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PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT 
 
 
MEETING 
DATE:  June 18, 2018 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Vivek Damodaran, Planner I 
 (415) 899-8939  
 
SUBJECT:  SATRAP RESIDENCE  
   P2018-006; DESIGN REVIEW 
   P2018-007; LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 
   CEQA CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT – SECTIONS 15301 & 15305 
   APN 160-364-04 & -14; 9 THUNDERBIRD DRIVE 
     
 
REQUEST 
 
Conduct a public hearing and consider possible adoption of a resolution denying an appeal of the 
Design Review Commission’s approval of design review and lot line adjustment applications 
related to expansion of the Satrap residence (“Project”), finding the Project to be categorically 
exempt from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15301 and 15305, and approving the design review and lot line adjustment applications.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On May 2, 2018, the Design Review Commission (DRC) approved design review and lot line 
adjustment (lot merger) applications addressing the merging of two existing parcels, placing 
additions on an existing residence, and site improvements at 9 Thunderbird Drive. Subsequently, 
on May 10, 2018, the Community Development Department received an appeal of the DRC’s 
decision from a resident of 5 Thunderbird Drive. 
 
The appellant’s letter is attached for Planning Commission reference as attachment No. 2. 
 
The Design Review Commission (DRC) meeting minutes (draft) and staff report of May 2, 2018, 
are attached for Planning Commission reference as attachments No. 3 and 4 respectively. The DRC 
staff report provides a project description and staff analysis of the Project.  The project plans are 
appended to the DRC staff report.  
 
APPEAL PROCEDURE 
 
Novato Municipal Code (NMC) Section 19.54.040E.1 describes the procedures to consider an 
appeal. In this instance, the Planning Commission need not limit its consideration of the matter to 
the specific grounds of the appeal raised by the appellant, but may consider any issue associated 
with the Project.  In short, the Planning Commission may consider the Project anew.  
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The Planning Commission may deny or uphold an appeal. Staff has provided a draft resolution 
(Attachment No. 1) denying the appeal for Planning Commission consideration.  This resolution 
is presented in support of staff’s recommendation on the Project and the DRC’s decision to approve 
the Project at its hearing of May 2, 2018. Should the Planning Commission desire to uphold the 
appeal and deny the Project then staff would return to the Commission with a resolution reflecting 
that direction.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The Planning Commission is asked to review the DRC staff report of May 2, 2018 (Attachment 
No. 4) for a comprehensive project description and staff analysis of the Project’s conformity with 
applicable policies of the Novato General Plan and development standards of the Novato 
Municipal Code.  The findings of approval adopted by the DRC, modified to correct an omission, 
are provided in the draft resolution attached (Attachment No. 1) for Planning Commission 
consideration.  The modification to the findings of approval is discussed below.   
 
The discussion below addresses the appellant’s statements regarding the accuracy of information 
provided by the Community Development Department regarding the Project and the Project’s 
consistency with the General Plan and Municipal Code. The discussion does not address the 
appellant’s statements about the veracity of comments made by members of the public addressing 
the DRC, nor interpretation of the remarks made by members of the DRC regarding the Project.  
The discussion generally follows the order of items listed in the appellant’s letter, but some 
comments (e.g., nos. of trees slated for removal) have been consolidated since they made multiple 
times by the appellant.  
 
Appellant Statement No. 1: 
 
“Page 2-3 under project description list the existing upper floor bedroom as 394 sq. ft. whereas 
on the current plans (Attached) you will see the existing bedroom as 281 sq. ft. These calculations 
are being used in the “net” total of additional square ft. being added.” 
 
Staff Response:  The upper-floor of the existing residence includes a 755 sq. ft. studio, 113 sq. ft. 
of floor area created by dormers at the four-corners of the studio, and a 281 sq. ft. bedroom. The 
dormer area was incorrectly listed in the DRC staff report as being part of the upper level bedroom. 
 
Appellant Statement No. 2: 
 
“Page 3 states the removal of 14 trees. Page 8 proposes the removal of 17. Which is it?” 
 
Staff Response: Seventeen non-heritage trees are labeled on the project plans as being removed. 
The landscape architect for the Project was asked to confirm the level of tree removal for the 
Project. The landscape architect submitted a letter dated May 14, 2018 (Attachment No. 6), listing 
the trees to be removed – a total of seventeen non-heritage trees are listed for removal.  Note that 
two trees are listed as multi-trunk; each trunk was counted as an individual tree. 



Sr18018;06/11/18  3   

Appellant Statement No. 3: 
 
“Page 3-4 under environmental assessment claims that the current existing floor area totals 3843 
sq. ft. It is my understanding that the attached studio (755 sq. ft.) has not been included in this 
floor area calculation. You will notice in this section there is no mention of the total new proposed 
sq. footage with the 1048 addition. Is it 3843 without the attached studio or See attached email 
correspondence where Steve Marshall who says that the total new sq. footage will be 5,391 sq. ft. 
Which is not what the staff report or public notices convey. Its concerning that the correct total 
square footage of the proposed "remodel" is not accurately/directly conveyed but rather the lesser 
public perceived net sq. footage addition of 1048 is however. Steve Marshall says in an email to 
me that “The total size of the residence, including the garage, will be 5391 sq. ft., versus the 
existing residence I garage of 4,343." Have the planners intentionally left off the Studio in its 
report and public notices? I asked Steve Marshall at the public hearing if the attached studio is 
part of the floor plan calculations. He chose not to answer.” 
 
Staff Response:  The existing residential structure has a total area of 4,343 square feet, including 
the garage and upper-level studio. The existing studio is included in the total area of the expanded 
home, which equals 5,391 sq. ft. The net increase in home size after deductions for floor area 
removed is 1,048 sq. ft.  The project architect has confirmed these area figures.  
 
