Community Venture Partners, Inc.

August 26, 2022

Luke Lindenbusch, Interim Housing Policy Planner
City of Sausalito -Community Development Department
420 Litho Street

Sausalito, CA 94965

heac@sausalito.gov

cc: Sausalito City Council

Re: The Housing Element Opportunity Sites List
Dear Mr. Lindenbusch,

Having reviewed the proposed Housing Element Opportunity Site List (the “List”), I would like
to submit the following comments.

Let me begin by saying that the Housing Element (the “HE”) process and Housing Element
Opportunity Site List is not what they used to be. Due to significant changes in the requirements
now being demanded by the Department of Housing and Community Development (“HCD”) for
certification and the plethora of new legislation, over the past two decades, the List has
transformed from a fairly benign exercise in creating a wish list to a legally enforceable and
potentially irrevocable commitment to land use for high-density housing. And once a parcel is
put on the List, it cannot be removed unless an equally feasible site is found to replace it.

In the past, cities and counties submitted lists of properties that were by and large identified
visually (by being vacant or run down) and HCD would accept them as a good faith effort.
Whether they were ever developed was not heavily enforced. The fact that they were zoned for
housing sufficed. All of that has changed dramatically, particularly with the passage of Senate
Bill 35.

As it stands today, the acceptance of a site on a list submitted for certification is an entitlement to
future housing on that site, but the size, construction type, style, and density of that housing is no
longer in the control of local government for “qualified” low-income project proposals. This is
true of all the sites the City has placed on the List, not just the ones discussed in this comment
letter.

As we will explain, property inclusions on the List must be carefully considered in light of their
potential long-term planning and financial impacts on the City.

The Spinnaker “Peninsula” in Downtown Sausalito

Downtown Sausalito is iconic. It has a character that is extremely rare if not unique on the West
Coast. People come from all over the world just to walk around. Whatever is developed
downtown, and on the various Spinnaker parcels (the “Spinnaker peninsula”) in particular, will
profoundly impact that experience and the city as a whole.

1 As defined by a myriad of state housing laws.
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From a city planning standpoint, the List’s inclusion of only a few of the many contiguous
parcels that make up the Spinnaker peninsula, which is experienced as one large open area, is
obtuse. The Spinnaker peninsula is one place and should be planned, accordingly. Ownership
and lessee rights to certain parcels should not, necessarily, be considered irrevocable or
unchangeable, but rather as having the potential to be incorporated into a more comprehensive
planning vision. (Land can be purchased or co-developed, leases can be renegotiated, bought out,
and existing uses can be incorporated/joint-ventured into future redevelopment.)

However, the List’s inclusion of just a portion of the Spinnaker peninsula as a potential future
housing development site is not just flawed from a city planning point of view, but the
suggestion of placing housing of any kind in this location would destroy the essential character of
the heart of Sausalito’s downtown and, as explained in this letter, can open the door to significant
unintended development consequences.

The Spinnaker Parcel: #31

Regarding the inclusion of Spinnaker waterfront parcels (identified in Appendix E, Page E-3,
and E-4, as site “#31°) on the List, please consider the following:

First, please note that the map from the HE, shown above, is illogical. Almost 95% of one of the
4 parcels that make up site #31, parcel 065-041-04, is open water for boat slips. And although the
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remainder of parcel 065-041-04 includes a narrow strip of land that runs along the adjacent
docks, it is impractical to include that land, because, for redevelopment purposes, the extension
of Bay Street into the Spinnaker peninsula will have to remain in some form to provide access to
the existing boat slips. Therefore, the analysis of site “31” is incorrect and the actual,
developable acreage is smaller (approximately 1.5 acres).

However, even with that considered, the “realistic capacity” of development shown in HE
Appendix E is grossly underestimated in light of the legislation described, herein. Please also
note that the term “realistic capacity,” used in the HE, does not appear anywhere in state housing
law and is, therefore, a meaningless and misleading phrase. The development “capacity” of any
parcel that the City places on the List will likely be determined by state law and subject to the
considerable bonuses and waivers that private developers can demand.

Finally, when discussing Site #31, the HE commits a significant planning error when it notes that

“Property owner confirmed interest in developing the site with mixed-use residential via
phone call with City staff;”

In our opinion, as a matter of principle, city planning should not be reliant upon the current
desires of an individual property owner. No property owner can predict their financial future any
more than they can predict their own health. All property is essentially for sale at the right price
and property rights are just that: they run with the property, not the owner. Planning should be
based on what a reasonable property owner might do and what they are potentially allowed to do
to maximize their return on investment.

Historically, if property rights are granted to a property (and the current state of the HE List is
now a significant step toward entitlement for “qualifying” project proposals), they will
eventually be used and maximized, if not by the present owner then by a subsequent owner.

Asset Management and Fiduciary Responsibility

It is generally assumed that local officials are elected to be administrators and policymakers.
However, | would suggest that they are also charged with being good managers of the public
assets of the city. As such, particularly as it relates to planning and future real estate
development, attention should be given to asset valuations and how decisions can add or destroy
value and future revenues.

Valuing the Spinnaker Peninsula Parcels

The Spinnaker peninsula parcels, in total, are arguably among one of the best and most valuable
mixed commercial waterfront sites in the entire San Francisco Bay Area. Its future development
potential for restaurants, retail, hospitality, maritime, and public/commercial event space, even at
an appropriately modest scale, is remarkable.

A cursory estimate of the value of such a land use assemblage would be in the range of $4
million per acre range. The estimated annual revenues from business, sales, and hospitality taxes,
and the potential of participating land lease revenues would be at the high end of any market in
the Bay Area. (Retail space rents along Bridgeway in downtown Sausalito are among the highest
in Marin.)



Simply put, to “down-zone” any part of the Spinnaker peninsula for housing would be,
financially, irresponsible, particularly in light of the outcomes now possible under state housing
law. And even if that housing took up only a small portion of the site (parcel #31), it would
preclude its highest and best use, forever, denigrating the value of the entire Spinnaker peninsula.

This Is Not a Theoretical Exercise: Marin Case Studies

Although it has not been typical of housing projects proposed in Marin, in the past, there are
currently two examples of massive housing projects being forced upon two Marin cities with
streamlining and ministerial review and demands for waivers, under SB 35 and SB 330 and the
State Density Bonus Law.

The first of these is a 227-unit, 6-story, prefabricated, mid-rise, multifamily housing project at
1316-1320 Grant Avenue in downtown Novato.

TOP OF STAIR (75 )
ORW

Qtl:'n‘[[ 5

PEvES

PLeves

_Q_\l'\’!l A

Prevez

Qmm. 1

ELEVATION 4
1316-1320 Grant Avenue, Novato

The Downtown Novato project sits on approximately 1 acre of land (a density of over 200 units
per acre), replacing an existing one-story medical building. The neighboring properties behind
the development are existing one-story, residential neighborhoods.

The second project is a 191-unit, 7-story, mid-rise multifamily project (seven floors of
apartments on top of 2-story, underground, concrete pedestal parking), situated on .88 acres of
land (over 213 units per acre) at 1515 4™ Street in San Rafael.
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https://marinpost.org/blog/2020/6/30/the-camel-is-in-the-tent-sb-35-and-novatos-new-urbanism

Note that

e Both of these projects are located on parcels that are smaller than Spinnaker site #31.

e Both are located on parcels that are commercially zoned but were either on the Housing

Element Opportunity Site List or designated as being in a “housing overlay” zone or
both.

e Both of these projects greatly exceed the city’s maximum allowable density but received
demanded waivers of height, FAR, lot coverage, setback, and parking requirements.

e Both of these projects rely on the provisions of SB 35, SB 330, and the State Density
Bonus to argue that their size is required to make them “financially feasible,” a phrase
that creates a legal nexus to state housing law enforcement.

e Both of these projects were afforded ministerial review by the Planning Department and
only for compliance with Objective Design Standards that were in place at the time the
applications were deemed “complete.” There have been no public workshops or public
hearings before the Planning Commission or the City Council and no design review.

In our opinion, it is a certainty that developers will be submitting more projects like these in the
future, seeking to maximize density and return on investment. Everything discussed in this letter
applies to all the sites on the city’s Housing Element Opportunity Site List, including Parcel #31,
which is larger than the parcels for either of the projects noted above.

All things considered, it is conceivable that a proposal for a 5+ story, 150+ units of high-
density housing could be submitted for Parcel #31 at Spinnaker that could not be denied under
state law.

As such, we urge the City to remove Spinnaker parcel #31 from the Housing Element
Opportunity Site List.

The HE assessments of applicable state housing laws

In general, the Housing Element’s assessment of the impacts of state housing laws (pages; HBR
132-135) seems inadequate in that it fails to warn the City of unintended consequences and the
possibility of greater density than the consultant’s narrative might suggest.

Although the HE acknowledges major legislation such as Senate Bill 35 and Senate Bill 330,
regarding “streamlining” and ministerial review” and “objective design standards,” it confines its
comments to broad statements but fails to present the potential, specific consequences of these
laws in total. In sum, the housing legislation signed into law over the past 10 years has created a
situation where the potential housing density developed on any particular site can be almost
double the amount that was originally anticipated when a site was placed on an HE List. This is
particularly true if the city has failed to satisfy its prior RHNA quota, which triggers an
automatic ministerial review.



Concerning Senate Bill 35 and Senate Bill 330, on page HP-23, the HE states,

“To facilitate residential development and to comply with State law, the Municipal Code
will be updated to ensure that eligible multi-family projects with an affordable housing
component are provided streamlined review and are subject only to objective design
standards consistent with relevant provisions of SB 35 and SB 330. State law defines
objective design standards as those that “involve no personal or subjective judgment by a
public official and are uniformly verifiable by reference to an external and uniform
benchmark or criterion available and knowable by both the development applicant and
public official prior to submittal.” The City is in the process of preparing Objective
Design and Development Standards (ODDS) and the ODDS will be developed to address
multi-family development at densities envisioned by the General Plan, Zoning Code, and
Program 4.

It goes on to state,

“Program Objectives and Timeframe: Within two years of Housing Element adoption,
and no later than May 2025, develop procedures to address the streamlining requirements
of SB 35 and objective design requirements of SB 330.”

Unfortunately, the HE fails to note that the City’s HE will be required to be certified much
sooner than 2 1/2 years from now, so development proposals will likely be submitted before the
City has its ODD in place, meaning the City may have little time (streamlining) or arguments to
deny a proposal that conforms with a myriad of other state laws.

Similarly, per an opinion by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP, Senate Bill 330,

“...prohibits local jurisdictions from enacting new laws that would have the effect of
reducing the legal limit on new housing within their borders, or delay new housing via
administrative or other regulatory barriers.”

And, according to the Legislative Counsel’s Digest, Senate Bill 35,

“...would authorize a development proponent to submit an application for a multifamily
housing development, which satisfies specified planning objective standards, that is
subject to a streamlined, ministerial approval process.”

Although in each case the legislation text is more specific to some extent, the stated intent of
each is so broad and so many aspects of it have never been tested in the courts that developers
are already pushing the limits of that intent and threatening City’s with litigation based on their
belief that all local regulations are barriers to development and subject to challenge.

However, the worst oversight of the Housing Element is its failure to explain the seminal change
in state housing law encoded in SB 35. Under Sb 35, the liabilities, responsibilities, and burden
of proof required to approve or deny a housing project proposal have now shifted from the
developer to the government agency.

Whereas formerly, a developer had to prove that its project was worthy of approval and that it
met all established local regulations, now, under SB 35, if the developer’s high-density,
affordable housing project complies with state laws, the burden (and costs) falls on the
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government agency to prove why a project can be denied. And the allowable arguments for
denial are now limited to conformance with objective design standards or evidence-based proof
that the project would cause harm to the health and safety of the community’s residents.

If an affordable, high-density, housing proposal qualifies under state law, CEQA, parking,
traffic, infrastructure impacts, etc. can no longer be argued. And if a developer or a third party
sues for approval and wins in court, court costs and attorney fees are paid for by the government
agency.

Housing Accountability Act as Amended in 2017

The Housing Accountability Act has been in place for decades but its newest revisions have
added teeth to it that the state and housing advocacy groups are citing more often to successfully
litigate to force local governments to approve high-density housing projects.

Per an opinion by Rutan & Tucker LLP,

“In sum, for a local agency to disprove any housing project or require reduced density, it
must now either determine the proposed project does not comply with objective general
plan, zoning or subdivision criteria or standards within one or two months of a completed
application, or find that a preponderance of the evidence shows that the project would
have a specific adverse impact of public health or safety and that the impact cannot be
mitigated.”

The State Density Bonus Law

The HE acknowledges the State Density Bonus Law as follows,

“Density bonus law is intended to support the construction of affordable housing by
offering developers the ability to construct additional housing units above an agency’s
otherwise applicable density range, in exchange for offering to build or donate land for
affordable or senior units. Density Bonus Law also provides for incentives intended to
help make the development of affordable and senior housing economically feasible.”

But what does that mean when applied to the opportunity sites List?

It potentially means that as noted in the State Density Bonus chart, attached on page 9, below,
any project that provides for all of its units to be for “very low, lower, and moderate-income”
tenants (e.g., a project using Low Income Tax Credit financing) could exceed the density shown
in a city’s HE and its zoning ordinance and General Plan by as much as 100 percent (and even
greater ask for greater density can be requested in a waiver by the developer, for financial
feasibility).

In concert with all of the other housing laws noted, there would likely be no way for a city to
deny such an application. Examples of these types of developments in Marin are noted, above.

The California Attorney General’s “Housing Strike Force”

Against the backdrop of ever more aggressive and punitive housing laws, the enforcement
capabilities of the Office of the State Attorney General has taken a giant leap forward. The
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Office of the Attorney General recently announced the formation of its new “Housing Strike
Force.” It appears that its powers are unrestricted in its effort to enforce the entire ensemble of
state housing laws. We believe this is a seminal event that will change the litigation landscape in
significant ways.

According to the official announcement made by Attorney General Bonta, the Strike Force will,

“...advance housing access, affordability, and equity in California. DOJ’s Housing Strike
Force will draw on the expertise of attorneys from the Land Use and Conservation
Section, the Consumer Protection Section, the Civil Rights Enforcement Section, and the
Environment Section’s Bureau of Environmental Justice to address the housing crisis and
to alleviate its effects. The DOJ’s Housing Strike Force will take an innovative

and intersectional approach to addressing the housing crisis, focusing on tenant
protections, housing availability and environmental sustainability, housing affordability,
and equitable and fair housing opportunity for tenants and owners. Specifically, the Strike
Force will work to address the shortage and affordability crisis by:

e Enforcing state housing and development laws in the Attorney General’s independent
capacity and on behalf of DOJ’s client agencies. Earlier this year, the Governor
signed AB 215 enhancing the Attorney General’s concurrent role in enforcing state
housing laws;

e Enforcing tenant rights, mortgage servicing, and other consumer protection laws;

e Issuing consumer alerts advising tenants and homeowners on their protections under
state and federal law;

e Issuing guidance letters to local governments on state housing laws;

e Defending state housing and tenant protection laws from legal challenges; and

e Advocating with the state legislature, federal agencies, and other state agencies to
advance a right to housing.”

It appears the Strike Force will use whatever legal means available, including but not limited to
filing legal actions against individual cities to ensure compliance with state housing laws, as they
see fit. These legal actions have already begun against Redondo Beach, Burbank, and other
cities.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit our comments.

Respectfully,

BOM

Presidgnt

Community Venture Partners, Inc.

73 Surrey Avenue

Mill Valley, CA 94941

415.381.3887 Office

415.342.7877 Cell
bsilvestri@communityventurepartners.org

cc: Sausalito City Council
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9/20/22, 9:42 AM De Novo Planning Group Mail - City Hall Housing Proposal

]
M Gma || Beth Thompson <bthompson@denovoplanning.com>

City Hall Housing Proposal

1 message

Gary Armor <garmor@sonic.net> Fri, Sep 16, 2022 at 10:07 AM
To: heac@sausalito.gov

To Whom it May Concern-

I am opposed to this plan as it lacks parking, will be expensive to build on a site with visible retaining wall
and sidewalk cracks located in a fault zone. There are other sites available which better address the
housing needs with available space for parking, such as the former shipyard area which is now used for
storage. Also the downtown Bank of America building which now stands vacant and adjacent parking lot
could be redeveloped for Senior Housing which would allow smaller units and less parking as bus
service is adequate and would be appropriate for the site. Also, a portion of the harbor parking lot
adjacent could be used as it is underutilized as it stands now.

