in space northwest of the lot without any landmarks from which to understand where the
structure would be located on the lot relative to my unit. The photo rendering attached to the letter was from a
below-grade position diagonal to the front of the house and garage which obscured the length and minimized the
height of the main residence. It was only when the story poles went up a few weeks ago, and then I got access
late last week to the plans and staff report that I could actually begin to understand the obvious impact the
proposed construction would have on my condominium unit and the patio associated with my unit, and the
adjacent common space area.
According to the plans, the proposed structure is a 3,114 sq ft residence with an attached 665 sq ft garage,
including porches that would cover a total of 4,024 sq ft.
The proposed structure would have an eastern wall 105 ft long (a third of the length of a football field) directly
in front of my property spanning across about 70% of the entire length of the lot’s eastern property line, set back
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just 6 ft (the minimum) from the common property line between the lot and our HOA and about 18 ft from the
patio on the west side of my condominium unit.
The proposed structure’s north-to-south roof ridge over the large eastern wing of the residence would be a
height of 23 to 28 3/4 ft above grade of the lot, a towering structure of over 50ft in total height above the ground
level of my back bedrooms and patio associated with my unit. The proposed design of the residence provides for
a roof supported by trusses above flat 10-12 ft ceilings. The roof design creates an unusable attic space.
The proposed design places a pad for an air conditioner condenser to be located at the southeast corner of the
main wing of the residence. Given the proposed 3,114 sq ft residence with east, south and west exposures, large
windows and glass doors, and no tree cover, the structure will require a large capacity condenser unit.
The impacts of the proposed structure on the livability and value of my property would thus be:
1) Total obstruction of my scenic view of Mt. Tamalpais from the south side of the front balcony of my unit.
2) Obstruction of a substantial amount and duration of afternoon sunlight on the west (bedroom) side of my
unit and patio from October through March caused by a long shadow created by a residence roof and walls.
3) Noise from a large capacity air conditioner condenser unit that creates a nuisance.
The loss of my only view of Mt. Tamalpais from the south side of the front balcony greatly concerns me.
Obstruction of my view of Mt. Tamalpais would significantly reduce the enjoyment, rental value, and property
value of my unit.
The obstruction of sunlight also greatly concerns me because during the six coldest and dampest months of the
year, the west side of my unit where the bedrooms and associated patio area are located already receive only one
to two hours of direct sunlight in the mid afternoons (about 3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.). My unit has no south-facing
windows. During the coldest and dampest months, the proposed structure would cast a large long shadow that
would almost entirely block sunlight into the two bedrooms of my unit and the associated patio, resulting in near
constant obscured light and dimness throughout the afternoons which would be gloomy and unhealthful. The
obstruction of sunlight would increase the likelihood of moisture accumulating on exterior and interior walls,
windows and sliding glass door (which are already a substantial problem) thereby increasing the existing
problem of black mold growing in sliding glass door and window tracks, and thus increase the likelihood of
black mold and mildew growing on the west walls of my unit. The obstruction of sunlight would also increase
the growth of slippery moss on the patio associated with my unit, which is already a safety risk.
The noise produced from a large capacity air conditioner condenser proposed to be located at the southeast
corner of the structure near my unit also greatly concerns me. During warmer months, near constant noise from
the condenser will be audible from my balcony where the view of Mt. Tamalpais is enjoyed, and also from my
back bedrooms, particularly when it is run throughout the night when my doors and windows are open to get
fresh cool air (my unit, like every other unit in our building has no air conditioning). The proposed location of
the condenser is also within 9 ft of our condominium’s common area which is used daily by residents and guests
for their peaceful enjoyment of our natural surroundings, such as sitting in lounge chairs, reading, and
gardening. Noise from a large capacity air conditioner condenser will be a nuisance.
The scale of this single-family residence is out of proportion with other houses in the area. The next largest
house with an attached garage in the neighborhood appears to be about 2,600 sq ft. The existing house at 226
Baltimore is of a scale similar to other houses in the neighborhood and located on the opposite side of the lot.
In 1962 when my family purchased the 101 Pixley Avenue, there were no structures or trees at 226 Baltimore
Avenue that caused an obstruction of my view of Mt. Tamalpais. Since then, there has never been a structure or
trees at 226 Baltimore Avenue that caused prolonged periods of obstruction of late afternoon sunlight in the
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back of my unit or the associated patio. There has never been a nuisance from noise coming from 226 Baltimore
Avenue caused by air conditioner condensers or other similar sources.
The Town of Corte Madera’s code states that based on the design review, the Planning Commission is required
to make findings including: “The project will not significantly and adversely affect the views, sunlight or
privacy of any nearby residences” and “The structure, site plan and landscaping are in scale and harmonious
with existing and future development adjacent to the site.” (18.30.070 (3)(4))
With regard to the importance of views and sunlight, the Town’s code states, “Views, whether of San Francisco
Bay, Mount Tamalpais, the surrounding hills, or other natural and man-made landmarks, also produce a variety
of significant and tangible benefits for both residents and visitors to the town. Views contribute to the visual
environment of the town by providing inspiring panoramic vistas, and by acting as distinctive supplements to
architectural design. Similarly, sunlight contributes to people's health and well-being, enhances property values
and provides solar energy and other economic benefits (5.50.010 (c))
and based on the purposes and principles stated in the code to:
“Recognize and establish the right of persons to preserve views, sunlight, trees or privacy on their property.”
(15.50.090 (1))
The Town specifies the right to view and sunlight stating:
“It is recognized that every person owning real property in the town has the right to have a reasonable amount
of the view and sunlight benefitting his/her real property which existed at any time during the period beginning
on the date that the complainant purchased the property and ending twelve months immediately following
thereafter” (15.50.100)
Unfortunately, the staff report prepared for the November 12, 2019 Planning Commission meeting hearing does
not recognize the predictable impacts the proposed structure would have on my condominium unit and
associated patio.
The Design Review Discussion (Page 6) states: “Given the proposed location of the house it is not anticipated to
significantly impact the natural light or privacy to adjacent properties, or adversely affect views.”
Finding 3 (Page 12) states: “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.”
Finding 4 (Page 13) states: “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” but the staff report significantly notes, “The proposed residence is comparable in size to
many of the adjacent residences on Baltimore Avenue; however, the size of the project site is substantially larger
than many of the surrounding properties.”
Conclusion (Page 8) states: “The proposed new home at 223 Baltimore Avenue has been designed in a way that
fits the site and the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed project meets the needs of the future
residents, while doing so in a way which is sensitive to neighboring properties. The project will not have
a significant impact on the views, sunlight, and privacy of adjacent residences.”
As I have explained above, these findings and conclusion do not recognize that the location and design of the
proposed structure would unnecessarily infringe on my right to preserve my view of Mt. Tamalpais,
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unnecessarily infringe on my right to sunlight, and it would very likely result in the nuisance caused by ongoing
noise from a large capacity air conditioner condenser unit.
In addition to the design issues, I also have concerns about the proposed hours of construction. The staff report
states: “Hours of construction shall be limited to 7:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 10:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday, provided that if any reasonable and credible work-related complaints are received
by the Town about construction on a weekend, no further work shall be conducted on a Saturday; and provided
further, if any reasonable and credible work-related complaints are received by the Town about construction
during any weekday, the Planning Director is vested with the authority to impose reasonable conditions to
address the issues that gave rise to the complaint.” My tenants work managing their consulting businesses in
their home offices in the back bedrooms. I feel that allowing construction on Saturdays in unreasonable.
Given the large lot size and buildable area (15,117 sq ft), I think there are less imposing and more sensitive ways
a home could be built on the site that balances the Delsols’ desires with the rights and needs of existing
neighbors that would minimize the negative impacts a single-family residence would have on my condominium
unit, associated patio, and the common space area adjacent to my unit. There are four possible design changes
that I believe are feasible and reasonable and would achieve this balance:
1) Move the position of the structure northward and westward with a set back substantially further from the
lot’s eastern property line, and rotate the structure on more of a diagonal that follows the natural contour
of the lot.
2) Reduce the total length of the eastern side of the structure (combined residence and garage).
3) Reduce the unnecessary height of the roof ridge by reducing the roof pitch to a low slope.
4) Move the location of the air conditioner condenser to the northwest corner of the garage close to
Baltimore Avenue, which would be next to the garage of the neighbor at 229 Baltimore, or somewhere
on the west side of the structure.
These four design changes would eliminate the impacts of the current proposed structure by shifting the
southern end of the main residence northward and westward with a lower height so that the structure would not
block my view of Mt. Tamalpais from the southern side of my front balcony, and would not cast a shadow and
block sunlight to my west wall, master bedroom and associated patio. I believe these changes would result in a
position of the structure that allows the Delsols to enjoy views of Mt. Tamalpais from the southwestern part of
their residence.
I respectfully ask that you reject the current design and layout of the proposed single-family residence and
attached garage at 226 Baltimore Avenue, and instead give direction to the owners to develop a revised plan that
responds to my rights and concerns about obstruction of view, loss of sunlight, and nuisance from noise. I also
request that on weekdays the construction start time be no earlier than 8:00 a.m. and that construction not be
allowed on Saturdays.
Sincerely,

Beverly Addiego
Owner, 101 Pixley Avenue
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Jeremiah Mock
101 Pixley Avenue
Corte Madera, CA 94925
jeremiah.mock@gmail.com
November 12, 2019
Town of Corte Madera Planning Commission
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
RE: Proposed building at 226 Baltimore Avenue
Dear Commissioners,
I am writing regarding the proposed building plan for 226 Baltimore Avenue. My wife, two
children and I live at 101 Pixley Avenue in Parkview Terrace building Lot 9 immediately adjacent
to the site. We have lived here for two and a half years.
We moved to Corte Madera specifically because this is a progressive, family-oriented
community where people are considerate. We were lucky enough to be able to find 101 Pixley
because is has beautiful views, including of Mt. Tamalpais, patio space next to an open
common space terrace, and it is very quiet.
We wish to echo the concerns raised by our landlady, Beverly Addiego, who has written a
detailed letter to you as the owner.
We received a letter from the new owners with some drawings, but the description of their plans
was not clear, and the images did not show us the location or scale of their plans.
When the tall story poles went showing that a very large and long structure right next to the
property line would have a rooftop about 50 feet above us, we became concerned and obtained
copies of the plans and the staff report.
We now realize several aspects of the proposed design would impact us substantially.
Specifically, the proposed house and attached garage would:
1) Totally block our view of Mt. Tamalpais from the balcony.
2) Block afternoon sunlight into our bedrooms/offices and the patio between October and
March, a period when we already only receive limited sunlight, and also block late afternoon
sunlight in the other months of the year.
3) Produce noise from a large capacity air conditioner condenser unit that would be right next
to the property line and close to where we live.
Our view of Mt. Tamalpais is a valuable feature of where we live. Our family is a member of the
Friends of Mt. Tam and we have been hiking and volunteering on Tam for decades. We pay a
considerable amount of money each month to enjoy this view.
Receiving sunlight in our bedrooms/offices and the patio is particularly important to us. We
already have problems during the fall, winter and early spring with black mold growing on the
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glass door and windows. The patio already becomes slippery because of moss growing on the
concrete. This is a safety risk, especially for our sons.
During the summer months, because like most people in Corte Madera, we don’t have air
conditioning, we open our bedroom doors and windows at night to allow air in to cool down. We
are really concerned that the plans call for placing a large air conditioner unit very close to our
bedrooms. The noise from an air conditioner unit near our bedrooms would keep us awake all
night.
These aspects of the proposed plan would substantially impact our quality of life, health and
safety.
In addition, the proposed structure would substantially impact our enjoyment of the common
space terrace next to where we live, and where we garden, enjoy quiet time and afternoon
sunshine outdoors.
We ask that you take our concerns into consideration. We realize the new owners of 226
Baltimore Avenue want to build a house and we can see that the lot is very large. We hope that
they will reconsider their design plans so that their new home does not negatively impact us and
their other neighbors in our building.
Sincerely,