The public notice issued for the DRC’s hearing listed the net area being added to the existing 
residence. Staff felt that describing the net area of the additions versus total building size was 
sufficient to give members of the public an understanding of the scope of the Project. Based on the 
appellant’s concerns, the notice issued for the Planning Commission’s hearing includes the total 
building area resulting from the Project, that being 5,391 sq. ft.   
 
Staff was not directed by the Design Review Commission to address the appellant’s question about 
building area.   
 
Appellant Statement No. 4: 
 
“Page 5. C1 Policy 1. Makes reference to the scale of the project which I would argue is twice the 
size of the average size home in the area. See attached average report for our area.” 

 
“Page 5-6 Policy 27. Makes reference to the size of the project which I would argue is twice the 
size of the average size home in the area. See attached average report for our area. The range 
specified is between 2,000 to 4600 with no report of reference to source.” 
 
“Page 12 Design Review findings a. The size of the proposed project will be almost twice the size 
of the average home in the area.” 
 
Staff Response:  The range of home sizes listed in the DRC report focused on residences in the 
area immediately surrounding the project site based on data from Zillow.com, which obtains 
structure figures from public records. Staff has since reviewed the property records of the Marin 
County Assessor/Recorder’s office for all the residences located along Thunderbird Drive. 
According to the Assessor’s records, homes on Thunderbird Drive range from 2,300 to 5,550 
square feet in total building size (floor area plus garage), with an average building area of 
approximately 4,070 square feet. The Project would result in a building area approximately 25% 
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larger than the average size of the residences on Thunderbird Drive.  
 

ADDRESS RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE SF. 
1 Thunderbird 3,065 
7 Thunderbird 2,710 
5 Thunderbird 3,351 
6 Thunderbird 3,858 
10 Thunderbird 4,588 
11 Thunderbird 3,720 
15 Thunderbird 2,286 
17 Thunderbird 3,340 
10 Thunderbird 4,588 
25 Thunderbird 4,328 
29 Thunderbird 4,265 
30 Thunderbird 3,842 
33 Thunderbird 4,615 
34 Thunderbird 4,806 
37 Thunderbird 4,673 
41 Thunderbird 5,407 
42 Thunderbird 3,632 
45 Thunderbird 4,171 
46 Thunderbird 5,517 
49 Thunderbird 4,877 
53 Thunderbird 3,843 

Average 4,070 
 
Existing building size information is routinely reviewed by staff to obtain a sense of the pattern of 
development of a given area. There is no criteria in the General Plan or Zoning Ordinance that 
stipulates new development must match or be proximal in size to a nearby building(s). A variety 
of factors are considered when reviewing the compatibility of a project with its setting, including 
the size of the project site, topography, vegetation, proximity to existing development, visibility, 
massing/height, and architectural design.  
 
Appellant Statement No. 5: 
 
“By allowing the merging of lots the architect is proposing to build 26 ft. to the limits of the 
property line to the most densely populated corner of the property which will degrade the current 
privacy/space that exists between 4 properties. We have tried to discuss compromise with this push 
in an effort to keep some of the existing trees and privacy but have only been met with resistance 
and comments like “your lucky were not building a second story".” 
 
Staff Response:  
 
Lot Line Adjustment 
 
The proposed lot line adjustment (merging parcels) would remove an existing property line that 
currently precludes expansion of the Satrap residence to the north and northwest due to an inability 
to meet required setbacks.  As a result, new development at the project site could be placed closer 
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to the common property lines adjoining 5 and 7 Thunderbird Drive.  
 
Local agencies are limited to reviewing and making a determination regarding whether or not the 
parcels resulting from a proposed lot line adjustment conform to the local general plan (land use), 
any applicable specific plan, and zoning and building ordinances. If a lot line adjustment is found 
to comply with local requirements, then an agency is compelled to approve the adjustment.  
 
The objective zoning criteria (e.g., minimum lot size, width, and depth) used to assess lot line 
adjustments does not address the issue of whether such an action could result in the expansion of 
an existing residence or the placement of new development closer to common property lines.  Any 
expansion of development achievable as a result of a lot line adjustment is addressed as a separate 
matter through application of the development standards of the Municipal Code (e.g., minimum 
setbacks) and design review, if applicable.  
 
As noted in the DRC staff report, the parcel resulting from the lot line adjustment would comply 
with the General Plan with respect to land use since both involved parcels carry the same land use 
designation – Low Density Residential (R1). In addition, the resulting lot would conform to 
minimum lot size, width, and depth requirements specified for properties in the R1-10 Zoning 
District. 
 
Privacy 
 
As discussed in the DRC staff report, staff considered the location and potential implications of 
the Project with respect to compatibility with surrounding residential development, including the 
privacy of adjacent residences. The review of privacy matters is focused on avoiding building 
designs that allow direct views into private areas of a residence, such as bathrooms and bedrooms.  
This review takes into consideration the distance between residences, height variations between 
buildings, and any existing or proposed screening elements (e.g., fencing, landscaping, etc.). 
Guaranteeing the privacy of outdoor yard areas is often not possible in a suburban setting like 
Novato where homes lie in close proximity to one and other.  
 
Staff and the DRC, by recommendation and adoption of findings of approval respectively, believe 
the privacy of the interior spaces of the homes adjacent to the project site, including that of the 
appellant, would not be compromised by the Project based on the significant separation between 
buildings (60-feet to 5 Thunderbird and 55-feet to 7 Thunderbird), the height of the proposed 
additions (single-story), the height and location of existing and proposed solid board fencing (6-
feet high), and the location of trees to be retained along the north and northwest property line.   
 