To remove parking for City Hall to build units will be a disaster. | vote NO on this proposal.

Gary Armor
47 Filbert Avenue, Sausalito

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=413a305370&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744146832000885004 &simpl=msg-f%3A1744146832... 1/1



9/30/22, 2:31 PM De Novo Planning Group Mail - development @ 420 Litho
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development @ 420 Litho

1 message

Ryan Aylward <ryanaylward@gmail.com> Wed, Sep 7, 2022 at 3:41 PM

To: heac@sausalito.gov

Hi -
| am a homeowner at 415 Napa St.

| am happy to hear of the most recent proposal for 420 Litho St. which seems significantly scaled back
from the original plans | saw a few months ago that had over 100 housing units. | understand the need to
add housing but over 100 units seemed untenable and | believe it included getting rid of the basketball
court which is a great part of our community.

| do have a couple questions that | was not able to find the answer to in the documentation at the city
website.

1) My understanding is there is a requirement for new housing to include parking with specific formulas
for how much parking is needed based on the type of unit. Are those policies being followed for this
proposed development? If they are not, | would have a major concern as parking is already tight in our
neighborhood.

2) Do the direct neighbors have an opportunity to provide comment during planning, just as other
development projects go through to ensure their views are not obstructed, etc?

Thanks very much,
Ryan Aylward

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=413a305370&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1743352524302573510&simpl=msg-f%3A1743352524...
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9/20/22, 9:38 AM De Novo Planning Group Mail - Feedback on Public Review Draft of 2023-31 Housing Element
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Feedback on Public Review Draft of 2023-31 Housing Element

1 message

Eric Barkus <ebarkus@hotmail.com> Fri, Sep 16, 2022 at 4:57 PM

To: "heac@sausalito.gov" <heac@sausalito.gov>

To whom it may concern,

We live on Nevada Street, which currently has 2 proposed opportunity sites. Our home is

located directly across from the City Yard. Adding over 30 units to that small area right down

the street from the 27 proposed units at Willow Creek Academy would greatly increase
traffic and decrease safety on our already busy street. We are concerned with adequate
water and sewer infrastructure as well as this large structure won't blend well into our
neighborhood and is not in line with its intended use for cottages or a community building.
We are also concerned about the inevitable decrease in property value if we lose our privacy
and beautiful view of Mt. Tam in lieu of over 30 units up to 3 stories high. Please be
considerate in choosing locations and honor home ownership and wishes of neighbors and
communities in which housing is built. We are not opposed to any development, just not to
the extent proposed.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Eric Barkus
523 Nevada St

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=413a305370&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744172622278608006&simpl=msg-f%3A1744172622...
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September 16, 2022
VIA E-MAIL

Luke Lindenbusch

Interim Housing Policy Planner

City of Sausalito

Community Development Department
420 Litho Street

Sausalito, CA 94965
heac@sausalito.gov

Re: Public Review Draft 6th Cycle Housing Element (2023-2031)

Mr. Lindenbusch:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the City’s Public Review Draft 6th Cycle
Housing Element, dated August 12, 2022 (“Draft Housing Element”). The following comments
are submitted on behalf of Berg Holdings, which has an ownership interest in the two adjacent
parcels shown as Opportunity Site 67 and Opportunity Site 68 (collectively, the “Properties”) in
the Draft Housing Element. As also noted in the Draft Housing Element, the Properties are under
the common/related control of Berg Holdings and the Berg family.

First, I want to note my support for the Draft Housing Element’s desire to meet this
cycle’s RHNA allocation. Through this and other processes, Sausalito’s historic exclusion! of the
same people that helped the City play an important role in winning the 2 World War may at last
be made right to some degree. Simultaneously, the General Plan and Housing Element encourage
catering to the current demographic makeup of residents, especially seniors who make up the
largest constituency and have the greatest quantifiable nominal need? for housing. Thus, the
inclusion of the Properties in the Draft Housing Element’s site inventory, specifically as
“Opportunity Sites” that would be rezoned to accommodate residential development and assist
the City in satisfying it’s RHNA obligations, serve not only a practical demographic and legal
need but also a moral obligation.

As you know from my prior comments, Berg Holdings is highly supportive of land use
changes to allow residential development where appropriate in the City, provided that such
changes would facilitate the development of economically feasible projects at sufficient density.
To date, existing City density limitations and regulations have effectively prohibited the

1 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marinship
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production of nearly all multifamily housing by making that production so difficult legally,
temporally, economically, and politically that it was essentially infeasible. I hope this Housing
Element changes that status quo. My comments have a secondary spirit of helping the City
comply with its obligations under State Law, but my primary desire in this letter is out of a love
for the City itself and most importantly to the people that for 40 plus years have had limited
opportunity to live in Sausalito as well as those needing housing and services that already call it
home.

My specific comments on the Draft Housing Element are as follows:

1. The “Realistic Capacity” of the Properties is Conservative

Figure 1 of the Draft Housing Element indicates that the Properties would be rezoned to a
newly established overlay zone of “Mixed Use 49 du/ac,” which “[e]ncourages a mix of
residential, service, retail, office, and public/quasi-public uses and requires a minimum of 50%
of . . . site[s] be developed with residential uses at up to 49 units per acre.” (Draft Housing
Element, p. HBR-116.)

Nonetheless, Appendix D1 states a total realistic capacity for the Properties of 153
residential units (47 units on Opportunity Site 67 and 106 units on Opportunity Site 68). The
Draft Housing Element should make clear, at a minimum, that the stated realistic capacity for the
Properties is conservative and would not preclude additional development, up to the 49 du/ac
density specified in the Draft Housing Element for the Properties. Likewise, it should clarify that
the “FAR Min” and “FAR Max” stated for each of the Properties in Appendix D1 (as well as the
“Max. Floor Area Ratio” in Table 59) only reflect anticipated FARs that could be developed on
the Properties, rather than specific FAR limitations.

2. The Housing Element Should Clarify That the Mixed-Use Overlay Zone Will
Allow For a 100% Residential Project

It is unclear how mixed uses will be treated in the Draft Housing Element. The Draft
Housing Element states that “[m]ore than half of Sausalito’s shortfall in its lower income RHNA
will be accommodated on sites that will allow a mix of uses, therefore the City will be subject to
requirements to allow 100% residential on Opportunity Sites that allow non-residential
development.” (Draft Housing Element, p. HBR-115 to -116.) It is my understanding, therefore,
that the “Mixed Use 49 du/ac” overlay zone will allow for a 100% residential project. However, I
ask that this be made clear in the Housing Element.

3. The Draft Housing Element Unrealistically Assigns All Sites Over 0.5 Acres
With a “Realistic Capacity” of 100% Affordability

It seems the Draft Housing Element has taken California Government Code Section
65583.2 very literally with regard to the notion that affordable housing is unlikely to be



developed on sites less than half an acre. Thus, the Draft Housing Element anticipates that, for
any parcel about half an acre or more, the Realistic Capacity of the site would be 100%
affordable. This is the case with sites over 0.5 acres: 14, 31, 47, 52, 67, 68, 72, 73, 75, 84 (which
total over 40 acres). While this makes some sense, as I’ve previously commented, larger sites,
especially those classified as nonvacant (which many of these are), with existing income
producing uses, are more likely to have a higher appraised value and higher cost basis which
need to be exceeded by a contemplated project residual land value in order to be likely to
develop.

Berg is actively entitling and constructing 100% affordable and mixed income projects on
the west coast. Accordingly, we know that while the overall realistic capacity of the Properties is
low, the anticipated number of affordable units to be developed on the Properties is too high.
Berg is highly supportive of having firefighters, teachers, and others be housed citywide and it is
precisely because we want to see this affordable housing become reality that we also have to be
realistic about the constraints and financing mechanisms that exist to produce it. Nearly all
affordable projects rely on multilayered subsidy. In a typical affordable deal, the land is required
to be appraised and the appraised value of the land is the amount that the land can be purchased
for. The land is not basis eligible so you can’t generate tax credits and sale proceeds from the
purchase of land. Buildings that are unfit for residential adaptive reuse and must be demolished
also are not basis eligible.

Thus, in many cases the purchase of land and building, even on a deferred ground lease
basis, leaves a huge “hole” in the capital stack. This means that in most cases you are utilizing
additional subsidy in the form of soft/forgivable subordinate debt to make sure that the project
does not have any funding gaps. The cost of construction is subsidized by the cash generated
from the sale of the tax credits which either reduces the construction loan you need to take out or
helps to pay down the construction loan when you go to size and place the permanent debt on the
project for the long-term operation. If deals do not have direct capital stack subsidy, as we don’t
in Sausalito, then you will need to create subsidy in some other form.

Even for mixed-income projects, which are far more likely within Sausalito given the
above concerns, the Draft Housing Element’s affordability assumptions for parcels over 0.5 acres
is unrealistic and almost certainly will not result. Indeed, the Draft Housing Element allocates the
vast majority of affordable housing units to relatively few parcels. The 153 affordable units
identified for the Properties, for instance, represent approximately 22% of all the affordable units
identified in the housing inventory for the upcoming RHNA cycle. (Draft Housing Element, p.
HP-1, Table 1 [687 affordable units Citywide].) The estimated distribution of units also is
disproportionately weighted toward very low income units: 84 of the 153 affordable units are
identified as very low income units, which is approximately 28% of a// the very low units
identified in the housing inventory. (/d. [297 very low income units].) Practically, this is an
example of an impractical and infeasible allocation methodology.

Given this disproportionate allocation, it is highly unlikely that future development (even
assuming development exceeding the “realistic capacity” identified in the Draft Housing
Element) would include such high numbers of affordable units. For instance, if a project on the



Properties qualified for a 50 percent density bonus above the maximum “base” density (i.e., the
highest density bonus to be achieved short of a 100% affordable project), 153 affordable units
would still represent approximately 33 percent of the total resulting units. This is well in excess
of what is needed under the State law to achieve the intended density bonus, and thus doesn’t
help build more affordable units. Indeed, the State Density Bonus Law itself is structured in such
a way that it recognizes the overall unit balance between market and affordable units, essentially
acknowledging that it is the additional market rate units provided by a density bonus that allow
such projects to be feasible. Including many additional affordable units, in excess of what is
contemplated in the State Density Bonus Law, would only make it more difficult for a project
that would still provide affordability to pencil.

In short, the reality is that 153 affordable units on the Properties almost certainly will not
result. Nor will the number of affordable units identified for other sites greater than 0.5 acres in
the Draft Housing Element. While the housing inventory does provide for an overall buffer if
anticipated units are not realized, as previously commented, the high number of affordable units
allocated to properties throughout the City over 0.5 acres makes it highly likely that future
development of the sites would result in the City needing to make “no net loss” findings for
affordable units at that time, as required by Government Code section 65863.

Rather than deferring this process to some future time when the Properties are developed,
the City should either properly allocate affordable units throughout the City now or otherwise
allow something to subsidize the affordable units to make projects work, whether that is density
or market rate units. This fundamentally requires understanding land and construction costs,
which this Draft Housing Element does not yet reflect.

4. Language Should be Added to the Draft Housing Element Clarifying That
the Existing Office Use on Opportunity Site 68 is Permitted to Remain

As you know, Opportunity Site 68 currently is occupied by an office use known as the
Marina Office Plaza (consisting of two buildings, located at 2320 and 2330 Marinship Way).
Contrary to the statement in Appendix E of the Draft Housing Element, the buildings are not
“tired,” and the office buildings remain an economically productive use of the site. Indeed, the
2320 Marinship Way building would be full had the City not decided to place an unregulated tent
encampment next door at Marinship Park?, which caused three interested credit tenants to pass
on the location.

Recognizing the ongoing utility of the Marina Office Plaza buildings as well as other
office uses in the Marinship, the City’s recently updated General Plan explicitly provides for the
continued use of existing office buildings in the Marinship. (See, e.g., General Plan, pp. LU-25,
LU-43.) In particular, Policy LU-2.15 states: “Recognize all office buildings and office uses built
or established prior to April 5, 1988 (adoption date of Marinship Specific Plan) and the office

3 https://www.cbsnews.com/sanfrancisco/news/sausalito-homeless-state-of-emergency-encampment-explosion-
fire
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uses contained within as permitted legal conforming uses in the Marinship.” (General Plan, p.
LU-43.) Similar language is contained in both the Marinship Specific Plan (pp. 7, 9, 16, 17) and
the City’s Zoning Ordinance (see Muni. Code, §§ 10.26.020, 10.28.050(D)(1).)

Consistent with these existing plans and policies, language likewise should be added to
the Draft Housing Element recognizing that the existing office use is permitted to remain.

5. Land and Hard Costs

The Draft Housing Element also considerably underestimates land and hard costs. For
example, the comparable of 22 Pacheco street that results in a per acre land cost of $500,000 is
likely to be wrong by approximately a factor of 2-3 times. The assessor’s office lists site 68’s
4.35 acres at a land value at $9,908,341.00. This is $2,275,862.07 per acre. Another example
might be site 51 which is about half an acre, but that owner would be taking large losses if they
sold for 250k. Similarly, the City has a site 75, the Corp Yard, who’s improvements are worth
very little. I’'m sure the City has appraised that at some point. At .61 acres it would be surprising
if the site was only worth 305k. The Draft Housing Element lists land cost as a significant hurdle
but does not go far enough. The Pacheco comp isn’t actually in Sausalito proper but Marin City.
It has no utilities. It is in a high fire risk area. After speaking with several local architects familiar
with the site, the grade, potential perspective easements, restrictive ridgeline zoning, and other
issues make it a poor comp. At a minimum, one cannot compare it with a large flat site, near
amenities, in Sausalito Proper, with utilities already installed which many of the sites larger than
.5 acres are.
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HBR 90 lists $190-$325 dollars per foot as a range of residential construction cost. It
does not go into the cost per foot of affordable housing specifically, but this estimate is far too
low. Construction costs using historical data for single family does not translate to affordable



housing construction costs. Affordable housing typically requires prevailing wage as well which
can be significantly more expensive than non-union jobs.

You can find here* and here® two (2) recent bay area affordable construction budgets
which show costs of $489sf and $522sf and much higher dollar figures for net rentable footage.
These numbers are unlikely to go down but will likely further escalate min 5% annually over the
course of the 6th RHNA cycle. This means that the housing elements hard cost estimates are
potentially off by at least 50%. Unfortunately, one cannot value engineer a 50% hard cost miss to
make a project work.

The effect of the low estimates of land and construction cost is that the assumptions
regarding the costs of projects, and thus the per property portions of affordable housing needing
to be produced and subsidized are incorrect which means the per property allocations are
infeasible.

I thank you for your consideration of this important matter. Please do not hesitate to
contact me anytime at (415) 613-3033 or carlo@bergholdings.com if you have any questions
regarding the above comments or would like to discuss anything raised in this letter.