Jeremiah Mock

45

November 12, 1019
Laura M. Williams
103 Pixley Avenue
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Building and Planning Department
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Planning Commission Meeting
November 12, 2019
RE: Item No 5A - 223 Baltimore Avenue
Hello, my name is Laura Williams and I am an owner at 103 Pixley Avenue which is the
condominium building of the Parkview Terrace (PVT) Homeowners Association located directly
behind the eastern property line of the proposed building site.
My living unit, outdoor patio area and association common areas are situated at the southwest
corner of the building that abuts the 223 Baltimore property and is in direct line of site to the
home. I write in connection with the above-mentioned planning application. I have examined
the plans and know the site well. I wish to object strongly to the development of this house in its
current location and configuration on the lot, and believe the statement in the Planning
Commission Staff Report in the Design Review Discussion -on pages 6-7 which states “the
location of the house is not anticipated to significantly impact the natural light or privacy to
adjacent properties or adversely impact views” -to be untrue and very debatable.
Specifically, the proposed house site as it has been marked off by the location of the story poles
-- will indeed block my views to blue sky and affect the amount of sunlight to my residence and
living area at 103 Pixley Avenue, -and I am requesting consideration to the owners that they
alter their design by increasing the setback on the eastern property line by 12 feet or greater.
This is also true for most of the units on the southwestern side of our building at PVT on Pixley
Avenue who will also be affected by the blockage of afternoon sunlight and reduced or
eliminated views of Mt. Tamalpais.
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I believe the designers and the planning commission staff who examined the close proximity
angles of our residences at the lower elevations understand the concept of “Right to Sunlight”
and what it means to have a view of Mt. Tam in Marin; -but ….I do not believe they have had
the full benefit of living in my location 24 hours a day/seven days a week/12 months a year - in
order to make a determination about whether the location of the proposed house will impact the
natural light, privacy and views in relation to all the residences that exist in PVT along the
property’s southeast and southwest property line.
As for myself and my building, the sunlight that we currently enjoy to our windows at 111, 101,
113 and 103 Pixley Avenue, and the sunlight we enjoy to our outdoor porches, patios and
common area garden will be infringed upon by this structure. This is a fact. Because of our
lower elevation to the project site of approximately 22 feet; and because the proposed home is
at the minimum setback allowance of 6 feet; and has a proposed height of 28 feet; the angle at
which the structure will be diminishing our afternoon sunlight will be significant -especially during
the winter months when the sun angle is lower in the sky. Those hours are approximately
3:30pm – 5:00pm through the months of October through March. (I am currently working on a
more specific light and shade study and do not have the exact results at this time).
As a concerned resident of the neighborhood I would urge the Commission to request that the
owners implement a minimal alteration to the house location on the lot and adjust the design
setback along the eastern property line to be increased by 12 feet or greater. In my
examination of the sunlight and shadow angles, I believe that this slight modification will create
a solution to safeguard the amount of sunlight that we currently maintain -as well as attempt to
preserve my immediate neighbors existing views to Mount Tamalpais.
In reading the Corte Madera Zoning, Building and Tree Ordinance codes I have found a
common thread that exists in all of them --which I implore everyone here to consider: -The fact
that all projects and property designs must balance the needs of the homeowner with the
surrounding residences, avoid line of sight to windows of adjacent properties, blend
harmoniously with the natural landscape and not cause potential neighborhood impacts
affecting views, sunlight, privacy and safety. As well, there is a significant portion in the Corte
Madera Tree Ordinance that specifically speaks to the importance of sunlight to our
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community’s health and well-being, not to mention enhanced property values and other
economic benefits.
The other concerns that I wish to be documented in this presentation are:
•

The integrity of the “Hillside Stability” along the PVT property line (southeast and
southwest sides) will be weakened with building foundation so close to property line

•

The unnecessary removal of historical mature trees on the property (the Palms)

•

Exceeding of the Noise Ordinance requirements during construction and also for the
proposed HVAC unit that will be installed at the site

•

There will be privacy and line of site issues between windows of the proposed structure
and PVT Lot 9

•

Diminished views of Mt. Tam of the building PVT Lot 9

In closing I ask to the owners and designers of 223 Baltimore I ask: “Please don’t take away my
afternoon sunlight.”
Thank you very much for your time and I appreciate the opportunity to ask that you reconsider
your decision about this application.
Respectfully,

Laura M. Williams
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Douglas Levy
Martha Battaglia
parkviewrecreation@gmail.com
Comments regarding 223 Baltimore Ave on behalf of the Parkview Recreation Association HOA
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 2:13:06 PM

Nov. 12, 2019
Dear Commissioners and Town Staff,
On behalf of the Parkview Recreation Association, the HOA for 38 units along Redwood and Pixley
avenues, I am writing to express our concerns about the proposed development at 223 Baltimore
Avenue, immediately adjacent to our property. Based on the available information, we believe that
modest changes would address many of our concerns without impairing our new neighbors or their
enjoyment of their property.
Specifically:
• The home’s design and location on the lot blocks views and light for several homes within our
complex. In particular, the height of the roof appears to create a needless obstruction.
• The placement of the building at the southeastern corner of the lot maximizes its detrimental
impact especially on 101, 103, 105, 107, 109, 111, 113, 115, 117, and 119 Pixley Avenue. Based on
what we can see, at least two of these homes will effectively lose all of their existing direct sunlight
as well as views of sky and Mount Tam.
• The home is proposed to be constructed at the extreme boundary of the southeastern corner of
the large lot, extending most of the length of the eastern boundary. This puts the back of the house
very close to frequently used HOA common area. In addition to privacy, light and view issues, shade
or shadows and proximity of activity on the adjacent property will negatively impact these uses of
our property.
• Mechanical equipment such as HVAC and pool machinery should be (re)located or carefully
designed and configured so that it is less likely to disturb neighbors.
• Boundary landscaping and fence design must be done in ways that take into account its impact on
light, privacy and other neighbor issues. This is especially true if the proposed pool and fire pit are
included in the project. As we anticipate a comprehensive landscape overhaul of our own, we are
eager to work with our new neighbors so that we both can make choices that are mutually
beneficial.
We appreciate that the new neighbors reached out to us during their planning and look forward to
working with them and the town staff as this project moves forward in the months ahead.
Sincerely,
Doug Levy
President, Parkview Recreation HOA
36 Redwood Ave.
Corte Madera CA 94925
(415) 945-9554 (home)

Doug Levy
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Communications Strategist | Writer

photo

+1.415.533.1041 • doug@douglevy.com

1 Harbor Drive, Suite 300 • Sausalito, CA 94965
https://douglevy.com

Please notify us immediately if you got this by mistake and delete this message from your system. Email cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free. If you prefer secure transmission, please contact
Doug Levy Communications LLC for access to a secure communications method. Sender disclaims all
liability for any consequences in connection with this email and its transmission.
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To whom it may concern:
Regarding: Planned construction at 223 Baltimore Avenue

Dear Commissioners,
This letter is to document and address concerns that we have about the proposed new construction at
223 Baltimore Avenue in Corte Madera. The proposed construction plans outline a very large singlefamily home that closely neighbors our property line at the Parkview Terrace Condominium property.
My husband and I live in unit 111 Pixley Avenue that is the upper level unit on the far south end of
building number 9. We recently purchased the property, and fell in love with the sweeping views of
Mount Tamalpais, which the proposed plan for 223 Baltimore would completely eradicate. This not only
minimizes the enjoyment of our front and back deck, but also would significantly reduce our home’s
value.
Due to the proximity of the proposed plan to the property line, we will also have decreased privacy
through our back windows. The proposed plan is only the minimum amount from the line and thus not
allowing for any privacy between the properties. This proximity would also decrease the amount of
natural light that would come into our property during the evening hours.
We also have concerns about the planned air conditioning unit and condenser, which would be once
again close to our property and quite noisy. This would once again impact our enjoyment and be a
sound nuisance during the summer months when we leave our windows and balcony doors open to let
in the cool summer breeze. Air conditioning is a rarity in Marin County and thus this sound nuisance
would also impact the entire neighborhood.

We appreciate the Planning Commissions time and attention in this matter and hope that this
construction plan can be restructured to the enjoyment and delight of all parties involved.

Sincerely,

Andorra and Mac Madsen
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Nanette Grimm
Adam Wolff; Margaret Bandel; Robert Bundy; Peter Chase; Charles Lee; Phyllis Metcalfe
Martha Battaglia; doug@douglevy.com; PVT Board
223 Baltimore Avenue
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 3:39:57 PM

To Who it May Concern,
Unfortunately, I am unable to attend the meeting this evening
regarding the proposed building at 223 Baltimore Avenue. I am
a homeowner at Parkview Terrace, a condo association of 8
buildings that were constructed in 1962, and live on Lot 9,
which is directly below/east of 223 Baltimore. My primary
concern is the location of the proposed building and the
height. The story poles are right up against our property
lines, both south (right above an unstable hill) and east. The
impact to the residents, both on Lot 9 and our members whose
units are on Redwood Avenue would be huge. While I understand
it is a one-story home, from our vantage point it almost looks
like a 2-story building. If the house were to be built where
the story poles are located, it would definitely block our sun
light, our views and most importantly our privacy. The
stability of the hill is also a big concern. My hope is that
long-term residents will be taken into consideration before
approving the current plans.
In addition, I understand that the 223 Baltimore Avenue lot is
quite large so changing the location of the house could make a
difference and be a win-win for everyone.
A walk up the driveway on Lot 9 and a walk around the buildings
on Redwood Avenue will provide a visual of my concerns.
Thank you in advance.
Best,
Nanette Grimm
Parkview Terrace, 115 Pixley Avenue, Lot 9
(415) 819-9661
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Norma Pomerance LAST_NAME
Martha Battaglia
223 Baltimore Ave.
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 2:58:16 PM

Dear Ms. Battaglia,
I am writing to address my concerns about the plans for new construction at 223
Baltimore Ave. I live at 84 Redwood Ave. i.e. on the block below the property. Lower
Redwood is largely an older neighborhood with smaller homes. The plans and story
poles indicate that the house will be massive and hang over the houses on Redwood,
occluding the view and compromising privacy for many of us. Though the house is
called a single story home it is certainly the height of a 2 story home on the Redwood
side. I understand that a house will be built there, but I am requesting that it be
lowered and scaled back on the South side.
Sincerely,
Norma Pomerance
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Pennell Chapin
Martha Battaglia
20191112_125512.jpg
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 3:45:13 PM
20191112_125512.jpg

Dear Ms Battaglia,
I am writing to express my concern regarding the proposed building project at 223 Baltimore Ave. Corte Madera.
I have lived at 70 Redwood for over 40 years. Redwood Ave is mostly composed of older smaller homes; we have
been able to enjoy our views of the mountain and abundant trees for many years.
It came to my attention that when I look out my living room window or off my back deck, the story poles indicate
that the size of the proposed structure will obstruct our view from several of our homes. When I look East and
slightly North from my house this is my view of the story poles.
I am enclosing an attachment of a pic taken from my front yard. As you can see the story poles show an obstruction
of our view from below on Redwood Ave. There is also the issue of privacy because the structure will be most likely
be looming down on us.
I hope that the Town of Corte Madera will consider amending the scale and height of this project.
Thank you,
Pennell Chapin
415.328.4769

Sent from my iPhone
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Martha Battaglia
Subject:

FW: 223 Baltimore

From: Katie Delsol <kdelsol@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 1:17 PM
To: Martha Battaglia <mbattaglia@tcmmail.org>
Subject: 223 Baltimore
Hi Martha,
Thanks for forwarding the letters. We were just at the property and wanted to share a couple pictures and thoughts.
The first picture shows the southwest side of the building on Pixley (side closest and most effected by our project). You will notice
there are no windows on this side of their units. The bulk of their decks face southeast, away from our property. We believe this is a
newfound view for these neighbors...as a result of the removal of the acacia trees along our property line. The removal of these trees
increased the amount of sun they see on the property and we don’t feel the new construction will diminish that. The rear portion of
their building sits at the bottom of a fairly steep 25’ slope and is shaded by mature trees and vegetation on their property. This area of
their property sits adjacent to the garage (lowest roofline of project) so will not have an effect on their sunlight. The 3 trees we are
proposing to remove are much taller than the house and will actually provide more sunlight to reach their property.
Regarding the height of the house, we do not feel lowering the roof pitch will increase their sunlight. There is a single point in our
roofline that is the high point due to the topography of the lot. The majority of the roofline sits lower.
Regarding setbacks, only the garage sits at the 6 foot setback on the eastern property line. The middle portion of the house sits at
approximately 8 feet. The southern part of the house is 18 feet from the property line. The ridge of the roof sits approx 26 feet from
the eastern property line. A suggestion of pushing the house 12’ west would impact the neighbor at 219 Baltimore and I don’t believe
it would benefit the neighbors on Pixley.
Regarding the AC unit, we felt this was the best place to locate the unit as it is about 18 feet from our property line and 40 plus feet
from the Pixley neighbor’s building. The suggestion to move it near the garage would put it right outside the master bedroom of our
neighbors at 229 Baltimore.
Regarding stability, we had a soils report completed stating that the property is extremely stable and suitable for building. Because the
ground is so hard, the foundations won’t need to be dug too deep.
Regarding the concerns from 219, we included another picture showing the view west towards her property. The 3 story house at 219
sits substantially lower than ours and is separated with a 10 foot wall of vegetation (that was just recently reduced by approx 3 feet by
her landscapers). The only thing we can see is her 3rd floor roof deck. And I believe the only place she can see our property is from
the 3rd floor roof deck. The current home at 223 Baltimore sits 5.5 feet from our property line, stands over 20 feet tall and sits right
next to her house. The proposed home creates a huge buffer zone...about 37 feet from the closest point, but the bulk of the house sits
even further away. We had wanted the pool closer to the property line but moved it so it was within the required 10 foot setback. We
do plan on surrounding the pool equipment with vegetation to create a buffer for noise. We are also confident modern pool equipment
is quieter and programmable, so it won’t be running in the middle of the night.
Please give us a call after you review this as we are trying to figure out if we should address these above comments proactively during
our presentation (and show these pictures) or wait for the commissioners to ask????
Thanks Martha!!
Katie & Brady