Appellant Statement No. 6: 
 
“The reference on Page 6 paragraph 5 that our resident is 3-5 ft. lower than the project site is 
misleading and incorrect. I would argue the homes are actually at the same level however due to 
the 4-5 foot mound (which is not accurately surveyed) that was created - to-add a waterfall next 
to the 4 trunk redwood on their property is likely where they have drawn a point of comparison.” 
 
“Page 8 makes reference to the additions being proposed on the primary flat portion of the site. 
There is nothing flat about the 4-5 ft. mound next to the biggest redwood tree slated for removal. 
Topo survey is inaccurate in this part of the property.” 



Sr18018;06/11/18  6   

 
Staff Response: A three to five foot grade change over a distance of 90- to 95-feet (existing 
separation between the home at 5 Thunderbird and the existing residence at 9 Thunderbird) appears 
gradual to the eye and can be perceived as both properties lying generally at the same elevation.  
 
Appellant Statement No. 7 
 
“On page 6 the second to last paragraph describes elevations comparing 7 & 9 thunderbird then 
inaccurately makes reference to 5 thunderbird in the last sentence.” 
 
Staff Response:  The correct reference should be 7 Thunderbird Drive.  
 
Appellant Statement No. 8 
 
“On Page 6 on the description of the "removing several" trees (at least 10 redwoods) to 
accommodate the new addition and installing a 6 foot solid fence board. There is no mention of 
the new proposed plantings of 15 gallon pittosporum which Jordon mentioned he would do. Also, 
it has always been our belief that some of these 10 trees could stay and not affect the new addition. 
We feel some compromise here would be beneficialness [sic] to the existing redwood grove and 
the privacy that as proposed with the 6 foot solid board fence will feel like a back yard in the 
Hamilton housing complex.” 
 
The landscape architect for the Project submitted a revised plan showing the placement of  
Pittosporum, an evergreen shrub that can grow up to 15-feet tall, along the fence proposed at the 
common property line between appellant’s residence and the project site. The addition of 
Pittosporum was discussed at the DRC hearing.  This revised landscape plan excerpt is provided 
as Attachment No. 7. 
 
The issue of tree removal and retention is discussed below. 
 
Appellant Statement No. 9 

 
“Page 9 finding # 3. We actually believe that the gross removal of the 10 redwood trees could 
cause the remaining trees to suffer as redwoods live in communities and share shallow root 
systems. Reference Arborist report from Tad Jacobs that it’s best not to disturb the trees but if you 
have to one should follow procedures to help insure the health of the remains trees. (See report) 
Therefore, we disagree with the finding that the project would not be detrimental to the safety and 
not be materially injurious to the property.” 

 
“Page 10 & 11 the statement that both Arborist shared similar views is inaccurate. Jordon's 
Arborist stated that Trees with Multi-trunk configuration should be removed as they are at critical 
mass. Whereas, Tad Jacobs from Tree masters stated that the trees are healthy and do not require 
removal and ideal [sic] should be left alone. I will point out that the majority of the redwoods 
slated for removal are single trunk. The statement that neither of the arborist [sic] indicated a 
significant safety issue with the removal of the trees is false. Jordon’s Arborist [sic] never gave 
his opinion on the safety of the remaining trees if the 10 out of the 12 trees were to be removed. 
We have been asking for a 3rd opinion on this concern but it was denied by Steve Marshall. Likely 
due to the incorrect statement by Joe Farrell’s professional opinion in an email to Steve Marshall 
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that states “Professionally speaking, I feel this exercise is not necessary due to the fact that both 
arborist have come to the same conclusion." See [sic] email in public record. This is not true. Both 
had completely different views on how one should approach the removal of the trees. It is also 
clear that thousands of redwood trees in Marin County exist with multi-trunks including the city 
owned Rancho Babe Silva baseball field, just outside the kindergarten area of Pleasant Valley 
Elementary, and even in the back yard of the previous Satrap residence at 475 Fairway dr.[sic]” 

 
“Pete Petersen the landscape Architect claimed that the trees are not in good health because they 
aren't on irrigation. This is a false and inaccurate statement. The redwood grove has a sprinkler 
that comes on in the evening around 9 o'clock a few times a week. I've heard it for over 7 years. 
The trees are in good health as per Tad Jacobs from Tree Masters. (30 years in Marin).” 

 
“The redwood tree that shares the lot line is incorrectly delineated as two trunks. It has three large 
trunks. I have asked for this to be fixed on the plans over and over again but feel there may be a 
motive for leaving it as 2 trunks. The motive may be that they intend to cut it to 2 trunks? This 
action would further weaken this shared tree and needs to be addressed in some conditions 
associated with the project. If this is their intent further expert opinions should be considered.” 
 
“c.  We believe the proposed project could be detrimental to the safety and welfare of as many of 
[sic] 3 neighbors that adjoin the Satrap residence. 
 
Staff Response:  Novato Municipal Code Chapter XVIII regulates the removal and modification 
of trees on private and public property.  This Chapter stipulates the proposed removal of a tree of 
24-inches in diameter (“Heritage Tree”) or greater on any parcel requires a permit; where a non-
heritage tree(s) exists on a developed residential parcel, no permit is required to remove such trees, 
unless subject to Novato’s Woodland Preservation Ordinance. The Woodland Preservation 
Ordinance addresses stands of native trees, not trees planted as a landscape element such as the 
redwoods at the project site.   
 