Respectfully,

Cande Candits” 5&7
Carlo “Carlito” Berg

Managing Director
Berg Holdings

4 https://www.dropbox.com/s/qzgrfvz2jcb7w96/Affordable%20Budget Redacted.pdf?dI=0
5 https://www.dropbox.com/s/gf9dealj66yslym/Affordable%20Housing%20 Redacted.pdf?d|=0
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Comment on 66 Marion and Marinship
1 message

Darshan Brach <darshb13@gmail.com> Thu, Sep 15, 2022 at 12:34 PM

To: heac@sausalito.gov, citycouncil@sausalito.gov
HEAC and City Council Members:

Thank you for your consideration of my comments and those of my neighbors. | have written before, but
wanted to offer a short comment prior to the end of the comment period.

| oppose the rezoning of 66 Marion Ave. This site, which presently has a single family home, can be
developed under existing zoning for up to 6 units (confirmed through Dan Hortert, Interim Community
Development Director). Given the limitations of this site, described at length by me and all residents of
this neighborhood, 6 units would be a sizable and sufficient build out for any reasonable development. |
support a reasonable buildout under existing zoning, whereas rezoning would allow for excessive
buildout and permanent damage and danger to this neighborhood.

| support the judicious development of Marinship. | believe that the people in opposition are not
seeing the creative potential of this area. This is a huge, flat, under-utilized area, with access to
amenities and infrastructure. While | know there are some constraints in some areas (flooding, working
waterfront preservation), many areas would be perfect for significant additional density that would
address a significant part of your task to support wise affordable housing in Sausalito.

Thank you.

Darshan Brach

Darshan Brach, J.D., M.A.
Licensed Marriage and Family Therapist #108131
Pronouns: she/her

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=413a305370&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744065507 346252287 &simpl=msg-f%3A1744065507 ...
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From: Scott Brauninger

To: Housing Element Advisory Committee
Subject: City Hall/Public Library Development - HOUSING ELEMENT
Date: Tuesday, September 6, 2022 11:37:12 AM

| live at 519 Caledonia St and own the adjacent 403 Napa Street property. | represent 5
housing units and 5 families proximate to the proposed additional housing allocation at City
Hall.

| do not believe that allocating housing to this historic part of town on public land should
be part of Sausalito's housing plan. It will forever change the character of our city.

The only time | would support such an allocation being added to the housing element is

if Sausalito simply plans to allocate housing to these properties to meet the housing goals
required of the state, BUT HAS NO INTENTION OF EVER ADVANCING A PRACTICAL METHOD
FOR THESE PROPERTIES TO ACTUALLY BE DEVELOPED.

Additionally, any upzoning to private property or city allocations of land to meet the state's
housing element should include the following conditions:

1. Basic Worker's rights such as EMPLOYER PAID Healthcare, Welfare, and Training
requirements should be added as condition to any allocation of city properties or
upzoning, even if any property conveyance or lease occurs at market value. This would
ensure worker equity along side any upscale development occurring on city owned or
leased land.

and,
3. The city does not reduce parking requirements that exist in the current city codes.

and,

4. Requires all parking to be underground, and the current FAR in the city code
includes the parking area as part of the FAR calculation.

and,

5. Provides no density bonus for any project constructed on city land.
and

6. No upzoning or increased density should be considered in the housing plan for a
particular property if the owner or their related entity has,

A. Contributed money to any candidate for Sausalito office or appointed


mailto:scott@buildgc.com
mailto:heac@sausalito.gov

official in the past 6 years,

B. Maintained a contract with the city in the last 10 years where this person or
entity makes on-going payments to the city.

This town is too small to allow for the stain of political contributions and insider business
dealings to cloud the process of selecting properties for upzoning and increased density. |
don't think that it has happened, and | think everybody would appreciate it staying that way.

Thank you for considering my opinion.

Scott Brauninger

This email has been scanned for viruses and malware by Mimecast Ltd.
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public comments
1 message

lito brindle <litobrindle@hotmail.com> Fri, Sep 16, 2022 at 3:35 PM
To: Housing Element Advisory Committee <heac@sausalito.gov>

Hi. Can you please include these as my public comments for the draft housing element update for
Sausalito’s general plan?

Thank you.

I’'m hoping we can work the phrase — and the policy goal — “Zip Code Village Housing” (ZVH) into
Sausalito’s housing element update?

ZVH would be defined as housing that is available exclusively to the workers who serve this geography
(in this case, the 94965 zip code), particularly those who serve it in an essential capacity. We could also
include any category that we want to foster, such as maritime workers, artists, etc.

Because if we (or any other geography/municipality/’community”) don’t house our own essential workers
— the workers without whom, by definition, this “community” cannot function — then we are dumping our
lethal, toxic, obnoxious traffic out into the region, and all of us will be compelled to subsidize those
workers’ arbitrary movement back and forth — to the tune of trillions upon trillions of dollars — forever.

That seems like a reasonable policy goal, doesn’t it?

In other words, as humankind is wont to do, we have been proceeding according to a fallacy for the past
century or so, to wit: The notion that jobs and housing should be — or even could be — geographically
divorced. That is a fallacy, a fever dream of the industrialized, fossil fuels eyeblink of human evolution.
What do you get when you permit — and actually subsidize, foster, and encourage — the geographic
separation of jobs and housing, for a century or so? You get a situation where, as a “community”, as a
region, as a state, etc., traffic is your number one public health menace and quality of life issue (you will
never achieve “Vision Zero” without ZVH!), and “transportation” is your number one greenhouse gas and
climate change contributor.

So, as “The State” directs us to arbitrarily fit more people in, irrespective of where they may work, | hope
we have the vision, the imagination, and the courage to reply to The State: We’ve got a better idea. We
are going to correct that failure of vision we have been operating under — of which that roaring freeway,

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=413a305370&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744167509825678389&simpl=msg-f%3A1744167509... 1/4
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our own asphalt acreage of California’s great “tragic commons” is the inescapable symbol — and house
our own essential workers. After arbitrarily fitting people in for a century, our goal is going to be to house
our own essential workers, first!

| think you will find, if the new housing that you are proposing is dedicated as ZVH, that the NIMBY reflex
(not on Cypress Ridge! Not in the Marinship!) may evaporate entirely. If you were to propose a
“horizontal highrise” of housing in the Marinship, for example, constructed to evoke the scale and the
loom and mass of a Libertyship or a T-2 tanker under construction “on the ways” (a proper monument for
the 94965’s, and in fact this nation’s, proudest moment -- see my last public comments), and you made it
plain that the housing was intended exclusively for the housing of the 94965’s own essential workers,
maritime workers, artists, etc., | think you’d meet with much less objection, if any. And if anybody objects
to housing our own essential workers, well....congratulations: We’re officially a “sundown town.”

Let’s mock that up, in the meantime. | bet we could persuade the Libertyship Jeremiah O’Brien in SF to
come tie off to the outfitting docks behind the Bay Model, by the Matthew Turner, for awhile. Most
94965ers have never seen the loom and mass of a Liberty at Marinship.

Hopefully we can get some language in our housing element update, too, about officially fostering a
94965 Community Land Trust, the best private, nonprofit strategy I've yet come across for preserving
low-cost housing, forever. Although, I've come to favor the term “94965 Low Cost Housing
Conservancy.” It's time to stop speaking euphemistically about this critical policy goal.

Let’s retire that meaningless term “affordable housing,” while we’re at it. Who decided that a third of
one’s income is reasonable to pay for housing? There’s no reason that low-cost housing couldn’t be a
policy goal. Want to restore the “missing middle” class? Lift the housing burden off of working people.
We consider it reasonable that health benefits should be an emolument of fulltime employment....why
not housing? We subsidize supercommutes to the tune of trillions upon trillions of dollars without batting
an eye. Let’s subsidize people living where they work, instead. Just like the White House, free to its
employee and her family for four-year periods, subject to review. Can we exalt and enshrine the
operative as well as the executive? Or are we really only royalists at heart, after all? “Infrastructure” and
“transportation” must include — indeed, must begin with — ZVH. That’s our money, after all. It's certainly
not Donald Trump’s money. | paid more income tax before the end of January than Donald Trump paid
for a couple years there, and according to your own published HEAC figures I’'m a “low-income” essential
worker. It's almost like we're back to a condition of taxation without representation. This is what
accounts for the discomfiture of the populace, if you were wondering. All that this housing hysteria
means is that generation after generation we are compelled to write bigger and bigger checks to Wall
Street every month to cover our or our landlords’ mortgages. Let’s cut out the middlemen.

Here would be some steps towards helping the 94965 become a “Zip Code Village,” in inverse order of
effort and investment:

1. Invite and encourage landlords large and small to rent their units as “Zip Code Village Housing.”
That is, ask them to consider what their tenants’ commute will look like, with an eye to shrinking
our commute map and disentangling this regional, national, and global beclusterment. Dorothy
Gibson had the right idea. With the power and the resources of government (and potentially
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NGOs) at our disposal, we shouldn’t have to rely on the charity of senior citizens to fix our various
regional and global crises.

2. Compile “commute maps.” Start with workplaces/commercial addresses. Our own post office, for
example: What does its commute map look like? Where do its workers originate and return to,
every day? Our schools? Our grocery stores? Etc. You could probably generate such maps
from payroll with a few mouse clicks. Most organizations that consider themselves enlightened
would insist that they are science-based and data-driven....why don’t we have that data at our
fingertips? What does our essential worker commute map look like? What is the commute
attached to each residential unit? Etc.

3. Incentivize landlords to provide ZVH. There has to be a way to do so that would be a win for
everybody.

4. Officially empower a 94965 Community Land Trust/Low Cost Housing Conservancy to claw back
as much of the 94965’s housing (the absurdly modest scale of most of which reinforces the fact
that most of it was affordable until not so very long ago — the fact that we allowed all of it to
become absurdly un-affordable (the result of which has been the displacement of probably all, or
nearly all, of our workers, essential and otherwise) is a policy oversight we may not be
responsible for but that we must acknowledge, own, and correct) as is necessary to house our
own essential workers, and any other category we see fit to foster.

5. Build more. Etc.

That'’s all | got for now. Sorry for any editorializing, but as a Sausalito native, and an essential worker
with the Marin Municipal Water District whose family has been in The Bay for over 100 years, these are
the things | think about. Also, with the aforementioned Bay and 94965 bona fides, | can’t resist adding:
Thanks for all the urban planning!

Sincerely,

Lito Brindle

litobrindle@hotmail.com

94965RHC@gmail.com

415 519-7680

Sent from Mail for Windows
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NO TO 37 UNITS AT CITY HALL

1 message

Annette Brinton <annette@waypointwp.com> Mon, Sep 12, 2022 at 9:14 PM
To: heac@sausalito.gov, citycouncil@sausalito.gov
Cc: Adrian Brinton <adrian@brinton.to>

To the Housing Element Committee and Sausalito City Council:

We, the undersigned, strongly oppose the City Hall parking lot as a
housing element site. It is not acceptable to “take from” in so many ways
in an attempt to meet a mandate number. Among the detriments:

IGNORES the needs of our older residents. The City Hall parking lot serves our growing age-in-place
community—their only means to safely access the library and events. They have voiced their concerns
—“What about us? What are we supposed to do?”

IGNORES the needs of new residents. With 700+ units total mandated, 1400+ new residents will live
here. Diminishing the lot eliminates their access to our library, playground, basketball courts and park.

IGNORES the needs of existing residents. 37 units (as well as fewer) obliterates views, snarls traffic
and adds concentrated noise pollution to a quiet, residential 1-block area—which in turn plummets
property values—and there are already other sites around City Hall meeting_the housing burden.

IGNORES cost burden. The flat area that comprises the lot is deceptive. Before construction can begin,
the cost of critical hillside reinforcement alone, with significant slopes on two sides, is exorbitant—money
surely better used elsewhere.

Commandeering our City Hall parking lot to build units takes from ALL
the residents in our small and growing community.

We demand this site be removed from the housing development list.
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Sincerely,

Annette & Adrian Brinton

Annette Brinton CFP®
Founding Partner, Senior Wealth Manager

WAYPOINT WEALTH PARTNERS
1 Belvedere Place, Suite 200
Mill Valley, CA 94941

T 877.768.4802 x10

F 415.530.2605

C 415.699.8495
www.waypointwp.com

Please use our secure portal when sending any documents with sensitive information.

Waypoint Client Portal
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Comments on Housing Element draft
1 message

sandrabushmaker <sandrabushmaker@yahoo.com> Tue, Sep 13, 2022 at 10:01 PM

To: heac@sausalito.gov, bthompson@denovoplanning.com

| have three main comments that | will list here. These not by any means the extent of my comments on
the entire draft.

1. REMOVE THE BUFFER: | disagree that we should include a buffer. We should focus on a
defensible 724 units. The reason is that these extra sites, the buffer sites, can create an expectation of
approval of housing on those buffer sites. Once a site is in the city document, property owners can
argue that the City had an expectation of housing there and they therefore have a right to build housing.

We can be inadvertently creating property rights/uses where none were available. Furthermore, with the

buffer, we are looking at about 1000 housing units for Sausalito which chokes the lifeblood out of our
town.

2. REMOVE Sites 67 and 68 (Marina Plaza). These two sites designated for housing will kill the working

waterfront, the main economic engine of Sausalito. This property has been zoned industrial for a
reason. We have a vibrant industrial and maritime ecosystem in the Marinship and housing adjacent to
these uses is incompatible with that existing use. Given the toxicity in the main Marinship, it is not an
appropriate site for housing. Previous housing elements addressed this toxicity and we should do so
again. Housing in the north Bridgeway zone is the appropriate area if housing must be in the Marinship.
Placing land based housing in the Marinship that is susceptible to sea level rise is foolish.

3. HOUSING ELEMENT must express the reality of the town's small size, topography, drought
conditions, our wild fire vulnerability. Given the town's area (about 2 square miles) that is greatly
reduced (to a little over 1 square mile) by the removing part of the City that is in the GGNRA, west of
101, the RHNA allocation is greatly skewed compared to the size of town. While these points in item 2
and 3 have been raised in the City's appeal of the RHNA numbers, there is no reason not to repeat them
in the Housing Element.

Respectfuly,
Sandra Bushmaker

Sausalito Resident
Former Mayor and Councilmember

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=413a305370&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1743920008600864279&simpl=msg-f%3A1743920008...
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Dear Sausalito Resident:

Earlier this summer, we successfully removed City Hall itself
from the housing development list. However, the parking lot is
still at risk which creates a host of negatives—from private
development and overcrowding, to the issues listed below.

With a deadline of 9/16, we must urgently ensure the lot is
removed from consideration! Please copy and paste the email
below and send it to:

heac@sausalito.gov and citycouncil@sausalito.gov with the
subject line: NO TO 37 UNITS AT CITY HALL before the
September 16 deadline.

Simply add your name and any additional personal commentary.
to the bottom.

o o e e e b e o e

To the Housing Element Committee and Sausalito City Council:

We, the undersigned, strongly oppose the City Hall parking lot as a housing
element site. It is not acceptable to “take from™ in so many ways in an attempt to
meet a mandate number. Among the detriments:

IGNORES the needs of our older residents. The City Hall
parking lot serves our growing age-in-place community—their
only means to safely access the library and events. They have

voiced their concerns— “What about us? What are we supposed
fo do?”

IGNORES the needs of new residents, With 700+ units total
mandated, 1400+ new residents will live here. Diminishing the
lot eliminates their access to our library, playground, basketball
courts and park.

IGNORES the needs of existing residents. 37 units (as well as
fewer) obliterates views, snarls traffic and adds concentrated
noise pollution to a quiet, residential 1-block area—which in
turn plummets property values—and there are already other sites
around City Hall meeting the housing burden.



[CNORES cost burden. The flat area that comprises the lot is
deceptive. Before construction can begin, the cost of critical
hillside reinforcement alone, with significant slopes on two
sides, is exorbitant—money surely better used elsewhere.

Commandeering our City Hall parking lot to build units takes from ALL the
residents in our small and growing community.

We demand this site be removed from the housing development list.

Sincerely,

I have aﬁditional concerns to add:
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To the Housing Element Committee and Sausalito City Coungil:
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To the Housing Element Committee and Sausalito City Council:

We, the undersigned, strongly oppose the City Hall parking lot as a housing
element site. It is not acceptable to “take from” in so many ways in an attempt to
meet a mandate number. Among the detriments:

IGNORES the needs of our older residents. The City Hall
parking lot serves our growing age-in-place community—their
only means to safely access the library and events. They have

voiced their concerns— “What about us? What are we supposed
to do?”

IGNORES the needs of new residents. With 700+ units total
mandated, 1400+ new residents will live here. Diminishing the
lot eliminates their access to our library, playground, basketball
courts and park.