1
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Beverly Addiego
Adam Wolff; Robert Bundy; Peter Chase; Charles Lee; Phyllis Metcalfe
Martha Battaglia; lisasmith0831@hotmail.com; Douglas Levy; jeremiah.mock@gmail.com
Hearing on construction at 223 Baltimore Ave
Wednesday, November 13, 2019 6:44:16 PM

November 13, 2019
Town of Corte Madera Planning Commission
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Re: Hearing on construction at 223 Baltimore Ave
Dear Commissioners:

I am writing to thank you for recognizing that I have legitimate concerns, like the owners
of other units in our building, about the impact the proposed project would have on my
property value. I am relieved to hear that you did not approve the project last night and
that you wisely recommended that the Delsols reach out and have a dialogue with their
neighbors in the condominium units on Pixley and Redwood that will be impacted by
their new home. I look forward to talking with them.
Sincerely,
Beverly Addiego
Owner, 101 Pixley Avenue
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

LAURA WILLIAMS
Adam Wolff; Margaret Bandel; Robert Bundy; Peter Chase; Charles Lee; Phyllis Metcalfe
Martha Battaglia; doug@douglevy.com; PVT Board
Re: LWilliams 103 Pixley_RE Planning Comm Mtg Item No 5A - 223 Baltimore Avenue_13nov19
Wednesday, November 13, 2019 4:19:31 PM

Laura M. Williams
103 Pixley Avenue
Corte Madera, CA 94925
(415) 860-7252
Building and Planning Department
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
RE: Planning Commission Meeting/ November 12, 2019/ Item No 5A - 223
Baltimore Avenue
Hello,
I am writing to thank the committee and members of the Planning Commission for
their decision last evening to postpone approving the application for 223 Baltimore.
My name is Laura Williams and I am an owner at 103 Pixley Avenue which is one of
the units that is most affected by the proposed building site.
I would just like to reiterate that we did not receive all the information in a timely
manner. And by that I mean since the initial communication in June about the lot
being bought and a new house going up: any of the renderings that we did receive
were incomplete views; the writing to read the dimensions on them was illegible; the
owners did not give any personal outreach to the residents of Pixley; the story poles
went up during the power outage event; the Staff report was posted late on Friday
with the following Monday being a holiday.... So, as you can rightly understand -- it
was quite a scramble for everyone to gather all of the critical details of this project.  
Thank you for hearing our voices and thank you for postponing your decision. I am
confident that a solution can be made with the height and location of the structure that
will benefit everyone.
Sincerely,
Laura Williams
103 Pixley Avenue
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Craig Love
Tracy Hegarty
Re: 206 Baltimore
Tuesday, December 3, 2019 11:04:39 AM

Yes, I fully approve of the building of a new home on that lot. Thank you!
Craig Love
12-16 Willow Ave
415.990.2404

> On Dec 3, 2019, at 10:40 AM, Tracy Hegarty <thegarty@tcmmail.org> wrote:
>
> Hi again Craig,
> I realized today that you may be talking about two applications - one that I sent, which is for tree removal at 206
Baltimore. Are you also referencing the application for a new home at 223 Baltimore Avenue? If yes, I will send
your comments to the planner for the new home at #223. I apologize if the two separate notices were confusing (one
is for tree removal at 206 Baltimore Avenue, the other is for a new home proposed at 223 Baltimore Avenue). I
appreciate you clarifying this for me!
> Let me know,
>
> Thanks
> Tracy
>
> -----Original Message----> From: Craig Love [mailto:c.love@mac.com]
> Sent: Monday, November 25, 2019 4:03 PM
> To: Tracy Hegarty
> Subject: 206 Baltimore
>
> I have been receiving your letters regarding the property at 206 Baltimore. I have owned 12-16 Willow since 1983
and give my full support to the family that wants to rebuild there. I went through this whole process in 2006 when
our main house (#12) burned and had to be replaced. I know first-hand how difficult the process can be!
>
> I have recently become disabled and am living in #16 which is closest to where the trimming and construction will
take place.
>
> I would just like to be on the record as giving my full support to the tree removal and building of a new home as
the Town deems appropriate.
>
> When we rebuilt #12 we used the cementious (Hardi-Plank or equivalent and fireproof) siding which would be my
only suggestion aside from solar as it is a big sunny lot.
>
> It will be great to have another new home with sprinklers as well. That lot could do with a lot less trees and the
upgraded home.
>
> Sincerely, Craig Love
> 12-16 Willow Ave
>
> 415.990.2404
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Juan M Acevedo
Martha Battaglia
223 Baltimore Avenue
Wednesday, December 4, 2019 11:03:50 PM

Dear Ms. Battaglia,
Please include this email in the correspondence for the Planning Commission’s consideration
at its December 10, 2019 meeting.
I am writing to urge the Planning Commission to approve application PL-2019-0084 based on
the findings and conditions contained in the proposed resolution prepared by Town staff.
My family and I live near the applicants, the Delsol family, and we can attest to the fact that
they are the most conscientious and generous neighbors imaginable. But you need not take
our word for it, because their proposed project demonstrates their desire to be good neighbors
in their new neighborhood. They have applied for approval to build a single-story house for
their family on a lot that could accommodate one or more larger structures. Rather than apply
for a lot split to build two homes or ask for variances to allow for utilization of a larger portion
of the lot, they are seeking approval of a project that adheres to every regulation that the Town
has established for this piece of property. Specifically, the project complies with all
development standards of the R-1 Medium Density Residential District, including floor area,
lot coverage, height, setbacks and parking standards. (See November 12, 2019, staff report at
p. 1)
The application has been delayed due to neighbor concerns that came up for the first time at
the Planning Commission hearing on November 12, 2019. As Chairman Chase explained at
the conclusion of the item, the continuation of the hearing was intended to offer neighbors and
the applicants an opportunity to discuss the project (Nov. 12, 2019, PC mtg. video at 1:592:03). The Commission gave direction to the parties to discuss height reduction and
screening, while acknowledging that the applicants might decide not to make any changes to
their plans. (Nov. 12, 2019, PC mtg. video at 2:06).
Since November 12, my understanding from speaking with the Delsols is that they have met
with all interested parties. In an effort to alleviate the neighbors’ concerns, they have made
modifications, including lowering the roof height with a hip roof, removing the fire pit and
bench on the pool and patio, and adding additional screening. In other words, the Delsols
have taken a project that started in complete compliance with the Town Code and have
modified it in hopes that the neighbors will support the project. Even without neighbor
support, the Commission should approve the project in recognition of the efforts made by the
applicants and the project’s compliance with the applicable development standards.
Among the concerns that cannot be fully addressed are neighbors’ assertions that their sunlight
and views may be compromised by the project. However, as Chairman Chase emphasized at
the November 12 hearing, “A building on this lot is going to block view and sunlight to some
degree… “ (Nov. 12, 2019, PC mtg at 2:02) It is unavoidable that any structure constructed
on this lot will be more visible than the current dilapidated residence that sits at the very front
of the lot. And as the Planning Director pointed out at the hearing, the Town’s Municipal
Code Chapter 15 regarding sunlight and views is not applicable and even if it did apply, it
would not limit the applicants' ability to develop the project. (Nov. 12, 2019, PC mtg at 1:04)
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The project proposed by the Delsols is well within all required setbacks, is limited to a single
story, and now has a hip roof that lowers the visibility to many neighbors. There is no basis to
deny or require modifications to this project based on arguments related to sunlight or view
impacts.
Please approve the application at your December 10, 2019, meeting.
Thank you for your consideration.
Best,
Juan Acevedo
140 Lakeside Drive
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

kdelsol@sbcglobal.net
"Martha Battaglia"
FW: Letter of Support
Friday, December 6, 2019 10:09:00 AM

Hi Martha,
I wanted to be sure you received this!
Thanks,
Katie
From: tom@tvgrams.com <tom@tvgrams.com>
Sent: Friday, December 6, 2019 8:21 AM
To: Katie Delsol <kdelsol@sbcglobal.net>
Cc: Anke Pahmeyer <anke@tvgrams.com>
Subject: Re: Letter of Support
Hi Katie,
We sent the message below to Martha at the Planning Commission. We hope this helps your cause!
Cheers,
Tom and Anke

Hello Martha,
We live at 229 Baltimore Avenue, adjacent to the property of Katie and Brady Delsol who, as you
know, are applying for a building permit at 223 Baltimore.
Katie and Brady have been very gracious to us since purchasing the property, keeping us apprised of
their development plans. They kindly agreed to our request to plant hedges along our property line
to protect our privacy.
We are confident their planned home and landscaping will enhance the entire neighborhood, and
we sincerely look forward to welcoming their family as neighbors.
Kind regards,
Tom Grams & Anke Pahmeyer
229 Baltimore Avenue
Corte Madera, CA94925
tom@tvgrams.com
415-235-8474
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Attachment 4
Planning Commission Staff Report, November 12, 2019 meeting
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CORTE MADERA PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

REPORT DATE: November 8, 2019
MEETING DATE: November 12, 2019
TO:

Planning Commissioners

FROM:

Martha Battaglia, Senior Planner

SUBJECT:

Design Review Application PL-2019-0084 for the demolition of an existing
residence and the construction of a new 3,114 square foot single story residence
with a 665 square foot attached garage at 223 Baltimore Avenue


RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Staff recommends that after consideration of the staff report, presentations, public testimony and
all available materials, the Planning Commission approve the draft resolution included as
Attachment 1. Adoption of attached Resolution 19-023 would approve Design Review
Application PL-2019-0084 for the demolition of an existing residence and the construction of a
new 3,114 square foot single story residence with a 665 square foot attached garage, 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 listed in the attached resolution.
BACKGROUND:
The applicant is requesting Major Design Review approval to construct a new 3,114 square foot
single story residence with a 665 square foot attached garage on a 15,117 square foot lot. Site
improvements are also proposed, which include a new driveway, swimming pool, associated
pool equipment, landscaping, retaining walls and fences. The project includes the demolition of
an existing two story 1,023 square foot residence that includes a garage and unfinished basement
on the lower level.
The proposed project complies with all development standards of the R-1 Medium Density
Residential District, including floor area, lot coverage, height, setbacks and parking standards.
Table 1 below shows the required and proposed development standard for this site.
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Table 1. Project Site Development Standards
Standard
Minimum Lot Size
Front Yard Setback
Rear Setback
West Side Setback
East Side Setback
Lot Coverage
Floor Area Ratio
Structure Height
Parking

Ordinance Requirement
7,500 SF
20 feet
25 feet
6 feet
6 feet
40% of lot (6,047 SF Max)
40% of lot (6,047 SF Max)
30’ maximum
2 spaces (1 covered &
uncovered)

Applicant’s Proposal
15,117 SF
20 feet
25 feet
37 feet
6 feet
26.6% of lot = 4,024 SF
28% (4,246 SF)
28’8” (at highest peak)
1 2 covered spaces

Below is a chronological listing of events pertaining to this application:

1930s the existing dwelling was constructed.
September 10, 2019 an application was filed for Major Design Review to demolish the
existing residence and construct a new single story residence.
October 3, 2019 the Planning Department determined the application to be incomplete
and requested additional materials necessary to make the application complete.
October 24, 2019 the applicant provided responses to the prior incompleteness letter.
October 28, 2019 story poles were constructed to represent the extent of the residence,
peak height and the overall silhouette of the proposed residence. The height and location
of the story poles were certified by a licensed surveyor.
October 31, 2019 the Planning Department determined the application to be complete
after review of submitted information and recommended that the project qualifies for an
exemption under Section 15303 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines.
November 1, 2019 public hearing notices were mailed to property owners and tenants
within 300 feet of the property.
November 12, 2019 the Planning Commission holds a public hearing.
DISCUSSION:
Site Description & Area Context
The project site is located in the Baltimore Park neighborhood and is accessed from Baltimore
Avenue, as shown in Figure 1 below. Adjacent to the project site are two existing single family
residences; one located to the west (219 Baltimore Avenue) at a lower elevation and one located
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to the north (229 Baltimore Avenue) at the same elevation. Multi-family residences are located
to the south and east of the project site and these residences are at a lower elevation than the
project site.
Figure 1. Vicinity Map

The project site is developed with an existing 1,023 square foot two story residence that includes
a garage and an unfinished basement on the lower level. The height of the existing residence is
21 feet 6 inches. The existing residence, which was built in the 1930’s, has fallen into disrepair
and the applicant proposes to demolish it as part of the project. The existing residence is located
in the northwestern portion of the site and is situated approximately 5 feet 6 inches to the western
property boundary.
The 15,117 square foot parcel slopes downward in a southerly direction. The elevation at the
front property line is approximately 103 feet and the elevation at the rear of the property ranges
from approximately 83 feet (southwestern portion of the site) to approximately 87 feet
(southeastern portion of the site). The County of Marin lists the average slope of the lot to be
17%. Please refer to Attachment 2 for site photos.
Proposed Development
The applicant proposes to construct a 3,114 square foot single story residence with a 665 square
foot attached garage. The garage includes a storage area to allow for the storage of items such as
bicycles, while still allowing for two cars to park. The proposed residence includes four
bedrooms, four and a half bathrooms, a great room, kitchen, dining room, office, and game room.
Please refer to Attachment 6, Sheet 1 for the proposed floor plan.
The project also includes a rectangular pool that is 15 feet by 40 feet in the western portion of the
lot. The proposed pool and associated pool equipment are located 10 feet from the western
property boundary.
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The proposed residence is located in the eastern portion of the lot. Attachment 6, Sheet 15 shows
the location of the existing house compared to the location of the proposed house. The proposed
garage is set back 20 feet from Baltimore Avenue; however, the garage is not readily visible
from the street since only a portion of the front property line abuts the street. The other portion
of the front property line abuts the side property line of 229 Baltimore Avenue.
The proposed residence is a single story house that is built on a sloped lot. The applicant
proposes to reduce the elevation of the northern portion of the lot (area closest to Baltimore
Avenue), which will result in the front portion of the house sitting at a lower elevation. The
applicant is using the topography of the land to create a crawl space/storage area in the rear
portion of the house. The height of the structure at the tallest peak is 28 feet, 8 inches. This
measurement is from the lowest part of the lot that the house sits on. The portion of the house
visible from Baltimore Avenue has a maximum height of 22 feet. Please refer to Attachment 6,
Sheets 2 and 3 for the proposed building elevations, which show the building heights.
The proposed residence is a combination of ranch, craftsman and modern farmhouse architecture
with a gable style roof that has a slope of 6/12. The proposed materials include hardy smooth lap
siding painted white, hardy smooth trim around windows and doors painted white, and grey
composition roof shingles. The applicant proposes to install solar on the roof with a back-up
battery for electric uses. A rendering of the proposed residence is shown below.
Figure 2. Project Rendering

Arborist Report
The proposed project will remove three trees that have a circumference of 50 inches or greater at
breast height, which include the following:
1. Bunya-Bunya (Araucaria bidwillii) – circumference of 151 inches.
2. Canary Island date palm (Phoenix canariensis) – circumference of 116 inches.
3. Deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara) – circumference of 88 inches.
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The Bunya-Bunya tree is located in the proposed driveway. As noted in the arborist report, this
tree produces large cones (up to 15 pounds) that present a risk to people. A portion of the
existing root structure sits largely above ground and spans the width of the canopy
(approximately 40 feet). The Canary Island date palm is located in the footprint of the proposed
garage and would need to be removed in order to accommodate the proposed project. In addition,
the Canary Island date palm is a highly invasive species and the dead foliage of this tree detach
easily during strong storms. The Deodar cedar tree is located approximately five feet from the
proposed garage. This tree does not provide privacy to the neighbors to the north (229 Baltimore
Avenue) and it creates a substantial amount of debris that falls on the neighbor’s roof, pool and
yard. Given the proximity of the cedar tree to the garage, the root system of this tree would be
heavily damaged by planned evacuation and would result in the tree being a high risk for failure.
The Deodar cedar tree is recognized as a fire prone tree that the Central Marin Fire Department
recommends be removed.
The applicant submitted an arborist report prepared by Jeffrey Lester with their application. As
part of the review of the project, Town staff consulted with the Town’s consulting arborist
regarding the removal of the three trees. The three trees proposed to be removed are healthy
mature trees that present moderate to high failure risks. Both of the arborist reports concluded
that the three trees should be removed to eliminate safety hazards and the invasive nature that the
trees present. Both arborist reports and pictures of the proposed trees to be removed are include
as Attachment 3.
Landscaping
The applicant removed fallen dead wood, overgrown blackberry bushes, poison oak, scotch
broom and several acacia trees prior to submitting the design review application. Black acacia
trees are considered an undesirable species per the Corte Madera Municipal Code (CMMC) and
therefore the removal of these trees did not require a tree permit. The applicant also worked with
the adjacent Homeowners Association (HOA) to remove three large eucalyptus trees located on
the HOA’s property near the southern border of the project site. The eucalyptus trees are also
considered an undesirable species in the CMMC and the removal of these trees did not require a
tree permit. The proposed landscape plan includes drought tolerant vegetation. The majority of
landscaping is proposed in the northern portion of the site adjacent to Baltimore Avenue. The
applicant is proposing to plant seven new trees, which include one Pin oak (48” box), three Swan
hill olive trees (24” box), two Western redbud trees (24” box), and one Meyer lemon tree (24”
box). The applicant has intentionally selected larger tree sizes in order to create a more
established landscape. The applicant proposes to plant Silver Sheen Kohuhu (pittosporum) along
a portion of northern property boundary. This plant is an evergreen upright shrub that will
provide year round screening of the proposed residence from the northern neighbor at 229
Baltimore Avenue. Please refer to Attachment 6, Sheet 11 for the proposed landscape plan and
Sheet 13 for the plant legend.
The project also includes a rectangular pool that is 15 feet by 40 feet in the western portion of the
lot. The proposed pool and associated pool equipment are located 10 feet from the western
property boundary in compliance with Section 18.08.030(3)(B) of the Municipal Code. Adjacent
to the pool is a seating area and an outdoor fire pit. Please refer to Attachment 6, Sheet 12 for the
proposed layout plan.
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The applicant proposes to build a retaining wall in the southwestern portion of the property to
create a more usable yard area. The plans show a retaining wall with a maximum height of 6 feet
in this portion of the property; however, a Condition of Approval has been added to the project
that requires the retaining wall be reduced to a maximum height of three feet, pursuant to Section
18.24.050 of the Zoning Ordinance. Staff will verify that the height of the retaining wall is
reduced to three feet or less during the building permit submittal process. There is currently a
five foot tall chain link fence along the western (side), eastern (side), and southern (rear)
property lines. The applicant intends to maintain a portion of the existing chain link fence along
the side property boundaries. The applicant proposes to remove the chain link fence from the rear
portion of the property and replace a portion with a retaining wall and the other portion with a 6
foot tall wood fence. The change in height to the retaining wall to a maximum of three feet may
result in some additional changes to the fences on the property. Please refer to Attachment 6,
Sheet 8 for the proposed location of the retaining walls and fences and Sheet 6 for pictures of the
proposed fences.
Neighborhood Outreach:
Prior to submitting an application to the Planning Department, the applicant introduced the
proposed project to the neighbors via two mailings. On June 26, 2019, the applicant sent an
introduction letter to 25 neighbors, which included the individual condominium owners on
Redwood Avenue and Pixley Avenue and the neighbors on Baltimore Avenue within a 300 foot
radius. The applicant explained their plans for the property and provided their contact
information. Subsequently on September 9, 2019, the applicant sent a second letter to the same
25 neighbors and included a rendering of the proposed home and a preliminary landscape plan.
The applicant went door to door on Baltimore Avenue to introduce themselves to their future
neighbors. The applicant spoke with the owners of 101 Baltimore, 228 Baltimore and 224
Baltimore. These neighbors confirmed that they had received the outreach materials and that they
were aware of the project. According to the applicant, none of the individuals that the applicant
spoke with raised any concerns about the project.
The applicant met with the neighbors at 229 Baltimore Avenue several times, walked the
property, and the proposed landscape plan was designed with their input. The applicant also met
with the owners of 219 Baltimore Avenue and 230 Baltimore Avenue to discuss the proposed
project.
The outreach materials that the applicant mailed to their future neighbors are included as
Attachment 4.
Design Review Discussion
Staff finds that the proposed project meets all required development standards of the R-1
Residential Zoning District, follows all applicable policies of the General Plan and meets the
Design Guidelines of the Zoning Ordinance. Guiding principles of the General Plan state that
“the evaluation and analysis of new or expansion projects must balance the needs of the
homeowner with potential neighborhood impacts affecting views, sunlight, privacy and safety.”
This application balances those needs and considerations of both the applicant and the
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neighboring properties by designing with consideration to the topography of the lot and the
location of neighboring residences and by reaching out to neighboring residences as part of the
development of the design.
The Zoning Ordinance specifies that design review of single family homes shall emphasize those
aspects of the design that affect surrounding residents or the visual character of the Town.
Design review should ensure that originality in site planning, architecture and landscaping is not
suppressed, while inharmonious or monotonous design is avoided. In this case, the subject
property is developed with a residence that has fallen into disrepair from years of neglect. The
proposed new house would meet the needs of the applicant while complimenting the surrounding
neighborhood.
Given the proposed location of the house it is not anticipated to significantly impact the natural
light or privacy to adjacent properties or adversely impact views. The proposed residence is set
back further from the street than the existing residence, which adds privacy for the applicant and
their neighbors. The location of the residence places it closest to its neighbor to the north (229
Baltimore Avenue), which is at the same elevation as the project site. The residence at 229
Baltimore Avenue has an east west exposure and the project site is located to the south. The
applicant met with the owners of 229 Baltimore Avenue several times to discuss the project. The
applicant’s landscape plan was influenced based on suggestions from the owners of 229
Baltimore Avenue. The applicant proposes to plant Silver Sheen Kohuhu (pittosporum) along a
portion of northern property boundary. This plant is an evergreen upright shrub that will provide
year round screening of the proposed residence from the neighbor at 229 Baltimore Avenue.
The other immediate neighbor at 219 Baltimore Avenue sits at a lower elevation than the project
site. There is a large privacy hedge located along the shared property line between 219 Baltimore
Avenue and the project site (223 Baltimore Avenue), which provides screening between the two
properties. In addition, the proposed residence is set back 37 feet from the western property
boundary, where a six foot setback is required. The swimming pool and associated pool
equipment comply with locational requirements of the Zoning Ordinance Section
18.08.030(3)(B) for such uses.
The entire eastern boarder of the project site is shared with a condominium project on Pixley
Avenue. These multi-family residences are at a much lower elevation than the project site. There
is extensive vegetation on the adjacent site that provides screening between the two properties.
The multi-family residences to the south are also located at a much lower elevation than the
project site and there is mature landscaping separating the two properties. In addition, the
proposed south (rear) elevation of the house includes several clerestory windows, which will
further limit any privacy impacts between the two properties.
The project will remove three large trees, which includes the following: 1) Bunya-Bunya
(Araucaria bidwillii) with a circumference of 151 inches; 2) Canary Island date palm (Phoenix
canariensis) with a circumference of 116 inches; and Deodar cedar (Cedrus deodara) with a
circumference of 88 inches. The applicant submitted an arborist report for the removal of the
three trees noted above. As part of the review of the project, staff consulted with the Town’s
arborist regarding the removal of the proposed trees. Both arborist reports concluded that the
three trees should be removed to eliminate safety hazards and the invasive nature that the trees