All of the trees slated for removal to accommodate the Project are shown to have trunk diameters 
well under 24-inches and are located on a developed residential property.  Accordingly, these trees 
can be removed at the discretion of the property owner without a permit from the City regardless 
of whether new development is proposed on the site. Given this circumstance, the arborist reports 
submitted for the Project are largely irrelevant since the health of the trees is not a criteria to 
establish eligibility to remove them. Accordingly, staff saw no benefit to ordering and charging 
the applicant for another third-party arborist report.   
 
Staff understands the desire of the appellant to see the trees slated for removal remain at the site. 
However, it is the applicant’s discretion as to whether the trees remain or are removed. Any 
damage done to or decline in health of any remaining trees is the responsibility of the applicant.  
 
The applicant’s landscape architect has confirmed the type and size of trees to be removed, 
including noting two multi-trunk redwoods.  
Appellant Statement No. 10 
 
“The notice was mailed out to arrive on a Monday afternoon giving residences 3 days to visit the 
planning to [sic] department (Mon-Thurs), City was also closed on that Friday. Also, the notice 
was missing key information and listed misinformation “These additions will extend out the 
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existing residence northward towards the downward sloped portion of the subject parcel." The 26 
foot expansion is proposed to extend towards the north/west towards an upward slope. And as I 
conveyed before some elevation is 4-5 feet above the foundation grade towards this direction. 
Misleading, inaccurate and not enough information (total square footage) on this original notice. 
I would also suggest that the amount of time that the public had to respond was short of average 
of notices regarding this type of development. The Action date was also set for April 9th the week 
of spring break where a lot of family in the area are out of town.” 
 
Staff Response: Novato Municipal Code Section 19.58.020 stipulates the procedures for giving 
public notice. In particular, this Section requires notices to be mailed at least ten days before the 
date of a hearing or action; actual delivery of a notice ten days prior to an action or hearing is not 
required.  The City’s noticing practices are consistent with state law. 
 
The Project was originally considered for action by the Community Development Director (CDD).  
As such, a notice of the CDD’s proposed action on the Project was mailed on March 30, 2018, 
with an action date of April 9, 2018.  This represents mailing 10-days prior to the scheduled action 
date.  During the notice period staff was available to meet members of the public, discuss the 
Project by phone, or exchange emails on the proposal. Staff’s only contact regarding the Project 
came from the appellant.   
 
The appellant requested a hearing be conducted for the Project. The ability to request a hearing is 
established in the Novato Municipal Code and applies to administrative actions of the CDD.  
 
Given the appellant’s request for a hearing, a new notice was mailed for the DRC hearing on the 
Project.  Notice of the DRC’s hearing was mailed on April 19, 2018, for a scheduled hearing date 
of May 2, 2018. This action represents mailing of the notice 13-days prior to the DRC hearing, 
consistent with the Municipal Code.  
 
Notice of the Planning Commission’s hearing on the Project was mailed and published on June 8, 
2018, with an expanded notice radius of 600-feet. This action represents mailing of the notice 13-
days prior to the Planning Commission’s hearing.  
 
Appellant Statement No. 11 
 
“The Application appears to have been modified/changed at some point. Please refer to 9. On 
page 1 and the project description area of page 2 where it appears that a different person other 
than the applicate added "Planning Approvals for home expansion”, "Residential 
Addition/Remodel project". One person uses Capitol letters in the middle of their words the other 
doesn't. It’s apparent that this document was filled out by two people not just the applicant.” 
 
Staff Response: The application form was filled out by the property owner and the project architect. 
Staff filled in the “Departmental Information” section of the city’s uniform application form and 
the “For City Use Only” section of the city’s cost recovery agreement. 
 
Appellant Statement No. 12 
 
“Gene Adair the Owner of 5 Thunderbird sent a letter to the city planning department expressing 
his concerns. The letter was never entered into the File for consideration.” 
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Staff Response:  Staff received a letter from Gene Adair, owner of 5 Thunderbird Drive, on April 
26, 2018, after the staff report package had already been released to the DRC. The letter was placed 
in the project file.  However, staff failed to hand-deliver the letter to the DRC. The letter from Mr. 
Adair is attached for Planning Commission consideration.  
 
Building Size 
 
The staff report prepared for the DRC, upon subsequent review, was found to have omitted a 
finding addressing the building area proposed for the Project. Specifically, Novato’s Hillside 
Ordinance includes a limit on the size of residential structures to a maximum of 4,500 sq. ft. on 
parcels with an average slope of 10% or greater. However, the Hillside Ordinance contains two 
findings that staff and the DRC have interpreted as allowing new and expanded structures to 
exceed a total area of 4,500 sq. ft. One of the following two findings must be made to allow a 
residential building larger than 4,500 sq. ft.:  
 

a. The subject property contains unique conditions, which permit the building to be 
secluded and have minimal visibility (upon completion) from off-site public or private 
property. 
 

b. It is determined that the proposed design of the residential building is exemplary or 
unique in innovative architectural design. 

 
The staff report to the DRC addressed the issue of the visibility of project site and the Project from 
off-site locations, but did not include finding statement a. above. Staff desires to correct this 
omission by offering the following focused analysis of the visibility of the Project from off-site 
locations. 
 
The project site is arranged in a flag-lot configuration and is located behind the properties at 5 and 
7 Thunderbird Drive. Given this location, the existing residence on the project site is minimally 
visible from Thunderbird Drive; only the existing garage is visible from the public right-of-way.  
The north and northwest side of the existing residence are partially visible from the residences at 
5 and 7 Thunderbird Drive due to screening by an existing solid board fence and redwood trees.  
Generally, the project site, as it exists today, is considered to have minimal visibility compared to 
other properties and development in Thunderbird Drive area. 
 