IGNORES the needs of existing residents. 37 units (as well as
fewer) obliterates views, snarls traffic and adds concentrated
noise pollution to a quiet, residential 1-block area—which in

turn plummets property values—and there are already other sites
around City Hall meeting the housing burden.



IGNORES cost burden. The flat area that comprises the lot is
deceptive. Before construction can begin, the cost of critical
hillside reinforcement alone, with significant slopes on two
sides, is exorbitant—money surely better used elsewhere.

Commandeering our City Hall parking lot to build units takes from ALL the
residents in our small and growing community.

We demand this site be removed from the housing development list.




Sausalito September 16, 2022.

Mr. Luke Lindenbusch
Interim Housing Policy Planer

City of Sausalito.

Hello Luke, hope all is well with you.

| just want to make a comment about the 6™ Draft Housing Element.

It is about the 66 Marion Ave. property ( Housing item # 100 ).

| currently live at 108 Marion Ave. my name is Jorge Lee.

1.- The project is located in a very deep lot below Marion Ave. about 3 to 4 stories below
the Marion Ave. roadway.

2.- It will require to remove all the trees below the roadway and that will endanger the
Road stability.

3.- Marion at that point is very narrow and the edges of the road may also be damaged by
the heavy equipment to do the construction in this area. ( Concrete delivery trucks ).

4.- As you know Marion is a dead-end street, so any damage to the roadway will impact all
of us living in the area.

5.- As it is now, the 4 parked cars and trucks stick out into the narrow roadway, so the extra
cars on the proposed property ( 4 or 5 units ) will have no place to park.

6.- New construction requires deep concrete piles to stabilize the structure against earthquakes

creating a big challenge for the foundations of the proposed buildings.

Thank you for your consideration on the items mentioned.

Regards,

Jorge Lee (415-699-0256) ( P.O. Box 2145 San Francisco, Ca 94126. ) (jleeggb at gmail. com)
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To the Housing Element Committee and Sausalito City Council:

We, the undersigned, strongly oppbse the City Hall parking lot as a housing
element site. It is not acceptable 4 “take from” in so man
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IGNORES cost burden| The flat area that comprises the lot is
deceptive. Before constryction can begin, the cost of critical
hillside reinforcement algne, with significant slopes on two
sides, is exorbitant—imorley surely better used elsewhere.

Commandeermg our City Hall p arking lot to build units takes from ALL the
residents in our small and growitg community.

We demand this site be removed |from the housing development list.
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9/13/22, 1:23 PM De Novo Planning Group Mail - Objection to 117 Prospect Ave and Spencer Fire House on the Housing Element List

]
M Gma || Beth Thompson <bthompson@denovoplanning.com>

Objection to 117 Prospect Ave and Spencer Fire House on the Housing

Element List
2 messages

Kate Flavin <kflavin129@gmail.com> Thu, Aug 11, 2022 at 7:57 PM
To: Kristina Feller <kristinafeller1@gmail.com>, "Janelle E. Kellman" <jekellman@gmail.com>, Susan
Cleveland-Knowles <sclevelandknowles@sausalito.gov>, Beth Thompson
<bthompson@denovoplanning.com>

Upon reviewing the Housing Element Advisory Committee (HEAC) Workbook Feedback Summary, |
noticed 117 Prospect Ave (line 72) was included in your list:

https://legistarwebproduction.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1302161/AttC_
HEAC_Feedback Summary.pdf

Prospect is a dense, extremely narrow, dead-end street, containing several multi -unit complexes. With
even light traffic, we residents are often significantly delayed exiting our neighborhood. In addition,
Prospect is isolated from community services.

| believe the same argument you used to object to 35 Central (line 30)

“Cleveland-Cleveland-Knowles, Dumont, Griffin: Single
existing dwelling.; Kellman: --; Hedrick: --Feller, Rose,
Saad: Too dense, parking, fire,...” applies to Prospect Ave.

Please remove both Prospect and the Spencer Fire House from your list.
| previously forwarded you the objections to the Spencer Fire House.

Best regards,

John and Kate Flavin
129 Prospect Ave

Kate Flavin <kflavin129@gmail.com> Fri, Aug 26, 2022 at 6:08 PM
To: heac@sausalito.gov

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=413a305370&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1740922504715881760&dsqt=1&simpl=msg-f%3A1740... 1/2



9/13/22, 1:23 PM De Novo Planning Group Mail - Objection to 117 Prospect Ave and Spencer Fire House on the Housing Element List
Begin forwarded message:

From: Kate Flavin <kflavin129@gmail.com>

Subject: Objection to 117 Prospect Ave and Spencer Fire House on the Housing
Element List

Date: August 11, 2022 at 7:57:54 PM PDT

To: Kristina Feller <kristinafeller1@gmail.com>, "Janelle E. Kellman"
<jekellman@gmail.com>, Susan Cleveland-Knowles <sclevelandknowles@sausalito.gov>,
Beth Thompson <bthompson@denovoplanning.com>

Upon reviewing the Housing Element Advisory Committee (HEAC) Workbook Feedback
Summary, | noticed 117 Prospect Ave (line 72) was included in your list:

https://legistarwebproduction.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/1302161/AttC_
HEAC_ Feedback Summary.pdf

Prospect is a dense, extremely narrow, dead-end street, containing several multi -unit
complexes. With even light traffic, we residents are often significantly delayed exiting our
neighborhood. In addition, Prospect is isolated from community services.

| believe the same argument you used to object to 35 Central (line 30)
“Cleveland-Cleveland-Knowles, Dumont, Griffin: Single
existing dwelling.; Kellman: --; Hedrick: --Feller, Rose,

Saad: Too dense, parking, fire,...” applies to Prospect Ave.

Please remove both Prospect and the Spencer Fire House
from your list. | previously forwarded you the objections to the
Spencer Fire House.

Best regards,

John and Kate Flavin
129 Prospect Ave

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=413a305370&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1740922504715881760&dsqt=1&simpl=msg-f%3A1740... 2/2



Dear Members of the Housing Element Advisory Committee:

You have preliminarily designated the former firehouse location near the top of Spencer
Avenue for the Housing Element list. We object to this designation for the following
reasons:

1. Danger in locating housing near highways:

a. In 2006, California air quality officials delivered a warning in the Air
Resources Board’s 2005 Handbook to cities and counties: Avoid putting
new homes in high-pollution zones within 500 feet of freeways LA Times:
Freeway Pollution Travels Farther Than We Thought

b. The former firehouse at 300 Spencer Avenue is 150 feet from Highway
101.
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Figure 1 150 foot distance based on GPS measurement

c. The advisory added a warning to stay away from interchanges,
intersections and other hot spots.

i. The risk to health can be compounded if there are multiple pollution
sources. One should avoid living close to highway interchanges
and freeway ramps, which regulators and scientists have identified
as hot spots that can hit residents with twice as much as pollution.

ii. The Spencer Firehouse is located near both the on and off ramps
for Highway 101.

d. A higher percentage of electric vehicles will not solve the problem.

i. Cars and trucks keep getting cleaner, but don’t count on
electric vehicles bringing an end to traffic-related health
problems.

ii. Switching to zero-emission vehicles only gets rid of tailpipe-
generated pollution. It does nothing to reduce non-exhaust



pollutants, including dust from brake pads and tires that
contains toxic metals, rubber and other compounds that are
kicked up into the air.

e. Admittedly, in 2018 the Air Resources Board shifted its stance somewhat
(Reqgulators Shift Stance) ...or did it?

It issued a new advisory that emphasizes design rather than
distance, recommending anti-pollution features such as air filters,
sound walls and thick vegetation as “promising strategies” to
reduce the health risks from freeways.

BUT...

1. A professor of preventive medicine at USC said at the time
that the air board’s latest document presented best-case
scenarios and overstated the extent to which air filters and
other anti-pollution measures protect residents.

a. By recommending those steps, he said, state
regulators “may give the false impression that it is
now OK to put schools and residences close to
freeways.”

b. “The best current strategy to reduce near-freeway
exposure is not to put schools and residences there in
the first place,” said the professor, who previously
worked at the Air Resources Board. “Even with the
best reduction measures available, air pollution in
these locations will remain unhealthy.”

2. The deputy executive officer for the air board said in 2018
that the April advisory did not change the agency’s 2005
recommendation to avoid siting homes within 500 feet of
freeways. “That’s a very basic health position that the
agency has taken and we still stand by.”

3. State air regulators have said that their 2005 guidelines had
not, in fact, been replaced. Air Resources Board officials
said they decided to supplement them in light of new science
on freeway pollution and the effectiveness of air filters and
other measures.

4. Filters remove only some of the harmful ingredients in traffic
pollution. And they’re effective only when the air is running
and all doors and windows are closed. Most will not remove
toxic exhaust gases such as benzene and 1,3-butadiene. To
screen those out, you need more costly charcoal filters. (LA
Times: Freeway Pollution Travels Farther Than We Thought)




2. Spencer Avenue is a major artery for Sausalito’s Emergency Evacuation Plan

a.

C.

Per Figure 2 below, Spencer Avenue is a major egress route for Zones
SAU-EO001 and EOQ7 (Larger map included as Attachment 1). These two
zones encompass roughly half of the city.
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Figure 2 Primary Evacuation Routes Denoted in Pink

Per the 1966 deed from the State of California, ingress and egress from
the Firehouse location is restricted to Spencer Avenue (See Attachment 2,
Deed).

Your committee proposes to allow for a 24-unit development on the
property. Assuming 1.5 cars per unit, up to 36 cars would be exiting the
Firehouse site in an emergency evacuation. If one car could exit every 30
seconds, this would clog Spencer Avenue for an additional 18 critical
minutes. This is a best-case scenario. Given the difficulty of seeing cars
approaching from the northbound Highway 101 exit until they are under
the Wolfback Road overpass, the likelihood of emergency vehicles



massing at the bus parking lot and simply general confusion, making a
right turn onto the extension of Spencer Avenue would take longer and the
clog time could be greatly increased.
d. Development bonuses would increase the size of the development and
serve to make the emergency evacuation problem worse.
3. Target for crime
a. The police will tell you that criminals look for locations with easy access
and alternate routes. Any development on the Spencer Firehouse
property would meet these criteria.
b. Itis areason the Spencer Avenue area has a high incidence of break-ins.
Our information is anecdotal as the Sausalito police do not maintain
statistics, but a city inspector recently made sure to lock his car while
inspecting a house in the area because he “heard there is a lot of crime in
this neighborhood.”
4. Difficult site topography
a. According to the Marin Map Site Parcel Report, the average slope for the
site is 51.98. In Figure 3, the closer the lines, the steeper the slope.
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Figure 3 Rough topographical map of Spencer Firehouse

b. During the last round of the Housing Element, the City Community development
department excluded sites with large slopes due to the difficulty of
development.

c. Any development would kill a considerable number of trees.



In summary, the Spencer Fieﬁouse site migH apeaf asa goocandidte for inclusion
on the Housing Element. At a closer look, however, it fails to qualify and should be
deleted.

Sincerely yours,
John and Kate Flavin



Attachment ! Sausalito Evacuation Routes

s =
4 GABRIELSON
CITY PARK
, "'e.-
on/
: -
X% o
7, o\

Y,
<)
&g
e ;”
) /
AR TIFFANY P,
&/
-

BEACH AC




Attachment 2 Deed for Firehouse property from the State of California, page 1
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That the STATE OF CALIFORNIA, scting by and through its Director of Public Works, does

bereby grant to

CITY OF SAUSALITO, a municipal corporation

i 20 deal siruate, lying nd beiag in th City of Sausalito

County of.

COMMENCING at the most easterly corn

Marin . Seata of California, described as follows, to-wit:

er of that parcel of

land described as "PARCEL ONE" cf Deed No. 9147 to the State of

California recorded November 2,
Official Records of Marin County;
line of Spencer Avenue as reconstructed, S. 38°22149
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Attachment 2 Deed for Firehouse property from the State of California, page 2

conveyed over and across those courses described above with
the_lengths of 107.62 feet, 159.55 feet, 97.08 feet and
91.80 feet.

" It is the purpose of the foregoing exception and .
reservation to provide that no ‘easement of access shall attach
or be appurtenant to the property hereby conveyed, by reason
of the fact that the same abuts upon a public way and upon a
sta:eihiggway, with access only to the State highway being
restricted. = : . .

' . '

The bearings ‘and di'stargces used in the above description
are on the California Coordinate System, Zone 3. Multiply the
above distances by 1.0000857 to obtain ground level distances.

Subject t special if aay, restricti ious, and essements of record.

AND BE IT FURTHER KNOWN:

FIRST, the Director of Public Works has herctofore found and determined and doer hereby find and determine, that the
nid lands were acquired for State Highway purposes and are no longer necessary, and are not now being used for highway
uses or purposcs; -

SECOND, that this conveyance is executed pursuant to the authority vested in the Director of Public Works by lLw
and, in particular, by the Strects and Highways Code

WITNESS the hand of the Director of Public Works, and the seal of the Department of Public Works of the State of

Californi, dn'-;L___d:y of wéé

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

DEPARTMENT' OF PUBLIC WORKS
SO not

APPROVED A5 TO FOTM AND PROXEDIGE
(i~ Js
ATIOJNEY

MENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
o
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO ‘

On this_ =225/ duy of PR Siva

g therso, duly commisioned 104 o, personally sppeared 3
koown €0 me to be the. ST. " Director of the of Public Works of the Scate of California,
described in 1nd that executed the within instrument, and alio known to me t be the person who executad the same o
babalf of the State of Califonia therein named 10d he acknowledged to me that the Seate of Californis executed the same.

: T

Jin the year
2 Notary Public ia 1ad for the St
F. BAGSHAW. 4

WITINESS sy band and official seal
NANCY °C. SILVA . 5 ~
NOTARY pusLIC 7Y A —p C /\/_:_,L',\, s
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9/20/22, 9:43 AM De Novo Planning Group Mail - Procedural ltems

M Gma il Beth Thompson <bthompson@denovoplanning.com>

Procedural ltems
1 message

Michelle Dumont <michelle.r.dumont@gmail.com> Thu, Sep 15, 2022 at 1:04 PM
To: Beth Thompson <bthompson@denovoplanning.com>, llindenbusch@sausalito.gov

Hi Beth and Luke,

With the deadline for comments looming, my neighbors have expressed concerns to me directly about
66 Marion (Site 100) and 215 Sausalito Blvd (Site 4). There was just an email sent with 26 signatures
from adjacent neighbors. | am recusing myself from commenting on the viability of these sites due to my
home’s location, but | am commenting on the procedural aspects because these sites may have been
treated differently than others. There was a mistake with 66 Marion and even though this has been
documented and discussed, | continue to hear about it.

For 215 Sausalito Blvd (Site 4) here are the 2 procedural items:

1. Email not recorded. The owner of the property wrote an email to the HEAC on June 21, 2022
stating that he wasn’t planning on developing past the current zoning and is already meeting with
the city to build a single family home for his family. Please see attached. | just checked and this
email was not recorded on the July or August agendas. | think it was missed because we didn’t
meet in June. This should be recorded.

2. No Owner Interest. It is also my understanding and please correct me if | am wrong, but if an
owner is not interested in developing further, the site is removed because HCD won’t consider it.
This should apply to 215 Sausalito Blvd based on what the owner wrote. According to how other
parcels were considered, this parcel should be removed. Please advise on if this is possible.

Thank you for all of your hard work.

All the best,
Michelle

Michelle Dumont, AIA
802 598 3488

E 215 Sausalito Blvd 065-263-10.pdf
43K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=413a305370&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1744067419617670299&simpl=msg-f%3A1744067419... 11



M Gmaill Michelle Dumont <michelle.r.dumont@gmail.com>

215 Sausalito Blvd 065-263-10

Long Water Trust <longwatertrust@gmail.com> Tue, Jun 21, 11:53 AM
To: <sclevelandknowles@sausalito.gov>, Beth Thompson
<bthompson@denovoplanning.com>, <heac@sausalito.gov>, <cdd@sausalito.gov>

Dear Sir/Madam,

First, to express support for the initiative to identify and make more housing available in
Sausalto, including for lower income folks.

| write specifically about the above vacant lot, owned by Long Water Trust, in which | have
a significant interest. It is identified in pink/purple, as number 4, in many of your maps.