79

present. The removal of the trees would allow the applicant to create a safe and usable area and
privacy for their neighbors with appropriate vegetation. The applicant proposes to plant seven
trees as part of the project, which include one Pin oak (48” box), three Swan hill olive trees (24”
box), two Western redbud trees (24” box), and one Meyer lemon tree (24” box). The applicant
has intentionally selected larger tree sizes to create an established landscape.
Staff finds that the proposed project integrates well into the existing neighborhood. The proposed
materials include hardy smooth lap siding painted white, hardy smooth trim around windows and
doors painted white, and grey composition roof shingles. The project would utilize modern
building techniques, high quality materials and would conform to current building codes and
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance to create an attractive, modern, energy efficient and safe
residence.
Conclusion
The proposed new home at 223 Baltimore Avenue has been designed in a way that fits the site
and the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed project meets the needs of the future residents,
while doing so in a way which is sensitive to neighboring properties. The project will not have a
significant impact on the views, sunlight, and privacy of adjacent residences. The project meets
all of the development standards for the R-1 Zoning District including floor area, lot coverage,
height, setbacks and parking standards. Staff believes that the proposed residence will integrate
well into the surrounding neighborhood.
FISCAL IMPACT:
This item will have no fiscal impact on the Town.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT:
Staff recommends that the project be found exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15303 (New Construction or Conversion of
Small Structures) because the proposed project includes the construction of a single family
residence.
OPTIONS:
1. Approve the resolution as presented.
2. Approve the resolution with modifications.
3. Take no action at this time.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Draft Resolution No. 19-023
Site Photos Provided by the Applicant
Arborist Reports by Arborscience, LLC and Jeffrey Lester
Neighbor Outreach
Project Renderings
Project Plans

O:\Planning Department\_02 PLAN APPS PROP FILES\A-J\Baltimore Ave\223 Baltimore Ave\PC Meeting 11.12.19\223 Baltimore Ave Staff Report.doc
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Attachment 5
Architect’s Narrative on the Shade Study
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Shadow Analysis of 223 Baltimore Ave. Corte Madera, CA
12/3/2017
Planning and Building Department
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Project Address:
223 Baltimore Ave
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Hello,
The structure to the east of 223 Baltimore Ave is an apartment building on 115 Pixley Drive.
There are a few factors that affect the neighboring site so that it is mostly in shadow regardless of
the proposed structure on 223 Baltimore Avenue. One is the orientation of the structure; the
decks and open space at the rear of the building are oriented in a north-west direction, such that it
does not get any direct sunlight until late in the afternoon no matter the time of year. Another
critical factor is the elevation of the building as it relates to the property at 223 Baltimore. The
top of the multi-story roof of the apartment building where the corner is closest to the 223
Baltimore property is approximately 6’ above the grade at 223 Baltimore. As you stand on 223
Baltimore you can see over the top of the roof. The result is that most of the open space of the
apartments below are almost always in shadow during the late afternoon while the sun is to the
west.
The proposed structure on 223 Baltimore as shown on the shade study only casts shadow on to
the Pixley Structure in the late afternoon in the Fall and Winter months. The hip roof over the
bedroom has mitigated some of the shadow in the late afternoon during the spring equinox.
Additionally this study does not take into account the larger geographical features of Christmas
Hill and Mount Tamalpais. These may cast shadows over the entire area (at those same late
afternoon times) where the study shows shadows on the Pixley Structure.
Regards,
Morgan Amour
Wagstaff + Rogers Architects
275 Miller Ave. Suite 202
Mill Valley, CA 94941
(415) 383-2160 x 103
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Attachment 6
Pictures Taken from Balconies/Patios of 101 Pixley & 111 Pixley
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Pictures taken from Balconies/Patios of 101 Pixley Avenue & 111 Pixley Avenue

Pictures taken from 101 Pixley Avenue
Picture taken from 101 Pixley Avenue at the sliding glass door, view directed southeast:
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Picture taken from front balcony of 101 Pixley at the SW corner of the balcony, view directed west:

Picture taken front balcony of 101 Pixley: 3 feet from the SW corner balcony, view directed west
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Picture taken from front balcony of 101 Pixley: 5 feet from the SW corner, view directed west

Picture taken from front balcony of 101 Pixley, view directed southwest
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Picture taken from front balcony of 101 Pixley, view directed southeast

Picture taken from front balcony of 101 Pixley, view directed east
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Picture taken from rear patio of 101 Pixley (November 18, 2019 at 3:25 pm)

Picture taken from rear patio of 101 Pixley (November 18, 2019 at 3:25 pm)
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Picture taken from rear patio of 101 Pixley, (November 18, 2019 at 3:25 pm)
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Pictures taken from 111 Pixley Avenue (December 5, 2019)
Picture taken from the front balcony of 111 Pixley at the sliding door, view directed southeast

Picture taken from front balcony of 111 Pixley, view directed west

93

Picture taken from front balcony of 111 Pixley: SW corner of balcony, view directed west

Picture taken from front balcony of 111 Pixley: 3 feet from SW corner of balcony, view directed west
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Picture taken from front balcony of 111 Pixley: 5 feet from SW corner of balcony, view directed west

Picture taken from the front balcony of 111 Pixley, view directed east
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Picture taken from the front balcony of 111 Pixley, view directed southwest

Picture taken from the front balcony of 111 Pixley, view directed southeast
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Picture taken from rear balcony of 111 Pixley, view directed northwest

Picture taken from rear balcony of 111 Pixley Avenue, view directed southwest
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Attachment 7
Pictures of Trees Removed from the Project Site
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Trees Removed from 223 Baltimore Avenue
Three eucalyptus trees were removed from the southern property boundary:
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Three eucalyptus trees were removed from the southern property boundary:
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Three acacia trees were removed from the eastern property boundary:

Images from Google Maps looking towards 223 Baltimore Avenue from Pixley Avenue (google
imagery dated 2019):
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Images from Google Maps looking towards 223 Baltimore Avenue from Redwood Avenue
(google imagery 2019):
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Attachment 8
Existing Corte Madera View Policies
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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 9
Project Plans
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20'

20'

BEDROOM #2

5'-2"

3050SH

5'-5" X 10'-9"

G A RA G E

5050LS

5'-0" X 8'-1"

Diablo Valley Drafting Dennis & Matt Foster
425 El Pintado Rd. Suite 190, Danville, CA 94526-1804
Phone: (925) 838-2859 Fax: (925) 855-1051
Email: Dfoster@caprecut.com or Mfoster@caprecut.com
www.CAPRECUT.com

B A T H #3

5'-0" X 8'-1"

10'-11 1/2"

5'-9 1/2"

2880

2880

9'-4"

B A T H #2

(2) 9' X 20' OFF-STREET PARKING

SB36

9'
SB36

9'

3'-4"

5'-5 1/2"

3'-2 1/2"

3068

D.S.

22'

2'-2 1/4"

ALL NEW CONSTRUCTION. EXISTING HOUSE AND
FOUNDATION TO BE REMOVED FROM PROPERTY.

3'-2"

3'-5 3/4"

6'-7 3/4"

SQUARE FOOT SUMMARY:
LIVING
GARAGE
FRONT COVERED PORCH
REAR COVERED PORCH

3,114 SQ. FT.
665 SQ. FT.
61 SQ. FT.
184 SQ. FT.

SCALE:
1/4" = 1'-0"
DRAWN BY:

MF
DATE:

D.S. = DOWN SPOUT

TOTAL

4,024 SQ. FT.

8/2/2019
SHEET:

1

REVISIONS BY:
10-14-2019 MF
10-29-2019 MF
11-19-2019 MF

HARDY SMOOTH LAP SIDING IN WHITE COLOR
DOWN SPOUT (TYP)

F.F. HEIGHT 98.20'

1'

PORCH HEIGHT 97.78'

6' HIGH WOODEN FENCE

ELEVATION HEIGHT 97.50'

F R O N T / N O R T H E L E V A TI O N

Diablo Valley Drafting Dennis & Matt Foster
425 El Pintado Rd. Suite 190, Danville, CA 94526-1804
Phone: (925) 838-2859 Fax: (925) 855-1051
Email: Dfoster@caprecut.com or Mfoster@caprecut.com
www.CAPRECUT.com

17'-10 5/16"

MILGARD TUSCANY WHITE WINDOWS (TYP).

1'-8"

ELEVATION HEIGHT 97.70'

223 BALTIMORE

6'

HARDY SMOOTH TRIM IN WHITE COLOR AROUND
WINDOWS, DOORS, CORNERS, RAKE & EVE.

10'-0 3/4"

14'-9 1/16"

10'-8 3/4"

17'-11 1/16"

21'-8 9/16"

6'-1 9/16"

57'-6 1/4"

PAGE TITLE:

ELEVATIONS
BRADY & KATIE DELSOL
223 BALTIMORE AVE.
CORTE MADERA, CA 94925

26'-0 1/4"
18'-8 3/4"

7'-6"

ELEVATION HEIGHT 93.50' TOP OF STAIRCASE

28'-8"

7'-3 1/2"
1'-2"

2'-6 7/16"

10'-0 3/4"

6'-2 1/8"
18'-9 5/16"

10'-0 3/4"

DOWN SPOUT (TYP.)

ELEVATION HEIGHT 93'
ELEVATION HEIGHT 96.53'

JOB SITE INFORMATION:

T Y P IC A L E X T E R I O R L I G H T

ELEVATION HEIGHT 91.50'

ELEVATION HEIGHT 91'

SCALE:
1/4" = 1'-0"
DRAWN BY:

MF
DATE:

R E A R / S O U TH E L E V A T I O N

8/2/2019
SHEET:

2

REVISIONS BY:
10-14-2019

MF

10-29-2019

MF

11-19-2019

MF

9'-11 1/4"

105'

6

ELEVATION HEIGHT 97.50'

7'

ELEVATION HEIGHT 96.53'

ELEVATION HEIGHT 91.50'

18'-8 3/4"

17'-11 1/16"

10'-8 3/4"

22'-10"

24'-6 5/16"

10'-0 3/4"

28'-8"

9'-11 1/4"

RI G HT / W E S T E L E V A T I O N

ELEVATION HEIGHT 97.70'

1'

1'-2"

DOWN SPOUT

7'-6"

ELEVATION HEIGHT 97.50'

ELEVATIONS

ELEVATION HEIGHT 96.50' CONC. PATIO

BRADY & KATIE DELSOL
223 BALTIMORE AVE.
CORTE MADERA, CA 94925

GARAGE F.F. HEIGHT 97.70'

Diablo Valley Drafting Dennis & Matt Foster
425 El Pintado Rd. Suite 190, Danville, CA 94526-1804
Phone: (925) 838-2859 Fax: (925) 855-1051
Email: Dfoster@caprecut.com or Mfoster@caprecut.com
www.CAPRECUT.com

DOWN SPOUT

1'-2"

F.F. HEIGHT 98.20'

PAGE TITLE:

DOWN SPOUT

JOB SITE INFORMATION:

18'-2 3/4"

10'-0 3/4"

18'-4 13/16"

DOWN SPOUT
ELEVATION HEIGHT 97.70'

1'

28'-2"

(TYP).

18'-9 13/16"

12

10'-8 3/4"

17'-11 1/16"

6'-2 5/16"

COMPOSITION ROOF SHINGLES DARK GREY IN COLOR

ELEVATION HEIGHT 91'
ELEVATION HEIGHT 93.50'

SCALE:
1/4" = 1'-0"

L E FT / E A S T E L E V A TI O N

DRAWN BY:

MF
DATE:

8/2/2019
SHEET:

3

CRAWL SPACE
5'

1'-2"

GREAT ROOM
MANUFACTURED TRUSSES NO ATTIC SPACE INSIDE WEBBING

KITCHEN

CRAWL SPACE
CRAWL SPACE

CRO S S S E CT I O N " B "

22'-1 1/8"

HALL

ELEVATION HEIGHT 96'
ELEVATION HEIGHT
96.50' CONC. PATIO

CRO S S S E CT I O N " A "

F.F 98.20'
GARAGE F.F 97.90'

Diablo Valley Drafting Dennis & Matt Foster
425 El Pintado Rd. Suite 190, Danville, CA 94526-1804
Phone: (925) 838-2859 Fax: (925) 855-1051
Email: Dfoster@caprecut.com or Mfoster@caprecut.com
www.CAPRECUT.com

18'-9 13/16"

10'-0 3/4"

12'-8 3/4"

10'-0 3/4"

PORCH

CROSS SECTIONS

PAGE TITLE:

F.F. 98.20'
2'-3 1/4"

1'

1'

GREAT ROOM

BRADY & KATIE DELSOL
223 BALTIMORE AVE.
CORTE MADERA, CA 94925

MASTER BEDROOM
BEDROOM #3

JOB SITE INFORMATION:

9'-11 1/4"

6'-5 13/16"

6'-10 3/4"

MANUFACTURED TRUSSES
NO ATTIC SPACE INSIDE WEBBING

1'-6"

10'-0 3/4"

MASTER BATH

4'-2 3/8"

7'-3"

7'-6"

18'-8 3/4"

28'-8"

REVISIONS BY:
10-14-2019
MF

11-19-2019
MF

GARAGE

SCALE:
1/4" = 1'-0"

DRAWN BY:

MF

DATE:

8/2/2019
SHEET:

4

N
6/12
6/12

6/12
6/12

D.S.
3050SH

24"X48" SKYLIGHT
8050FX

D.S.
6/12

6/12

4021AW
4050FX

SUN TUBE

D.S.
8090

2040SH
4016FX

6/12

4030AW

D.S.