With construction of the Project, the visibility of development from 7 Thunderbird Drive would 
be reduced as a result of removing the upper level bedroom found on the existing residence.  
However, the upper wall and roofline of the new single story addition at the northwest corner of 
the existing residence would be partially visible, but well screened by an existing solid board fence 
and redwood trees remaining on the property. Given these observations, the new addition at the 
northwest corner of the Satrap residence is considered to be minimally visible from 7 Thunderbird 
Drive.  
 
The Project, upon completion, would be more readily visible from 5 Thunderbird Drive than 
existing conditions. This is a result of removing the redwood trees noted on the project plans. 
However, the Project includes adding a 6-foot high solid board fence between the project site and 
5 Thunderbird Drive and would retain two existing redwoods. The proposed fence and remaining 
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redwoods would partially screen the proposed additions; the upper walls and roof would be visible 
above the fence line and diffused by the remaining redwood trees. Staff considers the new additions 
to be minimally visible from 5 Thunderbird with installation of the noted fence and retention of 
the redwoods not slated for removal.  
 
The Hillside Ordinance does not demand that new development be invisible from view of off-site 
locations. To hold a project to such a standard is impractical in a suburban setting such as Novato, 
and more specifically the Thunderbird Drive area where the majority of homes are readily visible 
from off-site locations. Instead, the Hillside Ordinance strives to ensure new projects have minimal 
visibility as feasible and where visible are of an acceptable scale and designed in an aesthetically 
pleasing manner for a hillside setting, such as utilizing single-story structure massing and varying 
rooflines and horizontal wall planes. 
 
Staff believes the Project would be minimally visible upon completion consistent with finding a. 
above recognizing the project site is largely secluded from view of Thunderbird Drive and 
observing the Project’s design relies on single-story building massing, the installation of a 6-foot 
high fence leaving only the upper portions of the northwest addition visible from off-site locations, 
and remaining redwoods would provide further screening of expanded residence. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends the Planning Commission adopt the attached resolution denying the appeal, 
finding the project to be categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act, and 
approving the Project. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 

1. Approve the attached resolution as recommended by staff; 
 

2. Approve the attached resolution with modifications; 
 

3. Uphold the appeal and direct staff to return with a resolution reflecting such action; or  
 

4. Continue the item with direction to staff.  
 

FURTHER ACTION 
 
This action is final at this level unless appealed in writing within 10-days along with the required 
filing fee. Design and construction of this project shall be in accordance with the Municipal Code, 
including the Development Standards Ordinance. Unless exceptions have been granted heretofore 
in writing, no exceptions to said ordinances shall be allowed by reason of this design review and 
lot line adjustment map approval, regardless of the features shown or mentioned upon the 
submittal.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

1. Draft Resolution 
2. Appeal Letter, Michael Pringle, May 10, 2018 
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3. Design Review Commission, Draft Minutes, May 2, 2018 
4. Design Review Commission, Staff Report, May 2, 2018 (includes project plans) 
5. Letter, Gene Adair, April 23, 2018  
6. Letter, Pedersen Associates, May 14, 2018 
7. Revised Landscape Plan Excerpt, Pedersen Associates, April 27, 2018 

 



PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION 
 

RESOLUTION NO.______ 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE NOVATO PLANNING COMMISSION 
DENYING AN APPEAL OF THE DESIGN REVIEW 
COMMISSION’S APPROVAL OF A LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 
AND DESIGN REVIEW TO EXPAND THE SATRAP 
RESIDENCE AT 9 THUNDERBIRD DRIVE, FINDING THE 
LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT AND DESIGN REVIEW ACTIONS 
TO BE EXEMPT FROM THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 
PURSUANT TO CEQA GUIDELINES SECTIONS 15301 AND 
15305, AND APPROVING THE SATRAP RESIDENCE DESIGN 
REVIEW AND LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT APPLICATIONS, 9 
THUNDERBIRD DRIVE, APNS 160-364-04 & -14  

 
WHEREAS, Design Review and Lot Line Adjustment applications (P2018-006 & -007) 

were submitted to the City of Novato (“City”) to merge two existing parcels and allow the 
expansion of an existing home and construction of site improvements consisting of a pool, patios, 
and landscaping (hereafter collectively “Project”) at 9 Thunderbird Drive; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Project was originally scheduled for an administrative action by the 

Novato Community Development Director on April 9, 2018, and was duly noticed for such action 
on March 30, 2018, by way of mailing notice to all property owners of record and occupants within 
300-feet of the project site and all those requesting notice consistent with Novato Municipal Code 
Division 19.58.020; and 

 
WHEREAS, the resident of 5 Thunderbird Drive requested the Project be considered at a 

public hearing instead of being acted on by the Community Development Director; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Project was scheduled for a public hearing before the Design Review 

Commission on May 2, 2018; and 
 
WHEREAS, notices describing the Design Review Commission’s public hearing on the 

Project were sent to all property owners and occupants within 300-feet of the boundaries of 9 
Thunderbird Drive (160-364-04 & -14) and all persons requesting notice pursuant to Section 
19.58.020 of the Novato Municipal Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Design Review Commission conducted a public hearing and did approve 

the Project on May 2, 2018; and 
 

WHEREAS, Michael Pringle, resident of 5 Thunderbird Drive, filed an appeal of the 
Design Review Commission’s action on the Project within the statutory appeal period on May 10, 
2018; and  
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WHEREAS, notices describing the Planning Commission’s public hearing on the Project 
were sent to all property owners and occupants within 600-feet of the boundaries of 9 Thunderbird 
Drive (160-364-04 & -14) and all persons requesting notice pursuant to Section 19.58.020 of the 
Novato Municipal Code, and published in a legal ad in the Marin Independent Journal, a newspaper 
of local circulation, on June 8, 2018, and 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the Project on June 18, 
2018. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission hereby finds and 
resolves as follows: 

 
Section 1. Recitals 
 

The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated into the findings herein. 
 