Following a pre application meeting with Sausalito earlier in the year, we are now
preparing detailed plans for submission for a single family home at this site (of course
with considerable time and unsurprisingly, expense)

| request that as a minimum the lot maintain a permissible zoning of single or dual family.
| don't believe that | have an objection to it being re-zoned to include multi family, as long
as the ability to continue with our single family home application and obtain permits for
such is maintained under the zoning code, though | would want to be heard on that
subject before the final decision is made.

If you wish to send paper materials through this process, PO Box 29281 San Francisco CA
94129 is the best address, and this email is good or even better than paper.

| ask that someone would get back to me on the above important subjects within the next
10 days. In the event that this email is directed to the wrong people, | would ask that you
might forward it to the individual/group dealing with the above subjects.

Thanks in anticipation

Christopher Sullivan


Mobile User
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Request/feedback to the Sausalito Housing Development Advisory

Committee from Sausalito resident
2 messages

matt smith <matt.smith@gmail.com> Fri, Sep 2, 2022 at 1:12 PM
To: heac@sausalito.gov
Cc: Conor Dougherty <conor.dougherty@nytimes.com>, Alicia.Murillo@hcd.ca.gov

Greetings,
My name is Matt Smith and I live at 416 Napa St in Sausalito.

On August 3rd 2022, | had sent a note to the Housing Element Advisory Committee with some
comments and some requests (please see attached). Itis now September 2nd 2022 | have not yet
received acknowledgement of my letter, nor a response to the specific request that | had made. So | am
re-sending my request.

| am specifically asking that data be collected on all Design Reviews, as managed by either the Planning
Commission or City Council (in the case of appeals), starting immediately. | am concerned that the
Commissioners or City Council members are delaying, denying, or forcing modifications to proposed
projects without being held accountable to explaining the rationale for both a.) their direction to the
sponsor and b.) their vote on the sponsor's proposed project. In addition, | believe many

proposed projects are taking longer to get through Design Review than what has been established as
acceptable.

My belief is that the way Sausalito documents its Design Review data is actively helping the City
obfuscate what appears to be a haphazard and subjective decision-making process, from those who
wish to understand and improve it.

In order to address the above, here is my request of City Staff:

o Effective immediately, begin collection of the following data, making it publicly available within 48
hours of a Design Review meeting:

o Project ID code and title of application (unique to each proposed project, for tracking
purposes)

Date of application

Attendance of Commissioners/City Council members

"Direction" provided to the applicant

Vote of each member

If a Finding cannot be met, documentation of that finding or findings

A clear, objective rationale for why that finding can't be met (must be quantitative or a

number or metric, not "it feels too big")

o |f a Continuance or Denial is the vote for a given commissioner or council member, and a
Draft Resolution of approval has been prepared by City Staff for that proposed project,
then a specific rationale must be provided for why that vote was inconsistent with the
rationale City Staff had prepared

o All Conditions of Approval imposed on the project and their associated rationale

o Date of Design Review approval or denial

o All other datapoints in the attached tracker (See Sausalito Planning Commission Meeting
Tracker 2013 - 2020.xls, attached)

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=413a305370&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1742890142120899211&simpl=msg-f%3A17428901421...
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The "tracker” that | curated manually for all Design Reviews in Sausalito from 2013 - 2020, | have
attached. As you can see, there are colossal data gaps in which Findings were not met, for example, for
a Continued or Denied Project. This is a problem - among other things, there is no record of whether or
not the rationale for these Continued or Denied votes were consistent with the Finding's intended use as
contextualized in the General Plan.

If the City of Sausalito really wants Design Review to be more objective, more fair, less resource-
intensive, less punishing for Sponsors of proposed projects, and make development of more housing
more economical, then please adopt this new methodology. | am happy to volunteer my time to support
City Staff with this new process.

Can you please confirm receipt of this message?
cc to the HCD and Conor Dougherty, NY Times Housing reporter.

Thank you,
Matt Smith
416 Napa St

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: matt smith <matt.smith@gmail.com>

To: heac@sausalito.gov

Cc:

Bcce: Dennis Webb <denniswebbconstruction@gmail.com>, hknight@sfchronicle.com, Kirstin Thomas
<kirstin.erika@gmail.com>, Michael Rex <rex@michaelrexarchitects.com>, agpressoffice@doj.ca.gov,
Nina Manzo <nina@michaelrexarchitects.com>, lhansen@bayareanewsgroup.com,
hknight@sfchonicle.com, Neil Sorensen <neil@sorensenlaw.com>, Conor Dougherty
<conor.dougherty@nytimes.com>

Date: Wed, 3 Aug 2022 11:53:20 -0700

Subject: Please see attached for a note to the Sausalito Housing Element Advisory Committee

Hello,

I'm sending along a Public Comment note to be considered at the upcoming August 3rd 6th cycle of the
Housing Element Advisory Committee Update meeting.

Much of the content is taken from a memoir I've written about our family's experience, "My Name is
Applicant”, due to be released in December 2022.

I've blinded the names of the individual Planning Commissioners in the attached analysis to preserve
their anonymity, but please let me know if you'd like access to the unblinded raw data, analysis files, and
final report of my analysis of Sausalito Design Reviews from 2013 - 2020.

Thank you,
Matt Smith

4 attachments

4 HEC note Matt Smith 7_31_2022.pdf
793K

D Please see attached for a note to the Sausalito Housing Element Advisory Committee.eml
1087K

% HEC note Matt Smith 7_31_2022 (2).pdf
793K
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the water, to hiking the trails of GGNRA, to continue to frequent the great local cafes and restaurants. We are

putting roots down and want this town to thrive.

When | look at Marin real estate listings, and see distressed half-built homes being sold by distressed home-owners,
| feel badly for them. Obviously, it is not the intent of someone starting a major home remodel to abandon it
halfway through. Did the marriage break-up, with the unfinished house having to be sold? Did the house bankrupt

the homeowners? Did the stress of the remodel destroy the marriage?

There are real people out there. Real lives. | know that the work the HEC is doing might feel abstract and
potentially intangible - word-smithing the language of Findings, tweaking bits of code — but your final result, the
final document will very much have a tangible and very real effect on homeowners like my wife and | that wish to

improve their property for their family.

When you open the door to Objectivism, you let in facts, numbers, and logical conclusions. When you open the
door to Subjectivism, you let in emational and political variables into your decision making. And their cousins —

hyperbole and Gaslighting.

And so, I urge the Housing Element Committee to please learn from our story, look to real-world data for answers,
and wherever possible, please please please build a bias in your thinking to Objectivity and Objective design

standards for proposed projects.

Thank you,

Matt Smith
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@ Sausalito Planning Commission Tracker 2013 to 2020.xlIsx
197K

Kristina Feller <kristinafeller1@gmail.com> Fri, Sep 2, 2022 at 5:19 PM
To: matt smith <matt.smith@gmail.com>

Cc: Alicia.Murillo@hcd.ca.gov, Chris Zapata <czapata@sausalito.gov>

Bcc: heac@sausalito.gov

Dear Mr. Smith,

Thank you for your email, it has been received. Commissions, committees and City Council were in
recess for the month of August and only returned this week, as announced in public forums.

Regards,

Kristina M. Feller

[Quoted text hidden]
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August 1%, 2022

Dear Sausalito Housing Element Committee,

My name is Matt Smith, and my wife Kirstin and | live at 416 Napa St.

We didn’t intend to undertake a construction project that would last 7 years, but it has given my wife and | an
extremely granular view into how the entire home remodel process works here in Sausalito — especially concerning
Design Reviews. At the time, when we bought the house in 2015, it was a dilapidated structure with significant

deferred maintenance - our aim was to renovate it for our family. We finally moved in in December of 2021.

For my opinions in this note, I am leaning on those experiences we had in Design Review, as well as data I’ve
collected on all Sausalito Design Reviews from 2013 — 2020. And I’d like to specifically address Table 52 in the H

Cycle Housing Element Background Report, on Application Processing Times, and the associated note beneath it:

Table 52. Application Processing Times
Type of Approval or Permit Typical Processing Approval Body
Time
General Plan/Specific Plan 8-18 months City Council
Amendment
Rezoning 6-8 months City Council
Design Review (Staff level) 30-60 days City Staff
Design Review (Planning Commission) | 2-6 months Planning Commission

JULY 2022 | HBR-84

H CYCLE HOUSING ELEMENT BACKGROUND REPORT

Conditional Use Permit 4-6 months Planning Commission
Major Subdivision (Tentative Map) 6-12 months City Council

Minor Subdivision (Parcel Map) 4-6 months City Coundil

Variance 2-6 months Planning Commission
Source: City of Sausalito, 2022

“While the design review requirements have not posed a constraint to development, the second
finding includes a subjective component related to “complementing” the surrounding
neighborhood. Program 16 (Zoning Ordinance Amendments) will ensure the design review criteria
are revised to address potentially subjective terminology in order to provide objectivity in the design
review process. ”



Are these Design Review estimates accurate?

In this table, a “Typical Processing time” for “Design Review (Planning Commission) is stated to be 2-6 months.
And “Design Review (City Staff)” is 30-60 days. Since there is no data sourced in this table (other than “City of
Sausalito 2022”), I’m assuming these figures represent some heuristic or subjective accounting of the Processing
time. Where did these estimates come from? What was the source? Are they based in objective facts or do they

represent someone’s best guess?
Our experience was far and away longer than these timelines.

The other troublesome framing of this data is the qualifier “Typical,” as in “Typical Processing times.” Even if the
ranges presented above were based on actual project timelines, focusing on a mean or median metric - exclusively -
is a faulty yardstick to use. What this average range does not include is the degree of variability in project timelines.

Variability is what kills the developer, adds unpredictability, and adds financial disaster as a potential outcome.

Putting a “Typical” metric out there for Design Review like this is inaccurate, disingenuous, and can do real harm to
any sponsor of a proposed project that is trying to understand what a realistic and real-world process, budget, and
timeframe would look like.

Starting with “Design Review (City Staff)” timeframe of 30-60 days, in our case, the “Processing Time” was
significantly longer. It took about 9 months for our project to be “deemed complete.” Engineering, Public Works,
and the Fire Department needed to opine on our plans. We were told by our assigned Planner that, per statute, that
one of these departments was required to provide feedback within 6 weeks. But that 6 weeks turned into 10. We
were asked us for a 3-D rendering of a part of the proposed plans. There were questions on our title. A “colors and
materials” board was requested. We had to draft a “Neighborhood Outreach” document that outlined our door-to-
door efforts to accommaodate the needs of the neighbors. And then install story-poles at least 10 days before the
hearing.

Looking now to the “Typical Processing Time” for “Design Review (Planning Commission)” of 2-6 months, based

on our experience, | would offer that a timeline of 13 months is a possibility.



Figure 1: Design Review timeline for 416 Napa St
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Maybe if you average our experience in with every other design review in Sausalito, you could still get close to that
average of 2-6 months. But you’d be missing a key piece of data — the variability. The chance that you, as a
developer, could run into a situation very much like ours for which the “Typical” timeframes no longer apply.

In total, myself, my wife, and family were in “Processing” for 13 months in Design Review. With 5 Planning
Commission meetings and 2 City Council meetings. 6 different Planners that we had to bring up to speed 6 different
times. Do we represent a “Typical” project? No. But the developer/homeowner will never know if they are

“Typical” or not ahead of their Design Review application.

At the very least, 1’d be thrilled if there was a little asterisk next to these “Typical Processing Times.” Like this:

* Estimates presented here are illustrative only, and not based on objective data. Actual Design Review
applications are known to take up to 9 months for an application to be “Deemed Complete ”, and a Design Review
being “processed ” by the Planning Commission has been known to take up to 13 months.



Currently, the way project-level data is structured and stored on the Sausalito.gov website is great for meeting the
requirements of the Brown Act, but it is absolutely lousy for anyone trying to understand pattern or trends. The data
I needed to answer the questions | had — do Heightened Review projects get denied more often than non-Heightened
Review projects (yes, they do), do the Commissioners vote differently (yes, they do), if the sponsor has an attorney
with them during their hearing, does that improve the Applicant’s chance of success? (maybe — there is no Denial in
this dataset where the Applicant brought an attorney) — is stored in pdf documents and the verbal words stored in
video recordings. To follow a project’s path, you have to link together all of the data from a Project_ID identifier
that denotes a specific application. Sometimes that Project_ID isn’t there, so the link can’t be made. | know this is
what’s happening (to some extent) because the figure below doesn’t include our own project, which was a total of

eight “nodes” (the longest path, above, is only seven nodes in length).

Figure 2: All Design Review project paths for Proposed Projects from 2013-2020
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(Design Review cases that are presented to the Planning Commission have a “DR” in their Project_id. E.g.,
“DR/EA/TM/TRP 13-098, Design Review Permit, Encroachment Agreement, Tentative Minor Subdivision Map,

Tree Removal Permit.”)

But let’s look at what we have anyway — if anything, we are under-estimating the lengths of some of these projects
because we can’t link all the meetings together. We see 152 total Design Review paths. 45 of those, or 30% of the
time, there is just one Planning Commission meeting leading to a project Approval. 45% of the time there are two
Planning Commission meetings before an Approval is granted. So, | could agree that the “Typical Processing Time”
is probably within 2-6 months. But that is misleading. Let’s look at what a non-Typical project might cost, by using

this chart to assign probabilities to a given path.



Table 1. Cost associated with each Proposed Project Design Review ‘path’

Additional
Time for each step Number of Additional cost/cycle (low,  cost/cycle (high,
Number of cycles =6weeks instances % of instances $10,000) $30,000)
1 6 45 30% $10,000 S 30,000
2 12 72 47% $20,000 S 60,000
3 18 11 7% $30,000 $ 90,000
4 24 4 3% $40,000 $ 120,000
5 30 2 1% $50,000 $ 150,000
6 36 1 1% $60,000 S 180,000
7 42 2 1% $70,000 S 210,000
Denial * 15 10% $ 200,000 S 200,000
152
Average Cost S 37,368 $ 72,632

In our case, each Continuance cost at least $10,000, but more often closer to the “High” cost of $30,000.

So we have 152 Design Reviews, and they are all grouped according to a given project path. Assuming each
continuance cost $10,000 for example, you can see that if you had 7 different Planning Commission meetings, with
each one requiring a plan revision, that would end up to be pretty expensive. A denial is even worse — a total loss of
investment. All the money that went into your project — the work of your architect, contractors, and armies of
consultants (light and shadow studies, traffic safety studies, etc.) — evaporated. Let’s assign a $200,000 value to a

denial (which is low).

“I feel concerned about the bulk on the west side of the proposed project, it feels looming. I’m also terribly

concerned about that garage from a safety perspective. And by the way — was a light and shadow study completed?”

This is verbatim feedback we were provided on our project. And if it doesn’t read like a clear call to action to the

Applicant...well, then you’re not familiar with how Commissioners provide direction to Applicants.

So what does this direction mean in terms of added costs?

Acrchitect fees (to trim 1’ from the western $13,000
side of the proposed house)

Structural Engineer (to re-run their calcs) $2,500
Story-pole plan revisions, installation, $3,500

validation (involves architect, builder,

Geotech)
Light and shadow Study $10,000
Traffic safety Study $10,000

TOTAL $39,000




And in our case, it was even more since we were floating $4,000 month in rent to live in Sausalito while our house

was being built.

What if we were to take the associated probability of a project path, its associated cost, and then take a weighted
average? A SUMPRODUCT in excel? Well, you can see that a developer would be looking at $37,000 - $72,000 in
extra, likely non-budgeted, costs.

And that is why a subjective Design Review process can be so expensive.

If | were asked, | would tell an applicant that unless they had 3x the anticipated budget for their project, to not do it.

You need to be wealthy — and privileged — to consider a project in Sausalito that involves a Design Review.