SUN TUBE

12090

D.S.

Diablo Valley Drafting Dennis & Matt Foster
425 El Pintado Rd. Suite 190, Danville, CA 94526-1804
Phone: (925) 838-2859 Fax: (925) 855-1051
Email: Dfoster@caprecut.com or Mfoster@caprecut.com
www.CAPRECUT.com

3016FX

5050LS

6/12

6/12

ROOF LAYOUT

D.S.
3016FX

6050LS

3016FX

6/12

5050LS

2040SH

BRADY & KATIE DELSOL
223 BALTIMORE AVE.
CORTE MADERA, CA 94925

6/12

SUN TUBE
6/12

D.S.

PAGE TITLE:

D.S.

5050LS

6/12

2040SH

CHIMNEY

5050LS

JOB SITE INFORMATION:

3050SH

6/12

6/12

2040SH

6/12

2880

6/12

6/12

D.S.

2880

6/12

3050SH

D.S.

1630SH

6080

3050SH

3050SH

D.S.

2030SH

3050SH

6/12

16070

3050SH

6/12

6/12

6/12

3050SH

REVISIONS BY:

11/19/2019

SHEET:

5

MF

3068

D.S.

6/12

SUN TUBE

6/12

SCALE:
1/4" = 1'-0"

DRAWN BY:

MF

DATE:
10/14/2019

REVISIONS BY:

LOT::
FENCE LOCATIONS ON LOT

FENCES

DETAIL ON 6' HIGH WOODED FENCE
REFERENCE TO CIVIL ENGINEERING PLAN PAGE #2 SITE PLAN /
PRECISE GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN

PAGE TITLE:

6' HIGH WOODED FENCE WITH POST IN CONC.
REFERENCE TO CIVIL ENGINEERING PLAN PAGE #2 SITE PLAN /
PRECISE GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN

1. NORTH PROPERTY LINE
THERE ARE NO FENCES ON THE NORTH PROPERTY LINE. THERE IS A FENCE BETWEEN THE HOUSE AND THE WESTERN PROPERTY LINE. IT IS A 6 FOOT TALL WOODEN
FENCE WITH POSTS SET IN CONCRETE. THERE WILL BE AN IRON GATE BETWEEN THE NORTH-EAST CORNER OF THE GARAGE AND THE EASTERN PROPERTY LINE.

42" HIGH WOOD & HOG WIRE RAILING
REFERENCE TO CIVIL ENGINEERING PLAN PAGE #2 SITE PLAN /
PRECISE GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN

MF

Diablo Valley Drafting Dennis & Matt Foster
425 El Pintado Rd. Suite 190, Danville, CA 94526-1804
Phone: (925) 838-2859 Fax: (925) 855-1051
Email: Dfoster@caprecut.com or Mfoster@caprecut.com
www.CAPRECUT.com

10-29-2019

2. EAST PROPERTY LINE
STARTING IN THE NORTHEAST CORNER, THERE WILL BE A 6’ TALL WOODEN FENCE. THE POSTS WILL BE SET IN CONCRETE 6” IN FRONT OF THE RETAINING WALL. THIS
WOOD FENCE WILL RUN UNTIL THE END OF THE RETAINING WALL, AND MEET UP WITH EXISTING CHAIN LINK FENCE (THAT RUNS TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER).
3. SOUTH PROPERTY LINE
THE EASTERN SIDE OF THE SOUTHERN BORDER HAS A 6’ TALL WOOD FENCE SET IN CONCRETE….RUNNING FROM THE SOUTH-EAST CORNER TO THE START OF THE
RETAINING WALL. THERE WILL BE A 42” WOOD AND HOG-WIRE FENCE 18” NORTH OF THE RETAINING WALL ON THE WEST SIDE OF THE SOUTHERN BORDER.

BRADY & KATIE DELSOL
223 BALTIMORE AVE.
CORTE MADERA, CA 94925

JOB SITE INFORMATION:

4. WEST PROPERTY LINE
THE 42” GUARDRAIL CONTINUES NORTH ON THE WESTERN SIDE OF THE PROPERTY 18” TO THE EAST OF THE RETAINING WALL. THE POSTS WILL BE SET IN CONCRETE
AND MEET UP WITH THE EXISTING CHAIN LINK FENCE THAT CONTINUES TO THE NEW 6’ WOOD FENCE (THAT SEPARATES THE REAR YARD FORM THE FRONT YARD).

SCALE:
1/4" = 1'-0"
DRAWN BY:

MF

5' HIGH EXISTING CHAIN LINK FENCE
REFERENCE TO CIVIL ENGINEERING PLAN PAGE #2 SITE PLAN /
PRECISE GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN

DATE:
10/14/2019
SHEET:

6

7

DESCRIPTION
-

GL=97.70

DATE
-

BALTIMORE AVENUE

GF=97.90

A
2

CKD BY:

223 BALTIMORE AVENUE
CORTE MADERA, CA 94925

QTY.

THE DELSOL RESIDENCE

DESCRIPTION

365 FLOWER LANE
MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 94043
FOR SALES:
PHONE: (888) 311-3015
FOR CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT:
PHONE: (888) 512-3152
EMAIL: constructionsupport@designeverest.com

PROPOSED
RESIDENTIAL
BUILDING
APN 024-101-02
SITE PLAN / PRECISE GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN

CN

REV
1
2
3
4
5

BALTIMORE AVENUE

CONSTRUCTION NOTES:

FIRE

PIT

OMITTED

SIGN DATE: 10-30-2019

DATE:
AS NOTED

SCALE:
AS NOTED

DRAWN BY: RPE
RPE

PROJECT #: DE19-07030

OF 3

2

8

STEPS/STAIRS DETAIL

HANDRAIL DETAIL

SECTION A1-A1

CKD BY:

223 BALTIMORE AVENUE
CORTE MADERA, CA 94925

THE DELSOL RESIDENCE

DETAILS

2
3

DESCRIPTION
-

PLAN

DATE
-

1
3

REV
1
2
3
4
5

8" MOW STRIP DETAIL
365 FLOWER LANE
MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 94043
FOR SALES:
PHONE: (888) 311-3015
FOR CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT:
PHONE: (888) 512-3152
EMAIL: constructionsupport@designeverest.com

ENLARGEMENT

SIGN DATE: 10-30-2019

DATE:
AS NOTED

SCALE:
AS NOTED

DRAWN BY: RPE
RPE

PROJECT #: DE19-07030

OF 3

3

9

92.24
WATER SPIGOT

21%
MAX

97.15
SHED COR

96.31
SHED COR

93.0
FG

AC
PAD

GRAVEL

25.6'

97.03
SHED COR

92.22
GS
96.17
GS

92.64
GS
91.95
BRUSH LINE

(89.0)
FG

EQ

EQ
4

6' - 0" OC MAX
L=47' RETAINING WALL

(85.0)
FG

EQ

EQ

L=51.78' RETAINING WALL
EQ
EQ
EQ

57
81.20
IPF 3/4" OPEN

2
94.00TW
88.50TF
S1.0
H=5.5'
EQ
EQ

85.50TW
82.83TF
H=2.67'
EQ

3'

MIN

93.36
93.75
FL
TC DW

2:1
MAX

92.24
FNC

93.82TW
91.82TF
H=2.00'

86.0
FG

1
LAGGING SCHEDULE

W 12x 26 SOLDIER PILE
2" (MIN) BEARING

LAGGING PER
SCHEDULE, SEE ARCH
FOR FINISHES

SIZE [2]
DEPTH [1]
2' - 0"
3x12 FLAT
4' - 0"
4x12 FLAT
6' - 0"
6x12 FLAT

GRADE (MIN)
NO 2 PT
NO 1 PT
NO 1 PT

DATE

C:\Users\prestonnirattisai\Dropbox\projects\507_baltimore\cad\507_baltimore-artin.rvt

CHIP AWAY LEAN CONCRETE OR
SOIL CEMENT SEE NOTES

SITE PLAN
3/32" = 1'-0"

NOTES:
1.
2.

DEPTH IS MEASURED TO THE
BOTTOM OF LAGGING.
ORIENT LAGGINGS FLAT TO THE
FACE OF THE COLUMN FLANGES

INSTALLATION PROCEDURE:
1.
2.
3.
4.

INTERMIDIATE PILE

5.
6.

CONT L 2x2x3/16
L ANGLE TO W
SECTION

INSTALLATION NOTES:

SEE INSIDE CORNER
DETAIL FOR BALANCE
OF INFO

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

3.

CORNER PILE - INSIDE

9.
10.

1.
2.

SOLDIER PILE PLAN VIEW
3/4" = 1'-0"

1.

8.

3/16

SEE INTERMEDIATE PILE
DETAIL FOR BALANCE
OF INFO

3

DRILL CAISSONS TO DEPTHS INDICATED PER PLANS/DETAILS
PLACE SOLDIER PILES PER PLANS/DETAILS
FILL CAISSON TO BOTT. OF FOOTING OR SOG ELEVATION WITH 2500 PSI CONCRETE AND
BALANCE OF THE HOLE WITH LEAN CONCRETE OR SOIL CEMENT AND ALLOW TO SET FOR 48
HRS.
EXCAVATE TO LIMITS INDICATED AT 4' - 0" MAX HEIGHTS OR AS DIRECTED BY SOILS
ENGINEER.
PLACE LAGGING. REPEAT STEPS 4 THROUGH 5 UNTIL EXCAVATION IS COMPLETED TO BOTT
OF FOOTING OR SOG ELEVATION AS INDICATED ON PLANS/DETAILS
PLACE WATERPROOFING OR OTHER APPLICABLE ARCH FINISHES.

GENERAL NOTES:

LAGGING SHALL BE COMPLETED AS SOON AS POSSIBLE AFTER EACH 4' INCREMENT (OR AS
DIRECTED BY SOILS ENGINEER) OR EXCAVATION HAS BEEN MADE, IN ORDER TO MINIMIZE
SOIL SLOUGHING
VOIDS BEHIND LAGGING SHALL NOT BE PERMITTED. IF ANY VOIDS ARE INADVERTENTLY
MADE, THEY SHOULD BE FILLED WITH LOW STRENGTH SAND/CEMENT SLURRY.
LAGGING SHALL BE PRESSURE TREATED WITH CREOSOTE OR A SIMILAR SUBSTANCE TO
IMPEDE WOOD DETERIORATION

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

CONTRACTOR SHALL GIVE THE ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER A 30 DAY NOTICE PRIOR INITIATION OF
WORK
A COPY OF THE 30 DAY NOTICE SHALL BE SENT TO THE BUILDING OFFICIAL
ALL WORK SHALL CONFORM TO THE REQUIREMENTS, AS AMEMDED TO DATE, OF THE 2016 CBC AND
ALL LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR COORDINATING THE WORK OF ALL TRADES AND
CHECK ALL DIMENSIONS.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL EXERCISE REASONABLE CAUTION TO PROTECT THE ADJOINING LAND AND
STRUCTURES.
NO EXCAVATION SHALL BE MADE UNLESS THE CONTRACTOR FOLLOWS BUILDING SECTION
APPROVED PLANS
THE DATA SHOWN ON THE PLANS ARE BASED ON BEST PRESENT KNOWLEDGE. WHERE ACTUAL
CONDITIONS DIFFER FROM THOSE SHOWN ON THE PLANS, ENGINEER SHALL BE NOTIFIED SO THAT
PROPER MODIFICATIONS MAY BE MADE.
THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN DATA RELATING TO UNDERGROUND UTILITY LINES PRIOR TO PILE
DRILLING AND EXCAVATING FOR THE SOLDIER PILES.
SOLDIER PILES SHALL BE EXCAVATED BY DRILLING MACHINE AND ACCURATELY LOCATED IN
RELATIONS TO THE RETAINING WALL LOCATION.
SOLDIER PILES SHALL BE MONITORED BY THE CONTRACTOR ON A WEELY BASIS. IF DEFLECTION AT
TOP OF PILES EXCEEDS 0.5", CONTRACTOR IS TO NOTIFY THE STRUCTURAL ENGINEER IMMEDIATELY.
STRUCTURAL STEEL SHALL CONFIRM TO: ASTM A-36
ENERGIZED OVERHEAD LINES MAY EXIST ALONG THE PROPERTY LINES. CRANES AND DRILLING RIGS
MUST OBSERVE ALL FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS PERTAINING TO CLEARANCE REGULATIONS.
ALL FIELD WELDING REQUIRES SPECIAL INSPECTION
LAGGING SHALL BE 3X DF #2 OR BETTER, PRESSURE TREATED ROUGH SAWN LUMBER.
SOLDIER PILE DESIGN IS BASED ON 2016 CBC TABLE 1806.2 ACTIVE SOIL PRESSURE OF 45PSF/FT
PLUS SURCHARGE AND PASSIVE PRESSURE OF 200 PSF/FT