Section 2. Record 
 

The Record of Proceedings ("Record") upon which the Planning Commission bases its 
decision on the Project includes, but is not limited to: (1) the staff reports, City files and records 
and other documents prepared for and/or submitted to the Design Review Commission and 
Planning Commission relating to the Project, (2) the evidence, facts, findings and other 
determinations set forth in this resolution, (3) the City of Novato 1996 General Plan and the Novato 
Municipal Code, and there associated environmental review documents (4) all designs, plans, 
studies, data and correspondence submitted to the City in connection with the Project (5) all 
documentary and oral evidence received at public hearings or submitted to the City prior thereto 
(6) all other matters of common knowledge to the Planning Commission including, but not limited 
to, City, state, and federal laws, policies, rules, regulations, reports, records and projections related 
to development within the City of Novato and its surrounding areas. 

 
 The location and custodian of the records is the Novato Community Development 
Department, 922 Machin Avenue, Novato, California, 94945. 
 
Section 3. CEQA Finding  
 
The Project is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”) and the City of Novato Environmental Review Guidelines, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15301 – Existing Facilities and Section 15305 – Minor Alterations in Land Use 
Limitations.  
 
Section 15301(e)(1) exempts additions to existing structures and minor site improvements, 
provided such activities will not result in an increase of more than 50 percent of the floor area of 
the existing structure before the addition, or 2,500 square-feet, whichever is less. The existing 
residence has a total floor area of 3,629 square-feet and the Project proposes a net addition of 



1,048 square-feet of floor area. The Project will not result in an increase of more than 50 percent 
of the existing floor area, nor is the addition larger than 2,500 square feet. 

Section 15305(a) exempts minor lot line adjustments from environmental review, where such 
adjustments would not result in the creation of any new parcel, does not alter density, and the 
involved area has an average slope of 20 percent or less. The proposed lot line adjustment meets 
these criteria since it will not create a new parcel, the involved areas have a combined average 
slope of 14 percent, and no change in residential density would occur. 
 
Section 4. Lot Line Adjustment Findings  

The Planning Commission hereby makes the following findings in accordance with the California 
Subdivision Map Act with respect to the lot line adjustment proposed between APN 160-364-04 
& -14 at 9 Thunderbird Drive: 

 
a. The proposed lot line adjustment is consistent with the General Plan, Zoning 

Ordinance, and any master plan or precise development plan adopted pursuant 
thereto. 

 
Facts in Support:  
 
The California Subdivision Map Act specifies the criteria local agencies can consider when 
reviewing lot line adjustment requests that involve four or fewer parcels and do not create any new 
parcels. Local agencies are limited to reviewing and making a determination regarding whether or 
not the parcels resulting from a proposed lot line adjustment conform to the local general plan, any 
applicable specific plan, and zoning and building ordinances. If a lot line adjustment is found to 
comply with local requirements, then an agency is compelled to approve the adjustment.  
 
The proposed lot line adjustment included in the Project involves two, commonly owned properties 
assigned the Low Density Residential (R1) land use designation of the Novato General Plan. The 
proposed lot line adjustment will merge these properties into a single parcel. Since both properties 
carry the same land use designation, merging them into a single parcel is consistent with the 
General Plan. No change in density will result from the lot line adjustment.  

 
The Novato Zoning Ordinance implements the policies of the General Plan by prescribing 
development standards for all properties in the City. In the case of a lot line adjustment, the 
applicable development standards include the minimum lot size, width, and depth. The table below 
demonstrates the parcel resulting from the proposed lot line adjustment will conform to the 
development standards of the R1-10 zoning district. 
  



  
 

R1-10 Zoning District’s 
Codified Standard 

Proposed Lot 

Minimum Lot Size - 10,000 ft2 33,640 ft2 
Minimum Lot Depth – 100 ft. 157.5 ft. 
Minimum Lot Width – 75 ft. 155.09 ft. 

 
The parcel resulting from the lot line adjustment is sufficiently sized to support the residence at 9 
Thunderbird (with or without the proposed additions and site improvements at issue herein) 
consistent with all applicable development standards (setbacks, lot coverage, etc.) based on the 
Project’s design plans. The lot line adjustment will not create any non-conformities with the 
Novato Municipal Code. 
 
Section 5. Design Review and Supplemental Hillside Development Findings  
 
The Planning Commission hereby makes the following findings in accordance with Novato 
Municipal Code Section 19.42.030 with respect to the Project: 
 

a. The design, layout, size, architectural features and general appearance of the proposed 
project is consistent with the general plan, and any applicable specific plan and with 
the development standards, design guidelines and all applicable provisions of this 
code, including this title and any approved master plan and precise development plan. 

 
Facts in Support: 
 
1996 General Plan Consistency - 
 
The project site is assigned a General Plan land use designation of Low Density Residential (R1). 
This land use designation is intended for areas appropriate for the development of single-family 
homes and other similar uses.  
 
The 1996 Novato General Plan provides a framework of policies addressing such matters as land 
use, transportation, circulation and community character. These policies are intended to coordinate 
Novato’s physical development over a 20-year period. In this instance, the Project is subject to 
select policies of the Community Identity (CI) and Environment (EN) Chapters of the General 
Plan. These policies are listed below followed by facts supporting the Project’s consistency 
therewith. 
 