Again, it is critically important to be honest to would-be Applicants with these Design Review timeframe estimates.
Don’t sugar-coat it. You are doing a disservice to them by lying about how long — and costly - this process actually
can be.

Are Sausalito’s Design Review Findings Objective?
I’d like to focus on this comment beneath Table 52 of the Housing Element Background Report:

“While the design review requirements have not posed a constraint to development, the second
finding includes a subjective component related to “complementing” the surrounding
neighborhood. Program 16 (Zoning Ordinance Amendments) will ensure the design review criteria
are revised to address potentially subjective terminology in order to provide objectivity in the design

review process. ”

“Design review requirements have not posed a constraint to development.” Says who? What data or evidence is
this statement based on? What is the source?

I don’t think there is a source. | believe this statement is objectively false and should be deleted from the Report.

On October 17 2018, our project was scheduled for a Design Review hearing (our 3'). It was a very tense
meeting, and the Chair of the Planning Commission was upset and extremely agitated about the phased approach we
had taken. He opined, and the text below is verbatim from that meeting:

“I have empathy for the Applicant and the process, and the time, and the money, but that’s not our fault. Our fault is

described by the Sausalito Municipal Code and at the direction of City Council to protect Sausalito, to make sure



when development occurs under not only just the literal definition of what we find here but also

the spiritual information we get from the General Plan...”

(“Spiritual information.” Huh. Where can I, the Applicant, go to understand where the “Spiritual Information” is in

the General Plan?)

What followed was a discussion between the Chair and another Planning Commission member on the “vibe” and
“feel” of the street where our house was located.

City Staff had prepared a Draft Resolution of Approval for our revised plans, ready to sign at this meeting. But in
the end, the Planning Commission went in the opposite direction from their Staff. The final vote count was 3 -2 in
favor of Denial. The findings that could not be met were 7 (“the design and location of buildings provide adequate
light and air for the project site, adjacent properties, and the general public”) and 13 (“The project has been designed

to ensure on-site structures do not crowd or overwhelm structures on neighboring properties.”).
City Staff was directed to delete their Draft Resolution of Approval and create a Draft Resolution of Denial for the

next meeting for the Commissioners to sign.

And then there it was a few weeks later, the Draft Resolution of Denial for our proposed project. With some

revisions on whether or not Findings seven and thirteen could be “met.”

In the earlier Draft Resolution of Approval, the conclusion on finding seven was that “Overall, the neighborhood has
an eclectic mix of separation distances between structures and as designed, the project will maintain adequate light
and air for the project site, adjacent properties, and the public.”

But on the subsequent Draft resolution of Denial, the City Staff revised their language on Finding seven:

“The two-story western addition, as designed, is a significant structural presence with scale, mass, and bulk that
impedes the maintenance of adequate light and air for adjacent properties, particularly the neighboring property to
the west.”

This finding was now not met.

City Staff had written earlier that Finding 13 could be “met”:

“The project has been designed to not crowd or overwhelm neighboring structures. Exterior walls incorporate facade

articulations and offsets on both levels and at every side of the residence. The roofline is varied with the western

addition having a recessed and subordinate roofline.”



But on the latest version, that language was revised to characterize a diametrically opposite opinion.

“The project’s impacts to the built environment include the crowding and overwhelming of neighboring structures,
particularly the westerly-adjacent property. The facade articulations and offsets on both levels of the two-story
western addition are insufficient and require a redesign to alleviate congestion for the project site, adjacent

properties, and the general public.”

But the most fascinating part of the story is what happened next. On November 7™ our proposed project was
supposed to have its final Planning Commission meeting, as the Draft Resolution of Denial was now there for the
Commissioners to sign. For all of the previous hearings we had been to, we had offered a design change consistent
with the Commissioners’ feedback. This time we offered nothing different from what was presented before. When
it came time for the Commissioners to opine, then sign the Denial, something unexpected happened. One of the

Commissioners who voted against our project earlier spoke up:

“As I spent more time walking around the area, I was blown away by the proximity of all the homes in the area. Itis
a very tight area. And some of my expectations for findings 7 and 13 were shifted slightly as I spent some time

there and I saw just how close everything is.”

She could now “make the findings.”

With a preamble regarding the unique character of Sausalito, another Commissioner who voted to Deny our project

earlier offered “I could be able to make the findings.”

I thought about it the next morning, sipping coffee and reflecting on the odd way these Commissioners made

decisions.

It was fascinating — we had provided absolutely no new design for this meeting, offered no additional concessions,
had done absolutely no re-work for this hearing like we had before. The only thing that was different was that these
two Commissioners, by site visits, realized for themselves what we had been trying to tell them. Information we had

already provided to them.



Are Findings 7 and 13 the most popular Findings that cannot be “Met” in Sausalito?

As it turns out, out of 152 Design Review meetings, | was only able to isolate 81 stated Findings that could not be
met among a handful of Design Review cases from 2013 — 2020. Findings that can’t be met are extremely poorly
documented, which is yet another or separate problem (they should be publicly stating their rationale for their vote,

by citing Findings and then the facts that led them to not be able to “make” the findings).

Table 2. Unmet specific findings stated by Planning Commissioners

5 o =N S 5 < N S S~ S ES %8 %,‘Z.' %ﬁ %Q s

Commissioner g g g T T g g g T o o o o =
C. 1 1 2 0 3 4 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 16
W. 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 4
K. 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
G. 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
N. 3 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 3 1 14
C. 3 1 3 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 3 1 16
P. 3 1 4 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 18
K. 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 6
F. 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
F. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2
12 5 14 5 3 10 2 2 1 3 4 15 5 81

My hypothesis was that the Planning Commissioners would gravitate towards the more subjective findings — such as
“crowding”, “loss of light and air”, “privacy to adjacent properties” vs the seemingly more objective findings as
“Inconsistent with General Plan” and “Does not meet requirements of Heightened Review.” When you hear
Commissioners opine — “It feels greedy”, “I feel like this house needs to go on a diet” (and these are real quotes
from real Design Review sessions) — | had to believe 7 and 13 were the best findings to “not meet”. They lend
themselves well to those sentiments in quotes. How can an applicant debate with a commissioner who uses “light

and air” as an objection?

But | was wrong — at least with this limited dataset. The 1st and 3rd favorite findings to not be met were
“Inconsistent with the General Plan (1) and “Heightened Review findings not met” (12), which surprised me

because these findings are based on the guidelines of codified documents, and thus seemingly more objective.

But then | realized these two Findings have “Nested Findings” within them that allow a commissioner to be even
more vague because all they have to say is “Its inconsistent with the General Plan.” That’s it. They don’t need to

cite which aspect of the General Plan isn’t met.

The other Nested Finding, Finding 12, gives a Planning Commissioner access to seven more findings — for example,
excessive “crowding of neighboring structures”. And in the case of finding 12, Heightened Review, it carries with it

the veneer of a quantitative finding as it only applies to proposed structures with Building Coverage or FAR at or



above 80% of what is allowed. Things feel more real if you can measure them by numbers, and that’s what this
arbitrary 80% figure does. So, in choosing one of those two, a PC member can access a plethora of other reasons to

Continue or Deny the project.

The “Denial Toolkit” of Findings 1 and 12 offers an extensive range of reasons to back into a “spiritual” discomfort

with a given design.

Do the Planning Commissioners tend to vote in the same way?

Looking at Design Review decisions across all Planning Commissioners from 2013-2020, the answer is No. Some,
like Commissioner “K.”, don’t like to vote to Continue as much as the others. And what Applicant wouldn’t want

Commissioner F., K., and G. (and just those three) to vote on their proposed project?

Table 3: Planning Commissioners and approval percentage, 2013 — 2020

Planning Committee Approval Percentage Denied Percentage Continued Percentage
Members

F. 714 0 28.6
K. 55.1 8.2 34.7
G. 55 2.5 40.0
P. 54 7.1 38.1
F. 53.6 7.1 35.7
N. 47 5 43.6
W. 46.3 6.7 41.8
C. 45.8 7 45.8
K. 453 6.7 41.3
C. 42.1 5.3 45.6

The Planning Commission has five members serving at any given time, but only three are needed to be able to vote
on behalf of the committee. You might wonder — do the Commissioners vote differently? What if one that tends to
approve proposed projects is sick that night, or on vacation, and not present on the dais? That would seem to skew

your chances of approval in the wrong direction, right? Correct.



Table 4: Attendance rates of Planning Commissioners, 2013 — 2020

Commissioner Years Active Attendance Rate (%)
C. 2013-2016 89.6
W. 2013-2018 73.4
K. 2013-2015 53.7
G. 2018-2020 93.3
N 2013-2020 98.2
2013-2017 83.1
C.
P 2015-2020 84.1
2016-2020 60.9
K.
F 2019-2020 90.3

There was one meeting where the absence of a particular City Council member likely tipped the outcome in our
favor. There was another meeting where the presence of a certain Planning Commission member shifted the

balance away from us.

That’s just the way it works. Sometimes you’re lucky, sometimes you’re not.



Does the City Council back the decisions of its Planning Commission?

Not as much as you would expect. Or hope.

Table 5: Activities of City Council members (Approved a Planning Commission denial / Denied a Planning

Commission approval)

City Council Approved a Planning Commission Denied a Planning Commission
members denial approval

Yes No Yes No
CC1 4(30.8) 9(69.2) 10(58.8) 17 (41.2)
cc2 13(100) 0(0.0) 17(100)  0(0.0)
cc3 5(38.5) 8(61.5) 6(35.3)  11(64.7)
cc4 2(16.7) 10(83.3) 10(58.8)  7(41.4)
CC5 1(7.7) 12(92.3) 1(5.9) 16(94.1)
CCé6 8(61.5) 5(38.5) 5(29.4)  12(70.6)
ccr 11(84.6) 2(15.4) 11(64.7)  6(35.3)
CC8 6(46.2) 7(53.8) 7(41.2)  10(58.8)
CC9 1(7.7) 12(92.3) 6(35.3)  11(64.7)

Generally (in aggregate), it’s a coin toss, but it varies by City Council member.

The Pride of Authorship rides high in Sausalito — everyone wants to etch their mark on a Proposed Project in Design
Review. The mistake we had made with our project — after a neighbor appealed our approval - was assuming that
the City Council would back the decision of their Planning Commission. Our architect had given us some wise
words that my wife and | didn’t fully appreciate at the time — “they (the City Council) will want their pound of flesh

too.”

If an Applicant’s design is appealed by a neighbor, that Applicant had better get ready for another entirely new
Design Review with the City Council. They are all different, and they all have their own point of view when it

comes to “making the findings.”



The Question — is the Design Review process Objective?

If the Design Review standards are so objective, and so clearly understood equally by all Planning Commission
members as well as the City Council, then why is there so much variability in their voting records? Why can some
“make the findings” and others not in reviewing a proposed project? Why wouldn’t they all be able to “make the

findings” or not in the same way? Or vote the same way?

If your answer is “well of course they vote differently, they each can independently make or not make certain
findings, they are different people with different opinions”...well, then you have your answer. If the
Commissioner’s votes are attributed to their personal opinion, judgement, or points of view, you are aligning

yourself to a subjective orientation in terms of how a given proposed project should be evaluated.

The very nature of how these subjective findings are worded are destined to provide a high level of variability in

their answers.

Figure 3. Objective vs Subjective questions (example)

objective () s.bicctive

Do these squares
“Is 2 a greater 9

feel too close A

Question number than 1?”
together? - -
Answer “Yes.” * “Yes.” -

. No”

* “ljustcan’t tell”

* ‘It depends.”

* “Is the green square
OK with the proximity
of the orange square?”

An objective question has an objective answer, one based on facts, logic, and data. There is only one correct

answer.

All of the subjective answers above are valid. A subjective question gives rise to a subjective answer, which will

vary from person to person.

And that is why there is so much variability in voting records.



My take-away is that it is the subjective and loosely defined Findings for Design Review are driving an
unacceptable level of variability in the voting decisions, causing confusion among Applicants, and adding

unnecessary resource expenditures to the process.

And, via the data demonstrated here, that the following factors have a very real influence in Design Review

decisions:

e  Presence or absence of a given Planning Commissioner

e The influence that a given Commissioner has on the vote of the other Commissioners

e Availability and ability to use “Nested” Findings to Deny or Continue a Proposed Project

e How the Commissioner interprets what a given Finding means

e How the Commissioner applies their understanding of the Findings to the Proposed Project

o The Commissioner’s likelihood to take action (an Approved or Denied vote) vs a Continuation

e  The extent to which a City Council will uphold or vacate a Planning Commission Design Review decision

My other takeaway is that the way Sausalito documents its Design Review data is actively helping the City
obfuscate what appears to be a haphazard and subjective decision-making process, from those who wish to

understand and improve it. It took me hours upon hours to distill the data used in the analyses above.

In the goal of increasing transparency in Design Review decision-making, | would request that City Staff begin
documenting Findings that could not be met (with facts in the rationale) along with the vote for every Planning

Commission member that is voting on a Design Review.

And that is my official commentary on those three pieces of the Housing Element Background Report that caught

my eye.

Thank you for reading this commentary.

But, well, since I’m here anyway | might share one more story.

I’ll start with this quote:

“You said that the President sometimes communicates his wishes indirectly...can you explain how he does this?”

“Sure...he speaks in code. He doesn’t give you questions; he doesn’t give you orders. He speaks in code, and |

understand that code.”

- Michael Cohen, disbarred lawyer



Sounds like how the mafia gives direction, right? But it’s also eerily similar to how “feedback” is provided to an

Applicant.

Consider this dialogue - specific to a review of our proposed project at 416 Napa St - from the-then Mayor of
Sausalito, opining to City Staff and explaining his homebrewed gerrymandered analysis. As well as his direction to
us, the Applicants.

“Did you, in your analysis, separate houses that were multi-family from single home family in your local FAR
analysis? If we’re being truthful, the neighborhood doesn’t include this street here, that’s another neighborhood.

So, when we look at contrasting and comparing neighborhoods, that’s what we’re looking at.

“Since this falls into the realm of discretion, and I’'m looking at neighborhood character, | want to compare it to the

properties I think are most relevant.”

“So, I pulled up the comps that | think are the most relevant, and there’s about 98 homes in there in this
neighborhood...now, where we would have more discretion is if someone was doing a multi-family residence. That
is the goal. So, we’re really talking about that top level and 4" bedroom, and how needed that 4™ bedroom is, or
how needed or relevant that bedroom is if it’s not proposed as a multi-family four-bedroom home — that’s where I

went. This is an R-3 and we have the opportunity to make this house at least an R-2.”

Now, if you were the Applicant here, what do you think this City Council member is trying to tell you? This is how
it works — they “talk” to each other up there, but they are really giving you orders. Remember they have the power

to Continue or Deny your project...that “discussion” up there is meant for your - the Applicant’s - ears.

And that is how our 4" bedroom turned into an Accessory Dwelling Unit.

If I could go back in time to the Spring of 2015, | would have told myself to run away from 416 Napa st and instead
figure out a way to beg, borrow and steal enough resources to be able to buy a move-in ready home that fit the needs
of our family. The stress, financial strain, damage that this seven-year ordeal has caused myself and my family was

so far beyond even the most worst-case scenarios that | could imagine at the time.