REV

SOLDIER PILE
1" = 1'-0"

DESCRIPTION

93.68
TC DEPRESSED

91.0
FG

TOE DIA = 2' - 0"

2

FOUNDATION PLAN

83.98
FNC+GS
84.07
BRUSH LINE

(84.0)
FG

85.0
FG

93.3
FG

6' - 0" OC MAX

83.92
GS

84.89
GS

83.94
BRUSH LINE

EQ

100.37'
84.69
FNC+GS

86.64
GS

GRAVEL

83.17
FNC AP

3.9'
7.9'

PIT

EQ

93.76
BRUSH LINE
93.53
2.5" STL POST

94.04
FNC+GS

93.45
FS

S89°53'16"E

85.34
BRUSH LINE

90

92.10
BRUSH LINE

0.5%

90.07
BRUSH LINE

14'
94.19
BRUSH LINE

1.8%

94.46
GS

94.51
FNC AP

93.6
FG
(92.0)
FG

PL

87.41
BRUSH LINE

95.01
GS

94.26
CP 60D
GS

94.84
EOFS AP

(94.0)
FG

93.38
FS

2

S1.0

FIRE

PIT
FIRE

1.6%
1.6%

2:1
MAX

29.1'

OMITTED

93.67
FS

86.11
GS

87.91
GS

1.0%

93.27FL

1.3%

1.0%

7.9'

90.66
CP 60D

93.34
FL-GB

85.02
BRUSH LINE

92.23
GS

93.30
FS

94.46
GS
95.04
94.57
EOCAP
AP
EOFS
94.58
94.44
EOFS AP

94.19
FS

94.70
EOC AP

150.61'

86.50TW
84.50TF
H=2.0'

SYNTHETIC
TURF

(N) DRILLED PILE AND WOOD
LAGGING RETAINING WALL
WHERE HT > 2' - 6", SEE CIVIL
5.5'
FOR LOCATION AND PROFILE

94.98
94.59
EOC AP
GS

94.98
EOC AP
94.67
95.02
GATE
POST
95.03 BLD AP+CONC
EOC AP

94.52
FG FLAGSTONE
94.50
GATE POST

94.88
EOC POL

94.19
FS

3'

95

94.30
T07TREE

93.69
GS

6'

95

93.39
FS

POOL

88.5
FG

95.4
FG

95.5 FG

94.59
TT36"T-CLUS

96.46
T60PALM
95.75
GS

1.8% 0.5%

96.84
TT1307TREE

VALLEY

93.5
FG

15'

95.78
WATER SPIGOT

1.0%

95.30
GS
95.37
TT46"T-CLUS

1.7%

5.9'

1.3%
1.2%

96.47
96.44
TBW TYPICAL
TFW BGN WOOD
95.61
GS

96.61
2.5" STL POST

8.42'

97.45
96.70
GSTFW WOOD

96.50
FS

1.2%

94.96
FG CONC
94.94
FG CONC

N00°06'44"E

87.78
GS

89.60
GS

86.85
FNC+GS

97.23
GS

7.9'

6.9'

97.89
GS

2%

2%
97.71
GS 97.90
TFW END WOOD

98.73
98.66
BLD AP+GS
FNC BGN
96.68
BLD AP+3.0'JOG

1.7%

94.47
TFW CONC

94.78
FNC BGN

94.95
EOC AP

95.95
EOC AP+96.06
FNC END

96.34
TFW CONC

94.56
EOFS AP

94.58
EOFS AP
94.98
94.98
BLD AP+3.0'JOG
EOC AP

95.31
95.30
EOC EC+AP
BLD AP+3.0'JOG

95.43
EOC POC

96.28
CP CUT X

96.47
EOC POC

96.97
EOC +-

97.26
GS

94.75
FG FLAGSTONE

94.97
EOC AP

95.57
GAS METER

96.05
EOC POC

96.85
EOC POC
97.63
GS

95.62
97.62 GS
97.62 TBW TYPICAL
TFW BGN CONC

96.67
GS

94.91
94.85 EOC AP
EOFS AP

EOC AP

97.10
EOC AP
97.19

96.68
EOC AP
104.9796.59
DECKBLD
AP AP

EOC AP

97.18
EOC AP+BC

DECK AP

97.26
EOC +-

GM

EXIST. GAS METER
(TO BE
RELOCATED)
EXISTING
RETAINING
WALL

93.44
LIP

95.4
FG

97.16
FG CONC
EOC POL

97.57
TC GB
97.19

97.26 97.23
97.25
BACK EOC
CURB
TYP 97.19
TC BGN
104.91
AP

97.55
TC AP+BC

97.00
EOC BC
97.38
TC POC
97.30
GS

96.24
EB 1.2 WATER
96.01
EOC

95.74
GS

2..07%

40'

97.17
CL 8' GAR DOOR

97.11
CP CUT X

14'
96.92
EOC POC

97.31
TC POC+GB

96.82
TC EC+END

96.76
EOC EC+AP
96.58
EOC AP

96.37
EB 1.2 WATER
95.82
TC DW

94.26
FS

P

95.99
TC DEPRESSED

94.17FL

95.14
GS

105.00
105.00
DECK
EOCAPAP

97.14
98.73
TFW POL CONC
EOC

98.77
TFW END CONC
97.19
EOC AP

104.98
98.70
104.93
BLD AP
DECK
AP EOC AP

100.42
EOC AP

100.49
EOC AP

98.88
GS

7

95.69
LIP

89.63
T06ACACIA

95.18
GS
97.64
GS

99.24
CP H+T

99.47
WATER SPIGOT

99.47
BLD AP+3.0'JOG
99.99
BLD AP+1.4'JOG

102.70
102.28
TOP
EOCCOR
AP STEP 1
104.32
TOP COR STEP 4
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ITEM NO. 6A
PLANNING COMMISSION 2017, 2018 AND 2019 YEARS
IN REVIEW – A REVIEW OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS
APPROVED AND PROJECTS COMPLETED SINCE 2017. A
PRESENTATION WILL BE PROVIDED BY PHIL BOYLE, SENIOR
PLANNER. THERE IS NO STAFF REPORT FOR THIS ITEM.

Planning Commission Meeting
December 10, 2019

ITEM NO. 7Bi
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES OF
NOVEMBER 12, 2019

Planning Commission Meeting
December 10, 2019

DRAFT MINUTES
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
NOVEMBER 12, 2019
CORTE MADERA TOWN HALL
CORTE MADERA

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:

Chair Peter Chase
Vice-Chair Phyllis Metcalfe
Commissioner Margaret Bandel
Commissioner Bob Bundy
Commissioner Charles Lee

STAFF PRESENT:

Adam Wolff, Planning Director
Martha Battaglia, Senior Planner

1.

OPENING:
A. Call to Order – The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m.
B. Pledge of Allegiance – Commissioner Chase led in the Pledge of Allegiance.
C. Roll Call – All the commissioners were present.

2.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Jeremiah Mock, Pixley Avenue, discussed a problem in Town Park related to smoking,
vaping and cannabis use. Dr. Mock asked the town to erect signage with the Town’s
regulations that ban the use of these substances at the park.
3.

CONSENT CALENDAR – None

4.

CONTINUED HEARINGS – None

5.

NEW HEARINGS – None
A.

223 BALTIMORE AVE – DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION PL-2019-0084 FOR
THE DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING RESIDENCE AND THE CONSTRUCTION
OF A NEW 3,114 SQUARE FOOT SINGLE STORY RESIDENCE WITH A 665
SQUARE FOOT ATTACHED GARAGE AT 223 BALTIMORE AVENUE (Senior
Planner Martha Battaglia)

Senior Planner Battaglia presented the staff report. Ms. Battaglia noted that
correspondence has been received since the packet was issued, which has been
provided to the commissioners and made available to the public.