CI Policy 1 Compatibility of Development with Surroundings. Ensure that new 
development is sensitive to the surrounding architecture, topography, landscaping, and to 
the character, scale, and ambiance of the surrounding neighborhood. Recognize that 



neighborhoods include community facilities needed by Novato residents as well as homes, 
and integrate facilities into neighborhoods. 
 
EN Policy 27 Scenic Resources. Protect visual values on hillsides, ridgelines, and other 
scenic resources.  

 
The Project involves expanding the existing residence at the project site, site improvements (pool, 
patios, and landscaping), the removal of a portion of the existing second-story, and the removal of 
seventeen non-heritage trees to accommodate the proposed additions and site improvements. The 
purpose of Design Review in this instance is to evaluate the compatibility of the Project with its 
hillside setting and surrounding development.  
 
The neighborhood surrounding the project site is comprised of a mix of single and multi-story 
homes built on hillside lots. The architecture of homes on Thunderbird Drive is diverse with 
representations of California Ranch, Craftsman, French Tudor, and modern farmhouse styles with 
structure sizes ranging from 2,300 square feet to 5,500 square feet.  
 
The Project includes a complete change in architecture of the existing home, which currently 
boasts a mansard roof and modern architectural styling. The Project will update the existing home 
by applying a more contemporary farmhouse design. The change in architectural design is 
compatible with the variety of design styles in the surrounding neighborhood. 
 
The primary building additions (master bedroom and bonus room) are located on the north side of 
the residence and extend approximately 26-feet from the north elevation of the existing home; the 
west wall of the existing residence will extend westward by approximately 3-feet. This 
configuration places living space closer to the residences at 5 and 7 Thunderbird Court, as well as 
537 Fairway Drive.  
 
The new additions will be approximately 55-feet from the residence at 7 Thunderbird, 60-feet from 
the home at 5 Thunderbird, and 140-feet from 537 Fairway. Although the new additions will be 
closer to the noted properties than the existing residence, the separation between buildings remains 
significant.  
 
The new addition at the northwest corner of the subject residence will be partially visible from the 
residence at 5 Thunderbird Drive. Currently, views of the existing home from 5 Thunderbird Drive 
are screened by non-heritage redwood trees located at the northwest corner of the project site. 
Several of these redwoods will be removed to accommodate the new additions and site 
improvements, thereby reducing the screening now afforded to the property at 5 Thunderbird.  
Although the new additions will be more visible than the current residence, they will not be 
visually imposing on the home at 5 Thunderbird given: a) there is a large separation (60-feet) 
between residences, b) the single-story height of the proposed additions, c) the screening offered 
by installation of a new 6-foot tall solid board fence between the two properties, d) the installation 



of additional shrubs and trees along the new fence line, and e) and retention of two redwoods near 
the common property line between the project site and 5 Thunderbird Drive.  
 
The new additions along the west elevation and at northwest corner of subject residence will be 
partially visible from the residence at 7 Thunderbird, just as the existing residence is viewable 
currently. The additional building mass would be partially screened by an existing fence between 
these properties and two redwoods to be retained on the project site. Given the separation (55-feet) 
between the homes at 7 and 9 Thunderbird and partial screening provided by the existing fence 
and remaining redwoods, the new single-story additions are not considered to be imposing on the 
home at 7 Thunderbird. 
 
The north additions will be approximately 140-feet (horizontally) from and 20-feet above the 
residence at 537 Fairway Drive. The proposed room additions will not be visible from the home 
at 537 Fairway Drive based on the elevation difference, significant horizontal separation, and 
extensive tree cover between this home and the project site. 
 
Based on the observations above, the Project will not be visually imposing or detract from the 
character, scale, and ambiance of the project site or surrounding properties.  
 
The proposed home additions and associated site improvements are located in an area that is 
currently developed with a deck and improved with landscaping. This area is generally flat and 
does not require extensive grading that would significantly modify the existing topography of the 
project site. As such, the Project is considered to be compatible with the topography of the project 
site. 
 
Based on the observations above, the Project is considered to be consistent with CI Policy 1 and 
EN Policy 27.  Please refer to the Supplemental Design Review Findings section below for facts 
in support of the Project’s compliance with Novato’s Hillside Ordinance, an implementing 
component of EN Policy 27. 
 
Zoning Consistency –  
 
The project site is assigned a zoning district classification of Low Density Residential with a 
10,000-square-foot minimum parcel size (R1-10). The R1-10 zoning district permits single-family 
residences and residential accessory uses (sheds, detached garages, pools, patios, etc.). The R1-10 
zoning district also specifies various development standards (e.g., setbacks, lot coverage, height 
limit) for residential development.  
 
Development standards relevant to the review of the Project include: required setbacks, floor area 
ratio, and lot coverage. The following table demonstrates that the proposed additions will conform 
to applicable development standards of the R1-10 zoning district.  
  



 
 

 
Hillside and Ridgeline Protection Ordinance  
 
The Hillside Ordinance applies to the Project since the average slope of the project site upon being 
merged exceeds 10 percent. Projects found to be consistent with the Hillside Ordinance are those 
that minimize grading and the removal of native trees, avoid the appearance of large building mass, 
and minimize the visibility of new development and structural components as feasible. 
 
The Design Review process for all hillside development projects requires the consideration of 
supplemental hillside development findings. These findings are addressed below with respect to 
the Project. 
 

b. Supplemental Design Review Finding: The design, scale, massing and siting of 
development is compatible with the character and scale of the surrounding, developed 
neighborhood. 

