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CALL TO ORDER/ROL

Chair Tiernan called h
were present.

APPROVAL;

SEVENTH STREET APPEAIL
10720D; DESIGN REVIEW
APN: 141-251-16; 1024 SEVENTH STREET

Consider an appeal of the Community Development Director’s
approval of a Design Review for 5,449 sf duplex, on a level 13,050 sf
parcel in a Medium Density Multi Family Residential, 4,500 sf per unit
(R10-4.5) Zone District.
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Paul Bickner, Planner 11, summarized the staff report and recommended that the Commission
adopt the attached resolutions denying the appeal and upholding the decision of the
Community Development Director.

Commissioner Gildea discussed page 2 of the staff report under “Environmental
Assessment” and expressed concern for Section 15303(a), which exempts single-family
residences in a residential zone, but pointed out to staff that this is a duplex. Planner Bickner
responded that Section 15303 covers all similar such type size structures, so they are all
exempt. Commissioner Gildea added that the section just indicated does have a Section (b)
and asked staff if Section (a) is appropriate. Planner Bickner responded that the Section
15303 is the exemption code section for all such minor construction:as
duplexes. Commissioner Gildea then discussed page 19 of the stafl
first paragraph, which stated, “that the applicant has submitted a re
for an 5,449 sf first and second floor addition to an exis ’# 80 s

sf parcel in a Medium Density Multi-Family Residentia
District” and expressed concern for “an addition.” Planiy
revised construction methodology necessary the applica
longer an addition. It will be a new construction and nor
utilized.

Commissioner Willhite asked staff the maxi
expressed concern for on-street parking pr
application is for a duplex only. State law
as anything but a duplex. As a duplex, they do:1
in the garage and two independent acgessible park

1024 Seventh Street for the Gilead House for
ecember 11, 2007, which was submitted to

goes by size, mass and if it fits in with the

too large for the single story homes on either side. It is

h the neighborhood.

ng of any part of the building before the appeal is heard.

| garage are asbestos shakes and no doubt there is asbestos

these years. So no demolition should take place until this is

addressed. ‘

3. The Northwest
livable.

4. 1In regard to Design Review approval rules, Jeff Cavener is a member of the DRC
may therefore be given priority by the Community Development Director.

d Plan gives reasons not to demo a single-family homes that is

Ms. Meyers then read a letter dated November 26, 2007 into the record, which she submitted
to staff and the Commission expressing concern for parking; demolition plans; children
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safety; the design of the building; size of the building; proposed fencing; number of
bedrooms; tree removal; the high-density buffer; changing the character of the neighborhood;
and impacting the neighborhood. Ms. Meyers also wanted to know who paid for this
application. She believed the Director should be using discretion and believed the developer
should have come to the neighbors in order to receive input. General Plan Appendix A under
“Novato Neighborhoods” states, “ that the City adopted the Northwest Quad in 1977 and the
objective was to maintain a mixed residential use with high population concentration to the
downtown while preserving the existing small single-family homes.” Residents have
expressed concerns that under present regulations sound single-family homes have continued
to be displaced by multi-family units and the General Plans calls for preparing a specific plan
for the Northwest Quad. This plan should be sent back and not revise duplex. Also,
when it goes through the DRC process, colors and materials are discy s must start
all over again and be sent back to DRC.

Winding Way resident understands the factors that:
administrative review because it appeared to have ng
residents in the area did not receive notification about this
the building. It is a cumulative concern that he has witl
neighborhood. He recommended scheduling a public hear
developer and the City to receive public input and .thg 1 make a sound
decision.

Valencia Court resident expressed concern;
submitted letters to staff regarding setification: A sed concern for parking
because she believes adequate p xpressed her belief that the
conﬁguration of the building do for a duplex. In her view this

size of the bmldmg and asked the Commission
secause the neighborhood should be involved in

icient and the functions are intermixed. She stated her
id breakfast or a conference center, not a duplex. Because it
¢ required and adequate parking is not provided. He also
wanted to know who pplicant is because the name is not provided. He believed this
duplex could be consid two group homes. A hotel parking requirement is one parking
space for each bed in a hotel, so the staff report is contradictory in his view.

side. A duple:
belief that it is me
is a duplex only

Marion Ave resident was not aware of this project and thanked the surrounding residents for
informing him of such development. He then asked the definition of a “duplex” because
what is indicated in the staff report 1s not in his opinion a duplex. When reviewing the
location, this is in front of a park and bus stop and he expressed concern for dangerous
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situations. He expressed concern for ongoing maintenance of the facility. He expressed
concern for safety in regard to this group home. Before this facility is allowed in this
neighborhood and disrupts the general appearance, the question of legal aid, education,
maintenance and how do they define this structure as a “duplex” to fit in with a single-family
home neighborhood should be addressed. He also expressed concern for this project not
ooing before the DRC, since this is being demolished, then a total review must occur at the
DRC level. He believed an EIR should be required. In regard to the survey that was
conducted, he believes several residents had no idea this was occurring. He further asked that
the neighborhood be given more opportunity to provide comments,

Winding Way resident hates to see projects come forward in this fast on, and it is sad when
neighborhoods cannot embrace projects due to the notification pro
included in the process in order to provide their commentsiand co
this process is necessary to avoid future problems, so th
Commission everyone is on the same page. She hope
meetings and recommended going through the proper pro

for; the

Ms. Meyers wanted to know why her letters were not an
comments. She asked how it is possible to demolish a sin
the developer meet with the neighbors. This is their#e
this project, so the developer should have met
Second Story Ordinance has been in the makii
qualify. This City talks and rewrites and n
ft. homes have about three garages, not two
this facility near a park in regard to
Commission to make the right deci

hy this did not
. Most 5,000 sq.
is needed to operate

and brough

Comun

and’

public ebb explained that there is confusion. What is applied
for and be construction of a duplex. Certainly the Commission can

review for a duplex including design review findings and
ether or not a group home or any of the facilities listed in
considered a single family residential use, those are just that,
ular property and conditions cannot be attached based on use as

address any
facts as applicab
State law that can |
residential uses of that
a group home.

Commissioner Berson clarified that the architecture of the building can be questioned.
Assistant Attorney Nebb explained that neighborhood compatibility can be addressed and
any items set forth in the required design review findings can also be addresses. Items such
as design layout, parking requirements for residential structures and duplexes may all be
considered. But the Commission cannot require additional parking for this particular
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