Ms. Battaglia discussed the location of the lot and the existing site conditions, and
photographs of the site and surrounding area. She also discussed the R-1 Medium
Density Residential Zoning District, noting that the project meets all the development
standards, including lot coverage, floor area, height and parking requirements.
Ms. Battaglia went on to discuss the proposed site plan, which included a new dwelling
on the eastern portion of the lot, the setbacks and a new swimming pool, seating area
and fire pit in the western portion of the site. She discussed the size of the proposed
dwelling and the 2-car garage that would include a storage area.
Ms. Battaglia discussed the proposed single story residence, which she said would
incorporate ranch, craftsman and modern farmhouse styles, and the exterior colors and
materials. She noted that the shingled roof would have solar. Ms. Battaglia stated that
the applicant proposes to reduce the elevation of the northern portion of the lot, which
will result in the front portion of the house sitting at a lower elevation.
Ms. Battaglia discussed the height of the dwelling, which would reach a maximum of 28
feet, 8 inches, and the elevations and landscaping, including the proposed removal of 3
trees. She noted that both the Town’s arborist and applicant’s arborist submitted reports
related to the tree removal, and she also added that 7 new trees were proposed as part
of the landscape plan.
Ms. Battaglia went on to discuss neighborhood outreach. She stated that that the
applicant has sent 2 sets of documents to 25 neighbors prior to this hearing, and have
spoken to some of their neighbors. She confirmed that staff has spoken to some of the
occupants at the Parkview condominiums, and confirmed that the design review
findings have been included in the packet for the commissioners’ review.
In response to Commissioner Bundy, Ms. Battaglia stated that staff did not have
photographs of the site before it was cleared. She confirmed that eucalyptus and acacia
trees were removed, which did not require a permit because they are considered
undesirable species.
Commissioner Bandel noted that the trees slated for removal were reported as being in
good health in the arborists’ reports. Ms. Battaglia explained why removal of all three
trees have been recommended, noting that the roots of the bunya-bunya tree are
extensive and construction could damage them to the extent the tree could die; that the
palm tree is an invasive species and that the deodar cedar tree is considered
pyrophytic, which she discussed with Commissioner Lee.
Planning Director Wolff stated that the roof mounted solar system must be included in
the application if the permit is issued from January 3, 2020 when the new Building Code
will be adopted. In response to Commissioner Bandel, Chair Chase confirmed the solar
roof system would not result in additional height.
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Brady Delsol, Owner, introduced his wife, Katie, and he provided background
information on the property and the proposed dwelling. Mr. Delsol noted that the project
meets all the design standards in terms of lot coverage, height and setbacks, and that
their goal has been to design a house that fits the neighborhood.
In response to Vice-Chair Metcalfe, Mr. Delsol stated that they could not confirm the
swimming pool would be solar heated and they discussed the addition of air
conditioning. Mr. Delsol discussed the location of the condenser, which he said would
be situated as far from the neighbors as possible.
Chair Chase and Mr. Wolff discussed the noise of the air-conditioning system in relation
to the noise ordinance. Mr. Wolff noted that the Town Council should adopt new
regulations relating to mechanical equipment at their next meeting, and that staff would
review the specifications for compliance with the noise ordinance as part of building
permit application.
In response to Commissioner Bundy, Mr. Delsol confirmed the air conditioning
equipment would not be located in the setback and that they were working with PG&E
to underground their utilities.
In response to Commissioner Lee, Mr. Delsol stated that the multi-unit property line
bordering their property has mature vegetation and that they have not considered
providing further screening in this portion of the property.
Mr. Delsol explained that they have lowered the roof pitch in response to Commissioner
Bandel, and that the maximum height of 28 feet and 8 inches affects one particular area
of the roof from the lowest point of the property. Mr. Delsol confirmed they have not
viewed the property from any of the Parkview condominiums.
Chair Chase, Mr. Delsol and staff discussed a 3-foot retaining wall on the southwest
portion of the property. Ms. Battaglia confirmed that the maximum 3-foot height has
been included in the conditions and will be verified by staff during plan check.
Chair Chase opened the public comment period.
Jeremiah Mock, 101 Pixley Avenue, provided photographic materials to the
commissioners and staff. Dr. Mock spoke on behalf of the owner, Beverly Addiego,
whose views he shared. Dr. Mock asked if the height of the story polls had been verified
and he discussed his concerns that their views and patio light will be affected.
Doug Levy, 36 Redwood Avenue and President of the Parkview Homeowners
Association, discussed his concern that the highest peak of the proposed dwelling will
impact views from his dining room, and he suggested the ceiling heights could be
reduced. Mr. Levy also discussed his noise concerns regarding the fire pit and
condenser unit, which he hoped could be alleviated.
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Carol Shawn, 219 Baltimore Avenue, discussed her concerns relating to the height, the
size of the swimming pool and location of the pool pump in relation to noise and lack of
shrubbery along her property line. Ms. Shawn asked if the pump could be moved further
away from her property line.
Lisa Spangler, 75 Redwood Avenue, discussed her concerns relating to drainage, the
height of the proposed dwelling, and views from her living and dining areas that could
be affected. Ms. Spangler also discussed her noise concerns relating to the fire pit and
lack of a shadow study.
Matt Shawn, son of Carol Shawn, suggested additional plantings along the property line
to provide screening. Mr. Shawn expressed a desire that drainage and noise issues
related to the pool pump could be resolved, and he commented on shared water and
sewer lines. Mr. Shawn stated that he otherwise supported the project.
Tom Grams, 229 Baltimore Avenue, discussed the need for their privacy to be
maintained and he asked the applicants to ensure construction noise and dust are
abated wherever possible.
Brooks Hoehn, 81 Lakeside Drive, stated that he could not have asked for better
neighbors than the Delsols. Mr. Hoehn discussed the proximity of their properties and
confirmed they had never experienced privacy or intrusion issues.
Dan Reidy, 447 Manzanita, stated that the Delsols were responsible, thoughtful
neighbors, which he believed was reflected in the proposed design.
Megan Harvey, 149 Lakeside Drive, discussed her support for the Delsols and the need
to accept change in the neighborhood related to construction projects.
Matt Madson, 111 Pixley Avenue, discussed his concern that he might lose a view of
Mt. Tamalpais.
Carol Shawn reiterated her concern that the roof peak is too high.
Jill Martay, Larkspur resident, discussed her support for replacing the current structure
with a more desirable dwelling and improvements to the property.
Chair Chase closed the public comment period.
Ms. Battaglia confirmed a licensed surveyor has verified the height of the story poles,
and that a pittosporum hedge will be planted along the northern property line to provide
screening for the property at 229 Baltimore Avenue.
Planning Director Wolff confirmed that 10 feet of space must be maintained between a
property line and a swimming pool. He noted that the survey indicates the current fence
line is located on the Delsols’ property further from the property line.
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Mr. Wolff discussed views and sunlight. He stated that they relate to Chapter 15 of the
Tree Ordinance, which provides the process for neighbors to resolve disputes relating to
vegetation growing into a neighbor’s view.
Chair Chase clarified the survey, and Mr. Wolff confirmed that technical reports and
engineered drawings would be required at the time of building permit submission. He
noted that the plans and documents would be routed to the Public Works Department
for their review of soils stability, drainage, and the structural integrity of the project.
Chair Chase noted that the plans included underground utility lines, and Mr. Wolff
confirmed the noise ordinance allows a maximum level of 25 decibels above ambient at
the property line, which would apply to the pool equipment.
Vice-Chair Metcalfe and Ms. Battaglia discussed ceiling heights. Vice-Chair Metcalfe
suggested the ceiling heights were lowered, which should lower the peak height of the
dwelling as a compromise for the neighbors.
Commissioner Bundy and Ms. Battaglia discussed the southern boundary. Ms. Battaglia
explained that a 3-foot retaining wall would be located in a portion of the southern
boundary and a 6-foot fence is proposed along the remaining boundary line. Ms.
Battaglia confirmed the fire pit would be gas-powered.
Mr. Wolff and Commissioner Lee discussed shadow studies. Mr. Wolff stated that it did
not appear to staff that the proposed project would cause shadow problems on
neighboring properties.
Mr. Wolff and Commissioner Lee discussed privacy, and Mr. Wolff noted that the Code
does not address what constitutes a privacy impact. He explained that the
commissioners would need to determine what constitutes significant and adverse
conditions.
Ms. Battaglia and Commissioner Bandel discussed the Town’s liability that relates to
swimming pools. Ms. Battaglia discussed conditions that would need to be met by the
Building Code and noted that a fence would prevent people from accessing the
backyard from the street.
Ms. Battaglia discussed photographic views taken from the residences at 101 Pixley
Avenue and 36 Redwood Avenue, and Chair Chase noted the existence of swimming
pools on other properties in the neighborhood.
Vice-Chair Metcalfe noted the outreach began early in the process and that it would
have been helpful for the problems discussed by the neighbors to have been raised
earlier than within the last two days. Vice-Chair Metcalfe went on to say that reducing
the height by 1.5 feet would make little difference if the view of Mt. Tamalpais could not
be preserved for the condominium neighbors. She stated that it would be difficult to
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relocate the house on a different part of the property and that the proposed location is
appropriate for the design.
Commissioner Bundy stated that a new dwelling would cause some impacts to views
and sunlight and suggested the gable roofline above the bathroom could be lowered to
reduce the bulk. Commissioner Bundy commented on a trampoline and stated that he
believed the vegetation and fencing were sufficient to provide privacy.
Commissioner Lee commented on the size of the lot, which he noted could
accommodate a much larger dwelling, and he stated that the proposal is compatible
with other dwellings in the neighborhood. He stated that preserving the view of Mt.
Tamalpais for a neighbor could compromise the whole design and create a
monotonous, box-like design, and that the views affected were not primary views.
Commissioner Lee went on to discuss the shadow studies, noting that the proposed
development is imposing in the Pixley area. However, he also noted that the condo
buildings also have an imposing presence, and that it did not seem rational that condo
residents would find a single family home imposing when they themselves lived on top
and besides one another.
Commissioner Bandel discussed her concern that outreach to the condo neighbors on
Pixley Avenue was insufficient, and stated it was unacceptable that some neighbors
would lose their entire view of Mt. Tamalpais. Furthermore, she stated that the
landscape plan should be supplemented with more screening, and that she remains
concerned with noise caused by the mechanical equipment. Commissioner Bandel also
expressed concern relating to a property line problem discussed by a neighbor.
Chair Chase noted that the equipment must conform to the noise ordinance and that the
property line has been verified by a survey and is shown on the plans.
A materials board was provided to the commissioners.
Chair Chase commented on the age of the bunya-bunya tree and stated that it
overwhelmed the site. He expressed a desire that the walls and fences are built before
the project begins to provide privacy for the neighbors to the north. Chair Chase stated
that families have a right to swimming pools, but that the house is big and he suggested
the peak could be lowered by 1.5 feet to provide some concession to the neighbors.
Chair Chase discussed the reasons he believed that the master bathroom and office
windows would be unlikely to cause privacy problems, noting that there will be a 6-foot
fence between the properties.
Ms. Battaglia exhibited photographic materials provided by the neighbors at 111 Pixley
Avenue showing the location of their deck in comparison to the proposed dwelling, and
from various aspects of the site.
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Vice-Chair Metcalfe stated that she would propose a continuation to enable the
applicants and the neighbors to discuss a possible compromise. Vice-Chair Metcalfe
confirmed her belief the proposed project meets the findings.
Commissioner Bundy stated that he would support a reduction in the roof pitch. He
confirmed he could make the findings to approve the project with the change to the roof
to a hip roof over the master bath.
Commissioner Lee stated that he could make most of the findings but would feel
uncomfortable approving the project, given some of the issues that have been raised by
neighbors. He expressed a hope that the applicants would consider other ways to
reduce the roof peak and confirmed he could not support the project as presented.
Commissioner Bandel stated that she agreed with the comments of her fellow
commissioners and confirmed her belief the design needs modifying. She discussed the
need for the applicants and staff to visit the condominium neighbors to better
understand their concerns.
A discussion on the way forward took place amongst the commissioners, and Chair
Chase confirmed that the applicants and neighbors needed to confer. He noted that
some loss of light and views would result from a new dwelling on the lot.
Mr. Wolff suggested the item is continued to the next meeting on December 10, 2019.
MOTION: Moved by Vice-Chair Metcalfe, seconded by Commissioner Bandel, to
continue Design Review Application PL-2019-0084 for the demolition of an
existing residence and the construction of a new 3,114 square foot single story
residence with a 665 square foot attached garage at 223 Baltimore Avenue to the
meeting of December 10, 2019:
AYES:
NOES:

Metcalfe, Bundy, Chase, Lee, Bandel
None

Chair Chase announced a 10-minute break at 9:10 p.m.
6.

BUSINESS ITEMS
A.

PROJECT OVERVIEW OF CORTE MADERA OBJECTIVE DESIGN AND
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS – A VERBAL REPORT WILL BE PROVIDED BY
ADAM WOLFF, PLANNING DIRECTOR

Planning Director Wolff presented the staff report. Mr. Wolff explained that one of the
purposes of tonight’s discussions is to ensure the Town is able to meet the
requirements of State Housing Laws that have been adopted. He discussed the State’s
move towards by-right housing models, which could result in construction projects
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applying directly for building permits if they met the Town’s code in terms of height,
density and setbacks, etc.
Mr. Wolff discussed the desire by the Town to update the current design standards, and
he explained how the process could improve the Housing Element in relation to the new
State laws.
Mr. Wolff discussed the Town’s participation in a working group with 10 other Marin
County jurisdictions, which will work towards the creation of objective design and
development standards. He provided an example of how the new code requirements
could be incorporated into a book, and explained that a Technical Advisory Working
Group (TAWG) has formed to assist staff in developing the Town’s own set of design
standards.
Mr. Wolff discussed the members of TAWG and staff’s expectations of the group, which
includes the need to review the consultant’s documents and ensure the advice reflects
the Town’s desires.
Mr. Wolff discussed the project timeline, which includes a possible Countywide
workshop in January at multiple locations. He stated that he envisions the Town
conducting its own workshop as part of the public outreach process that would include
the Housing Element update discussions.
Commissioner Lee recommended an additional candidate for TAWG.
7. ROUTINE AND OTHER MATTERS
A. REPORTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REQUESTS
i. Commissioners
Vice-Chair Metcalfe reported on the Tuesday, November 5, 2019 Town Council Meeting
at which the new Noise Ordinance was adopted, and an update was provided on the
new Town Hall addition. She stated that other items included the adoption of the
California Building Code and Fire Codes at future hearings and the Town Manager’s
report that included the recent power outage.
Commissioner Bundy reported on the September 17, 2019 Town Council Meeting at
which the Town Manager, Todd Cusimano, reported on the budget, and confirmed the
Town is in good financial shape. Commissioner Bundy reported that the Town Council
approved the Wildfire Prevention Tax initiative.
ii. Planning Director
Planning Director Wolff suggested the commissioners might like to review a staff report
he is preparing for the November 19, 2019 Town Council meeting relating to a
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discussion on whether staff should draft a process to amend the Town’s design review
thresholds.
Mr. Wolff suggested cancelling the Planning Commission meetings on November 26,
2019, and December 24, 2019, for which there was approval from the commissioners.
iii. Tentative Agenda Items for the Tuesday, December 10, 2019 Planning
Commission Meeting
(PROPOSED ITEMS, AND ORDER, ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE)
A. 155 SUMMIT DRIVE - DESIGN REVIEW AND VARIANCE
APPLICATION FOR THE DEMOLITION OF AN EXISTING TWO
STORY RESIDENCE AND CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW THREE
STORY RESIDENCE AT 155 SUMMIT DRIVE
iv. Future Agenda Items
(PROPOSED ITEMS, AND ORDER, ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE)
B.

MINUTES
i. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of September 10, 2019
MOTION: Motioned by Vice-Chair Metcalfe, seconded by Commissioner Lee, to
approve the minutes of September 10, 2019:
AYES:
NOES:

Metcalfe, Bundy, Chase, Lee, Bandel
None

ii. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of October 22, 2019
MOTION: Motioned by Vice-Chair Metcalfe, seconded by Commissioner Lee, to
approve the minutes of October 22, 2019:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:

8.

Metcalfe, Chase, Lee, Bandel
None
Bundy

ADJOURNMENT

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