But that’s the past. Its now 2022, and we are living in our home. All that work, stress, spent money is behind us.
And now we’re here. For the last 4 years prior to moving in, we had been renting here in Sausalito. Our oldest son
thrived at Bayside MLK and is doing great at the newly-integrated school. Our youngest will attend the same school
in about a year. My wife is playing an ever-increasing role in the school system. Our family had a great time at the

most recent 4™ of July festival — this town knows how to throw a party! We look forward to getting the boys out on
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Design Review Permit for the replacement of
two existing panel antennas with two new
panel antennas on the rooftop screened within
a faux chimney structure; installation of a new
CUP/DR 99-111, Amendment of a Conditional |GPS reception antenna and two new Remote
Use Permit, Design Review Permit, Westcore [Radio Units on the rooftop (screened with a
Marin, 441-475 Coloma Street new structure) and the addition of a battery Approved 13:28:00]20 min 46 sec Maria Miller Sprint Approved Approved Approved
DR 08-003, Amendment to previously- An amendment of the previously-approved
approved Design Review Permit,Puntsag, 147 [Design Review Permit DR-08-003 to allow the
Edwards Avenue after-the-fact relocation of air Approved 49:24:00110 min 37 sec Rich Brunelle Approved Approved Approved
Permit for a local enhancement project
involving the installation of a new playground
at Martin Luther King Park (APN 063-170-03)
which would include perimeter fencing with
DR/TRP 13-135, Design Review Permit, Tree access gates, drinking fountains, a seat wall, proposed project is totally in
Removal Permit, City of Sausalito, (Lycee outdoor education area, landscaping, play Bruce Huff, Ray Buddie,Eric contradiction to the general
Francais) 100 Ebbtide Avenue structures and Americans with Disabilities Approved 1:01:55|1 hr 17 min Fruge Denied plan Approved
square foot floor area addition and three foot properly installed;provide properly installed;provide properly installed;provide
height increase to the existing Harbor Master information on the project's information on the project's information on the project's
building at the Schoonmaker Point Marina soils report and original soils report and original soils report and original
located at 85 Liberty Ship Way (APN 063-080- conditional use permit;and conditional use permit;and conditional use permit;and
DR/SP 12-289, Design Review Permit, Sign 06 and 07). The applicant is also requesting a investigate the anticipated investigate the anticipated investigate the anticipated
Permit, Schoonmaker Point Marina, 85 Liberty ]Sign Permit to install a new wall sign and a project requirements by the Bay project requirements by the Bay project requirements by the Bay
Ship Way window sign totaling approximately 16 square September 18,2013 Continued Date Certain 16:31]1 hr 8 min Neil Sorenson Larry Walter Continued Conservation and Development |Continued Conservation and Development Continued Conservation and Development
square foot floor area addition and three foot
height increase to the existing Harbor Master
building at the Schoonmaker Point Marina
located at 85 Liberty Ship Way (APN 063-080-
DR/SP 12-289, Design Review Permit, Sign 06 and 07). The applicant is also requesting a
Permit, Schoonmaker Point Marina, 85 Liberty ]|Sign Permit to install a new wall sign and a
Ship Way window sign totaling approximately 16 square October 2,2013 Approved 2:27]19 min 52 sec Larry Walter Approved Approved Approved
existing single-family residence and
construction of three detached single-family
dwellings; a Tentative Minor Subdivision Map
DR/EA/TM/TRP 13-098, Design Review Permit, [to subdivide one parcel into a common interest
Encroachment Agreement,Tentative Minor development with three condominium units
Subdivision Map, Tree Removal Permit, and one common area; a Tree Removal Permit
Harrison Ventures,LLC, 100 Harrison Avenue. [to remove 10 protected trees; and a October 2,2013 Approved 22:19]2 hr 26 min Roger Hartley Approved Approved Approved
Design Review Permit for a modification to a
previously approved project to allow for the
replication of the existing mosaic tile mural
DR/AMD 11-362, Design Review Permit, Bank [located on the north elevation of the building
of America, 750 Bridgeway at 750 Bridgeway October 16,2013 Approved 3:00116 min Gensler Architects Approved Approved Approved
Design Review Permit and Non-Conformity Proposed project is standing
Permit to rehabilitate a fishing pier for use as a right next to the most beautiful
shore-based recreational fishing and passive and historic building in the city.
DR/NCP 13-262, Design Review Permit, Non- |waterfront access in the 500 block of Irrational and illogical to build a With regards to the obstruction
Conformity Permit, City of Sausalito, 500 Block |Bridgeway immediately south of the Trident Timing for usage of fund source little spot along a road that is of public views, it will impair its
of Bridgeway restaurant (APN 065-172-03) October 16,2013 Denied 19:00]1 hr 25 min Andy Davidson Denied is so limited. Denied going to be underwater Denied beauty.
Amendment to a Conditional Use Permit and
Design Review Permit to modify a condition of
CUP/DR 97-03, Conditional Use Permit, Design |approval in Planning Commission Resolution
Review Permit, California Department of No. 2013-06 (approved February20, 2013) at a
Transportation, Rodeo and Highway 101 wireless site on Caltrans right-of-way October 16,2013 Approved 1:44:49]18 min and 1 sec Approved Approved Approved
- Approval of a Design Review Permit with
Heightened Design Review findings
to allow modifications in the existing dwelling;
- Approval of Variances to the floor area ratio
DR/VA/EA/TRP 13-196, Design Review Permit, [(FAR), building coverage, and The proposed project is not The proposed project is not The proposed project is not
Variance, Encroachment Agreement, Tree impervious surface standards; consistent especially with the consistent especially with the consistent especially with the
Removal Permit, Figel, 22 Atwood Avenue - Approval of a Tree Removal Permit; and October 16,2013 Denied 2:02:50]57 min 46 sec Martin Bernstein Denied differences in variance. Denied differences in variance. Denied differences in variance.
Design Review Permit and Non-Conformity
Permit to rehabilitate a fishing pier for use as a
shore-based recreational fishing and passive
DR/NCP 13-262, Design Review Permit, Non- |waterfront access in the 500 block of
Conformity Permit, City of Sausalito, 500 Block |Bridgeway immediately south of the Trident
of Bridgeway restaurant (APN 065-172-03) November 6,2013 Approved 8:14]53 min 2 sec Approved Approved Approved
Request for a Design Review Permit,Variance,
Tree Removal Permit and Encroachment
Agreement for improvements to an existing
DR/VA/EA/TRP 13-196, Design Review Permit, [nonconforming dwelling for the property
Variance, Encroachment Agreement, Tree located at 22 Atwood Avenue (APN 065-203-
Removal Permit, Figel, 22 Atwood Avenue 02) November 6,2013 Approved 1:02:40]3 min 37 sec Martin Bernstein Approved Approved Approved
Request for a modification to a Condition of Additional Information is Additional Information is Additional Information is
MODIFICATION OF DR/VA 05-069, Design Approval for a previously-approved Design needed prior to the item being needed prior to the item being needed prior to the item being
Review Permit, Variance, Abbassi, 315 North  JReview Permit and Variance for the property brought before the Planning brought before the Planning brought before the Planning
Street located at 315 North Street (APN 065-235-17) November 6,2013 Continued Date Uncertain 1:04:55]3 min 39 sec Continued Commission. Continued Commission. Continued Commission.
Design Review permit and Sign Permit to allow
the installation of two awnings with business
identification signage and a recommendation
DR/SP/EA 13-276, Design Review Permit, Sign |of City Council approval of an Encroachment
Permit, Encroachment Agreement, JCG Trust ofJAgreement to allow the awnings to encroach
2007 ETAL, 42-42 1/2 Caledonia Street (APN over the sidewalk fronting 42-42 1/2 Caledonia
065-055-06) Street (APN 065-055-06) November 6,2013 Approved 1:07:18]7 min Approved Approved Approved
Design Review Permit with Heightened Design
Review to allow for the remodel and additions
to an existing single-family dwelling that will
add approximately 560 square feet of new
DR 13-232,Design Review Permit, Yee, 619 floor area and an enclosed single car garage at
Coloma Street 619 Coloma Street (APN 064-061-12) November 6,2013 Approved 1:15:15|8 min 25 sec Richard Jow Approved Approved Approved
Request for a Design Review Permit to allow
for the exterior remodel of the building located
DR 13-198, Design Review Permit, Henry, 660 |within the Downtown Historic Overlay Zoning
Bridgeway District at 660 Bridgeway (065-133-25) November 13,2013 Approved 0:01]21 min 54 sec Bryan Southwick Cass Calder Smith Architects Approved Approved
Permit for the installation of six Wayfinding
signs to be located within the public rights-of-
way at the following locations: -
Bridgeway/Princess Street
- Ferry landing To return on a future agenda To return on a future agenda
DR/SP 13-197, Design Review Permit, Sign - Bridgeway/Johnson Street with the sandwich board/a- with the sandwich board/a-
Permit, City of Suasilito, Various Locations - Bridgeway/Ensign Street/San Carlos November 13,2013 Continued Date Uncertain 23:00]2 hrs 7 mins Continued frame signage issue. Continued frame signage issue.
Request for a Design Review Permit and Sign
Permit to allow for a 5.7square foot hanging
sign in the entry alcove of a future Chase Bank
DR/SP 13-213, Design Review Permit, branch located in the Downtown Historic
Bridgeway Blvd., LLC,675 Bridgeway Zoning District at 675 Bridgeway (065-131-06) November 13,2013 Approved 2:31:4111 hr Louise Werbe Approved Approved
Request for an amendment of the Conditions
of Approval for the previously-approved
Design Review Permit and Variance for the
property located at 315 North Street (APN 065-
DR/VA 05-069, DesignReview Permit, Variance, [235-17). Continued fromthe November 6,2013
Abbassi, 315 North Street meeting. December 4,2013 Approved 0:31:30]1 hr 23 min Barry Peterson 300A Art & Architecture Approved Approved Approved
Design Review Permit for an increase in roof
height to allow for the installation of an
elevator in an existing single-family residence
DR 13-184, Design Review Permit,Solomon, located at 130 Prospect Avenue (APN 065-191-
130 Prospect Avenue 63) December 4,2013 Approved 1:54:38]1 hr 49 min Jacques Ullman Approved Approved Approved
two detached single-family dwellings on a
single parcel, a Tentative Minor Subdivision
DR/TM/CUP/TR/EA 13-071,Design Review Map to subdivide the parcel into a common
Permit, Tentative Minor Subdivision Map, interest development for a condominium with
Conditional Use Permit, Tree Removal Permit, Jtwo units and one common area,Tree Removal
Encroachment Agreement,McGuire,60/62 Permit to remove 18 protective trees, and The design is insensitive and is
Marion Avenue recommendation for City Council approval of December 4,2013 Approved 2:08:00]2 hr 24 min Peter McGuire, Marty Zwick Approved Approved Denied too small for a home.
Applicant requested to move on
January 22,2014 to allow
DR/TRP 13-175, Design Review Permit, Tree Design Review Permit and Tree Removal additional time to consider
Removal Permit,Childs, 274 Glen Avenue Permit December 18,2013 Approved 1:25]1 min 5 sec Continued public and primary issues.
Design Review Permit for a 6 foot high, black
metal, vertical rail fence on the perimeter of
the residential property (aka Tanglewood) on
DR 13-322, Design Review Permit, Levin,168 the City's Local Historic Register at 168
Harrison Avenue Harrison Avenue (APN 065-091-10) January 22,2014 Approved 5:00]51 min 40 sec Mark Hulbert Preservation Architecture Approved Approved Approved
Design Review Permit to allow the after-the-
fact demolition of an outbuilding and
modification of the previously approved
DR/NC 10-377, Design Review Permit, Non- landscape and hardscape plan for the Casa
Conformity, CMSC Ventures, LLC,801 Madrona Hotel at 801 Bridgeway (APN 065-
Bridgeway 063-46) January 22,2014 Continued Date Uncertain 0:57:20]1 hr 11 min Scott Maas Safdie Rabines Architects Approved Approved Approved
Design Review Permit and Tree Removal To allow the applicant to To allow the applicant to
Permit to demolish an existing non-conforming address concerns of the address concerns of the
duplex,construct a single-family dwelling, and Commission including the Commission including the
DR/TRP 13-175, Design Review Permit, Tree remove two protected trees at 274 Glen Drive carport roof and the height of carport roof and the height of
Removal Permit,Palmira Investments,LLC, 274 ](APN 065-102-14). Continued from December the living room portion of the the living room portion of the
Glen Drive 18, 2013 meeting. January 22,2014 Continued Date Certain 2:13:43]1 hr 10 min Douglas Childs Tactics Studio Continued residence. Continued residence.
existing single-family dwelling totaling
approximately 979 square feet of floor area
and a recommendation to the City Council for
the approval of an Encroachment Agreement To correct a public noticing To correct a public noticing To correct a public noticing
DR/EA 13-297, Design Review in order to allow the construction of a error regarding the applicant's error regarding the applicant's error regarding the applicant's
Permit,Encroachment Agreement, Irwin-Mark, Jretaining wall within the Johnson Street public request for a conditional use request for a conditional use request for a conditional use
509 Johnson Street right-of-way fronting the property at 509 February 5,2014 Continued Date Certain 2:47]15 min 50 sec Continued permit to allow tandem parking.]Continued permit to allow tandem parking. Continued permit to allow tandem parking.
Design Review Permit to allow a design
modification to a previously approved Design The only thing that is really
Review Permit (DR 13-235) and a Variance to The factors considered are all impacted is the size of the room
allow an addition to encroach within the right physical. The ordinance does and the courtyard. Other
DR/VA 13-235, Design Review Permit, side yard setback for the residence at 619 not give us the latitude to factors are not being Zoning inconsistencies and
Variance,Yee, 619 Coloma Street Coloma Street (APN 064-061-12) February 5,2014 Denied 8:40]25 min 10 sec Richard Jow Denied approve it. Denied considered. Denied issues were not addressed.
regarding the standards and regulations for
residences in the Multi-Family (R-2-2.5 and R-
3) Zoning Districts. The proposed regulations
would decrease the allowable floor area,
building coverage and impervious surfaces of
ZOA 10-355, Standard for Mult-Family Zoned |any single dwelling unit. The total maximum
Properties, City of Sausalito allowable amount of floor area, building February 5,2014 Approved 0:33:57]2 hr 3 min Approved Approved Approved
installation of six Wayfinding signs located
within the public right-of-way at the following
locations: -Bridgeway/Princess Street -Ferry
Landing -Bridgeway/Johnson Street - To allow the chamber and DPW To allow the chamber and DPW To allow the chamber and DPW
Bridgeway/Ensign St./San Carlos Continued (public hearing time to provide additional time to provide additional time to provide additional
DR/SP 13-197, Design Review Permit, Sign Avenue/Caledonia Street -Ice House — regarding the Wayfinding Sign information relative to the information relative to the information relative to the
Permit, City of Sausalito Bridgeway/Bay Street -Dunphy Park — February 26,2014 Program) Date Uncertain Video cannot be played|Video cannot be played Jonathan Goldman Continued concerns given. Continued concerns given. Continued concerns given.
Continued (public hearings for Continued (public hearings for Continued (public hearings for
509 Johnson Street (Item 4) and 509 Johnson Street (Item 4) and 509 Johnson Street (Item 4) and
206 Third Street (Item 5) Date Certain Video cannot be played|Video cannot be played Continued Continued 206 Third Street (Item 5) Continued 206 Third Street (Item 5)
existing single-family dwelling totaling
approximately 984 square feet of floor area, a
Conditional Use Permit to allow tandem
DR/CUP/EA 13-297, Design Review Permit, parking, and a recommendation to the City
Conditional Use Permit,Encroachment Council for approval of an Encroachment
Agreement, Irwin and Mark, 509 Johnson Agreement to allow construction of a retaining NO (Didn't vote continue or
Street wall within the Johnson Street public right-of- March 12,2014 Approved Video cannot be played|Video cannot be played Michael Rex Michael Rex Architects deny) Approved Approved
Design Review Permit and Tree Removal
Permit to demolish an existing duplex, remove To allow the applicant to To allow the applicant to To allow the applicant to
two protected trees, and construct a single- address concerns of the address concerns of the address concerns of the
DR/TRP 13-175, Design Review Permit, Tree family dwelling located at 274 Glen Avenue commission including the commission including the commission including the
Removal Permit, Palmira Investments, 274 (APN 065-102-14). Continued from January 22, carport roof and height of living carport roof and height of living carport roof and height of living
Glen Avenue 2014 meeting. March 12,2014 Continued Date Certain Video cannot be played|Video cannot be played Continued room. Continued room. Continued room.
Design Review Permit and Tree Removal
Permit to demolish the existing two-story
single-family residence and construct a new
two-story single-family residence on property
DR/TRP 13-122, Design Review Permit, Tree located on 206 Third Street (APN 065-238-47).
Removal Permit, Vanderlinden, 206 Third Continued from the February 26, 2014
Street meeting. March 12,2014 Approved Video cannot be played|Video cannot be played Michael Heacock Approved Approved
Removal Permit to allow for modifications and
additions to the existing nonconforming
dwelling at 22 Atwood Avenue (APN 065-203-
02). The resulting four-story structure will total
DR/VA/TRP/EA 14-006, Design Review Permit, 1,719 square feet of floor area with three To allow the applicant to To allow the applicant to
Variance, Tree Removal Permit, Encroachment |floors of living area above a two-car garage. A address the Heightened Design address the Heightened Design
Agreement, Figel, 22 Atwood Avenue. Variance is requested to exceed the maximum March 12,2014 Continued Date Certain Video cannot be played|Video cannot be played Continued Review Findings. Continued Review Findings.
Removal Permit to allow for modifications and
additions to the existing, non-conforming
dwelling at 22 Atwood Avenue (APN 065-203-
02). The resulting four-story structure will total
DR/VA/TRP/EA 14-006, Design Review Permit, [|1,719 square feet of floor area with three Further time for applicant to Further time for applicant to
Variance, Tree Removal Permit, Encroachment |floors of living area above a two-car garage. A address all concerns especially address all concerns especially
Agreement, Figel, 22 Atwood Avenue. Variance is requested to exceed the maximum March 26,2014 Continued Date Uncertain 1:27:59]1 hr 12 min Martin Bernstein Continued the Heightened Design Findings. Continued the Heightened Design Findings.
Design Review Permit and Tree Removal
Permit for the remodel of an existing single-
DR/TRP 13-273, Design Review Permit, Tree family residence into a two-story single-family to allow Historic Landmarks to allow Historic Landmarks
Removal Permit, McCurdy, 19 Toyon. residence. April 16,2014 Continued Date Uncertain 0:03:23]1 min 4 sec Continued Board review of the project. Continued Board review of the project.
Time Extension for a previously approved
Design Review, Variance and Tree Removal
DR/VA/TRP 06-069, Design Review Permit, Permit for the demolition of an existing duplex
Variance, Tree Removal Permit, McLaughlin, and the new construction of three detached
919, 921, 923 Bridgeway. residences. April 16,2014 Approved 4:28]1 min 24 sec Jim Malott Approved Approved
A Design Review Permit and Tree Removal
Permit to demolish an existing duplex, remove
two protected trees, and construct a
DR/TRP 13-175, Design Review, Tree Removal [singlefamily dwelling located at 274 Glen
Permit, Palmira Investments, 274 Glen Avenue. JAvenue (APN 065-102-14). April 16,2014 Approved 0:25:03]42 min 9 sec Linda Hothem, Douglas Childs Approved Approved
the installation of an awning and identification
signage and a recommendation to the City
Council for approval of an Encroachment
Agreement to allow an awning to encroach five
DR/SP/EA 14-030, Design Review Permit, Sign [feet into the Bridgeway public right-of-way on
Permit, Encroachment Agreement, Nadjibi, 755]the building located in the Downtown Historic NO (Didn't vote continue or
Bridgeway Overlay Zoning District at 755 Bridgeway (APN April 30,2014 Approved 4:50]50 min 20 sec Bahram Nazarian Barcelino Approved deny)
A Tentative Map, a Condo Conversion Permit, a
TM/CCP/DR/TRP/EA 13-139, Tentative Map, Design Review Permit, a Tree Removal Permit,
Condo Conversion Permit, Design Review and an Encroachment Agreement to convert Staff recommended to continue Staff recommended to continue
Permit, Tree Removal Permit, Encroachment |three single-family residences on a single hearing to a date uncertain in hearing to a date uncertain in
Agreement, Rushford, 420 & 422 Napa Street |parcel into three condominiums with a accordance w/applicant's accordance w/applicant's
& 114 Filbert Avenue common area parcel. April 30,2014 Continued Date Uncertain 2:04:32]1 min 8 sec Continued request. Continued request.
Condominiums Initial Environmental
GPA/ZOA/PD/TM/DR/CC/EA, General Plan Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Amendment, Zoning Ordinance Amendment, |(IES/MND) released for public comment on
Planned Development, Tentative Map, Design JApril 1, 2014. The IES/MND analyzes the Public Hearing only. The public Public Hearing only. The public
Review Permit, Condominium Conversion, potential environmental impacts of the comment period is scheduled to comment period is scheduled to
Encroachment Agreement, Kashef, 201 proposed modification of the existing conclude at the May 14, 2014 conclude at the May 14, 2014
Bridgeway & 206 Second Street. commercial building at 201 Bridgeway into April 30,2014 Planning Commission meeting. 2:06:00)45 min 13 sec Michael Rex Michael Rex Architects Planning Commission meeting.
Permit, Design Review Permit, and an Review Permit, subject to the
Encroachment Agreement to convert three following additional Condition
TM/CCP/DR/EA 13-139, Tentative Map, single-family residences on a single parcel into of Approval: A sidewalk shall be
Condominium Conversion Permit, Design three condominiums with a common area constructed to connect the
Review Permit, Encroachment Agreement, parcel and recommendation of City Council upper and lower existing
Rushford, Russo, Johnson, Haitani, 420 & 422 Japproval of an Encroachment Agreement to sidewalks, subject to approval
Napa Street & 114 Filbert Avenue construct a new retaining wall within the Napa May 14,2014 of the plans by the Department Video cannot be played|Video cannot be played Mark Rushford Approved Approved
Approved: approval of an
Encroachment Agreement.
Approved Approved
Continued: Continue the public
hearing for a Tentative Map and Continue the public hearing for Continue the public hearing for
Condominium a Tentative Map and a Tentative Map and
Conversion Permit to a date Condominium Conversion Condominium Conversion
uncertain Date Uncertain Continued Permit to a date uncertain Continued Permit to a date uncertain
GPA/ZOA/PD/TM/DR/CC/EA 13-150, General |Condominiums Initial Environmental
Plan Amendment, Zoning Ordinance Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Amendment, Planned Development Permit, (IES/MND). The IES/MND analyzes the Commissioner Cleveland-
Tentative Map, Design Review Permit, potential environmental impacts of the Knowles requested the motion
Condominium Conversion Permit, proposed modification of the existing be amended to continue the
Encroachment Agreement, Kashef, 201 commercial building at 201 Bridgeway into hearing to the meeting of May
Bridgeway & 206 Second Street seven residential condominiums and the May 14,2014 Continued Date Certain Video cannot be played|Video cannot be played Ben Noble PlaceWorks Continued 28, 2014.
Amendment of Zoning Map, Planned
GPA/ZOA/PD/TM/DR/CC/EA, General Plan Development Permit, Tentative Map, Design
Amendment, Zoning Ordinance Amendment, |Review Permit, Condominium Conversion
Planned Development Permit, Tentative Map, |Permit, and Encroachment Agreement for the
Design Review Permit, Condominium proposed modifications of the existing To accept public comments &
Conversion Permit, Encroachment Agreement, Jcommercial building at 201 Bridgeway into continue public hearing on May
Kashef, 201 Bridgeway & 206 Second Street seven residential condominiums and the May 14,2014 Continued Date Certain Video cannot be played|Video cannot be played Ben Noble PlaceWorks Continued 28.

DR/CUP 14-113, Design Review Permit,
Conditional Use Permit, Bridgeway Marina
Corp. and City of Sausalito, 225 Locust
Street/Foot of Locust Street/Humboldt Right-of

for non-motorized watercraft located in the
City right-of-way at the foot of Locust Street,
and a Conditional Use Permit to allow Sea Trek
to fulfill their parking requirement with off-site
parking in City Lot Parking 5 (Humboldt right-of
way) and to allow Sea Trek to provide dry boat

applicant had requested the
public hearing for 225 Locust
Street/Foot of Locust
Street/Humboldt Right-of-Way
be continued to a date

applicant had requested the
public hearing for 225 Locust
Street/Foot of Locust
Street/Humboldt Right-of-Way
be continued to a date

applicant had requested the
public hearing for 225 Locust
Street/Foot of Locust
Street/Humboldt Right-of-Way
be continued to a date

Way storage at 225 Locust Street (APN 065-031-01.) May 28,2014 Y Y Y Y Y Y Continued 5 Date Uncertain Y N 4:34]1 min 30 sec 49 N Continued uncertain Continued uncertain Continued uncertain

installation of six way-finding signs located
within the public right-of-way at the following
locations: Bridgeway/Princess Street Ferry
Landing Bridgeway/Johnson Street

DR-SP 13-197, Design Review Permit, Sign Bridgeway/Ensign St./San Carlos
Permit, City of Sausalito, WayFinding Sign Ave./Caledonia St. Ice House — Bridgeway/Bay
Program Street Dunphy Park — Bridgeway/Napa Street May 28,2014 Y Y Y Y Y Y Continued 5 Date Certain Y N 5:36]1 min 11 sec N Continued HLB did not have a quorum Continued HLB did not have a quorum Continued HLB did not have a quorum

existing building for a wine tasting room; a Sign
Permit and Design Review Permit for the use of
an existing projecting sign; and a

CUP/SP/DR/EA, Conditional Use Permit, Sign  Jrecommendation for City Council approval of Approved: approve a

Permit, Design Review Permit, Encroachment ]an Encroachment Agreement to allow an Conditional Use Permit, Design

Agreement, Madrigal Family Winery, 819 existing sign to project into the public rightof- Review Permit and Sign

Bridgeway way at 819 Bridgeway (APN 065-063-24). May 28,2014 Y Y Y Y Y Y Permit for 819 Bridgeway 5 Y N 6:56{17 min 35 sec N Approved Approved Approved

Approved: approval of an
Encroachment Agreement for

819 Bridgeway 5 Approved Approved Approved
GPA/ZOA/PD/TM/DR/CC/EA 13-150, General JEnvironmental Study/Mitigated Negative
Plan Land Use Map Amendment, Zoning Map [Declaration (IES/MND). The IES/MND analyzes
Amendment, Planned Development Permit, the potential environmental impacts of the
Tentative Map, Design Review Permit, proposed modification of the existing
Condominium Conversion Permit, commercial building at 201 Bridgeway into Staff recommended to continue
Encroachment Agreement, Kashef, 201 seven residential condominiums and the the hearing on the IES/MND to
Bridgeway & 206 Second Street modification of the existing single-family May 28,2014 Y Y Y Y Continued 3 Date Certain Y Y 23:48)3 hr 20 min N Continued June 4.
GPA/ZOA/PD/TM/DR/CC/EA 13-150, General JAmendment of Zoning Map, Planned
Plan Land Use Map Amendment, Zoning Map |Development Permit, Tentative Map, Design
Amendment, Planned Development Permit, Review Permit, Condominium Conversion
Tentative Map, Design Review Permit, Permit, and Encroachment Agreement for the
Condominium Conversion Permit, proposed modification of the existing
Encroachment Agreement, Kashef, 201 commercial building at 201 Bridgeway into
Bridgeway & 206 Second Street seven residential condominiums and the May 28,2014 Y Y Y Y Public Hearing Only. Y Y 3:44:41]13 min 9 sec 5 6 Ben Noble PlaceWorks N
Appeal of an administrative decision by the
Community Development Director to deny an
Occupational Use Permit for a bakery in an
ZP 14-074,0ccuptional Use existing commercial building located at 707 Staff recommended the public
Permit,Nucifora,707 Bridgeway Bridgeway (APN 065-34-01) May 28,2014 Y Y Y Y Continued 3 Date Certain N N 3:44:41]13 min 9 sec N Continued hearing be continued
Director Graves indicated the Director Graves indicated the Director Graves indicated the
item needed to be considered item needed to be considered item needed to be considered
by the Historic Landmarks by the Historic Landmarks by the Historic Landmarks
Design Review Permit and Tree Removal Board at its June 11, 2014 Board at its June 11, 2014 Board at its June 11, 2014
DR/TRP 13-273, Design Review Permit, Tree Permit for the remodel of an existing single- meeting before coming to the meeting before coming to the meeting before coming to the
Removal Permit, Grattan and McCurdy, 19 family residence into a two-story singlefamily Planning Commission and Planning Commission and Planning Commission and
Toyon residence. June 4,2014 Y Y Y Y Y Continued 4 Date Certain Y N 4:10]1 hr 40 min N Continued recommended the Commission |Continued recommended the Commission Continued recommended the Commission
GPA/ZOA/PD/TM/DR/CC/EA 13-150, General JEnvironmental Study/Mitigated Negative remaining the Commission did
Plan Land Use Map Amendment, Zoning Map [Declaration (IES/MND). The IES/MND analyzes not have a quorum and would
Amendment, Planned Development Permit, the potential environmental impacts of the not be able to take action,
Tentative Map, Design Review Permit, proposed modification of the existing including continuing the item,
Condominium Conversion Permit, commercial building at 201 Bridgeway into on Items 2 and 3. However, the
Encroachment Agreement, Kashef, 201 seven residential condominiums and the Commission would hear public
Bridgeway & 206 Second Street modification of the existing single-family June 4,2014 Y Y Y comment, give feedback, and Y Y 1:26:50]22 min 24 sec Ben Noble PlaceWorks N
GPA/ZOA/PD/TM/DR/CC/EA 13-150, General JAmendment of Zoning Map, Planned remaining the Commission did
Plan Land Use Map Amendment, Zoning Map |Development Permit, Tentative Map, Design not have a quorum and would
Amendment, Planned Development Permit, Review Permit, Condominium Conversion not be able to take action,
Tentative Map, Design Review Permit, Permit, and Encroachment Agreement for the including continuing the item,
Condominium Conversion Permit, proposed modification of the existing on Items 2 and 3. However, the
Encroachment Agreement, Kashef, 201 commercial building at 201 Bridgeway into Commission would hear public
Bridgeway & 206 Second Street. seven residential condominiums and the June 4,2014 Y Y Y comment, give feedback, and Y Y 1:50:14]3 min 22 sec Ben Noble PlaceWorks N
installation of six way-finding signs located
within the public right-of-way at the following
locations: Bridgeway/Princess Street Ferry
Landing Bridgeway/Johnson Street
DR/SP 13-197, Design Review Permit, Sign Bridgeway/Ensign St./San Carlos
Permit, Way-Finding Sign Program, City of Ave./Caledonia St. Ice House — Bridgeway/Bay NO (Didn't vote continue or NO (Didn't vote continue or
Sausalito. Street Dunphy Park — Bridgeway/Napa Street June 18,2014 Y Y Y Y Y Y Approved 3 Y N 6:47|1 hr 4 min N Approved denied) denied)
Design Review Permit and Tree Removal
DR/TRP 13-273, Design Review Permit, Tree Permit for a two-story addition on an existing
Removal Permit, 19 Toyon Partners, 19 Toyon [single-family residence. Public hearing To continue for further To continue for further To continue for further
Lane continued from June 4, 2014 meeting. June 18,2014 Y Y Y Y Y Y Continued 5 Date Uncertain Y N 1:16:55]1 hr 2 min Bruce Burman Jazz Builders, Inc. N Continued evaluation. Continued evaluation. Continued evaluation.
Environmental Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IES/MND). The IES/MND analyzes
the potential environmental impacts of an
after-the-fact Design Review Permit and two
Variances for a 10-foot high retaining wall and
DR/VA 04-038, Design Review Permit, patio constructed without permits in the side To continue for further To continue for further To continue for further
Variance, Woodrow, 9 Edwards Avenue. yard setback and an after-the-fact Tree June 18,2014 Y Y Y Y Y Y Continued 5 Date Certain Y Y 2:18:26]30 min 20 sec Y Continued evaluation. Continued evaluation. Continued evaluation.
GPA/ZOA/PD/TM/DR/CC/EA 13-150, General JEnvironmental Study/Mitigated Negative
Plan Land Use Map Amendment, Zoning Map [Declaration (IES/MND). The IES/MND analyzes
Amendment, Planned Development Permit, the potential environmental impacts of the
Tentative Map, Design Review Permit, pr<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>