 
Facts in Support: 
 
The proposed additions are single-story in height and would be of a scale that is consistent with 
the existing residence and homes in the neighborhood, many of which are two-stories. The massing 
and architecture of the proposed additions are not uncharacteristic of homes in the Marin Country 
Club area and more specifically along Thunderbird Drive. As discussed above, the new additions 
are not expected to be visually imposing or detract from character, scale, and ambiance of the 
project site or surrounding properties due to the relatively concealed location of the project site, 
the significant separation from nearby residential units, and screening elements of the proposed 
with the project and existing at the project site, including a new solid board fence, enhance 
landscaping, and the retention of two existing redwoods.  
 
The Hillside Ordinance limits the size of residential structures to a maximum of 4,500 sq. ft. on 
parcels with an average slope of 10% or greater. However, a larger residence may be allowed 
pursuant to the following finding:  
 

A. The subject property contains unique conditions, which permit the building to be secluded 
and have minimal visibility (upon completion) from off-site public or private property. 

 

 
Setback Building 

Coverage 
Floor 
Area 
Ratio 

Front Side Rear 

Codified Standard 25’ 10’ 25’ 40% 50% 
9 Thunderbird Drive w/ proposed 
addition 

38.6’ 10’ 35.75’ 18.3% 14.5% 



The Hillside Ordinance does not demand that new development be invisible from view of off-site 
locations. To hold a project to such a standard is impractical in a suburban setting such as Novato, 
and more specifically the Thunderbird Drive area where the majority of homes are readily visible 
from off-site locations. Instead, the Hillside Ordinance strives to ensure new projects have minimal 
visibility as feasible and, if visible, such projects are designed with an acceptable scale, massing, 
architecture, and screening measures for a hillside setting. 
 
The project site is arranged in a flag-lot configuration and is located behind the properties at 5 and 
7 Thunderbird Drive. Given this location, the existing residence at the project site is minimally 
visible from Thunderbird Drive; only the existing garage is visible from the street.  The north and 
northwest side of the existing residence are partially visible from the residences at 5 and 7 
Thunderbird Drive due to screening by an existing solid board fence and redwood trees.  Generally, 
the project site, as it exists today, is rather secluded compared to other properties and development 
in Thunderbird Drive area. 
 
With construction of the Project, the visibility of development from 7 Thunderbird Drive will be 
somewhat reduced as a result of removing an upper level bedroom found on the existing residence.  
However, the upper wall and roofline of the new single-story additions will be partially visible 
from this property, but well screened by an existing solid board fence and redwood trees intended 
for retention. Given these observations, the new additions are considered to be minimally visible 
from 7 Thunderbird Drive.  
 
The Project, upon completion, will be more readily visible from 5 Thunderbird Drive than existing 
conditions. This is a result of removing the redwood trees noted on the project plans. However, 
the Project includes adding a 6-foot high solid board fence between the project site and 5 
Thunderbird Drive and retains two existing redwoods at the common property line. The proposed 
fence and remaining redwoods will partially screen the proposed additions; the upper walls and 
roof will be visible above the fence line with views diffused by the remaining redwood trees.  
Based on these observations, the new additions are considered to be sufficiently screened from 
view of 5 Thunderbird with installation of the proposed fence and retention of the noted redwoods.  
 
Based on the observations above, the Project is considered to be minimally visible upon 
completion consistent with finding A. above recognizing the project site is largely secluded from 
view of Thunderbird Drive and observing the Project’s design relies on single-story building 
massing, includes the installation of a 6-foot high fence leaving only the upper portions of the 
additions visible from off-site locations, and the continued screening offered by the redwoods that 
will be retained on-site.  Accordingly, a larger home size is acceptable at the project site.  
 

c. Supplemental Design Review Finding: The design and site layout of the hillside project 
is respective of and protects the natural environment to the maximum extent feasible. 

 



d. Supplemental Design Review Finding: Site grading has been designed to be as minimal 
as possible to achieve sensitive hillside design, minimize tree removal and provide safe 
site access and required parking.  

 
Facts in Support: 
 
As demonstrated by the Project’s topographic survey and site plan, the proposed additions and site 
improvements will be located on the primarily flat portions of the project site, all of which have 
been previously modified for the existing residence and its associated landscaping. Given this 
circumstance, the Project does not require significant modification of the existing topography of 
the project site and avoids undisturbed, natural areas and the removal of native trees.  
 
The project plans indicate that ten (10) non-heritage redwood trees, three (3) non-heritage pines, 
one (1) non-heritage liquid amber, one (1) non-heritage magnolia, and one non-heritage (1) 
unknown species tree will be removed to accommodate the Project.  All of these trees are non-
native and were planted as landscape features with the existing residence.  
 
The Hillside Ordinance encourages avoiding or minimizing the removal of trees native to Novato, 
including oak, madrone, and bay trees that established naturally. Given this intent, the removal of 
the noted trees is not considered to be inconsistent with supplemental findings c. and d.  
Nevertheless, it is worth noting, the Project’s  landscape plan includes the planting of additional 
trees - four (4) natchez crape myrtle, two (2) white chocolate crape myrtle, one (1) saucer 
magnolia, three (3) flowering crabapple, and two (2) heritage kwanzan flowering cherry. 
Additionally, the planting plan shows a range of shrubs, perennials, ferns, grasses and ground 
cover being installed with the Project. A majority of these plants have been identified as fire 
resistant. Considering the topography of the project site and its wildland urban interface (fire prone 
area) classification, the plants selected for the planting plan are considered to be appropriate for 
the project setting. 
 
The Project does not affect the existing access or on-site parking currently provided at the project 
site. 
  
Based on the facts above, the Project meets supplement design review findings c. and d. 
 

e. Supplemental Design Review: The hillside project is designed and sited to screen 
development to the extent feasible, through clustering and/or avoiding of highly visible 
hillsides, ridgelines, and knolls.  

 
Facts in Support: 
 
The project site is not situated on a hillside, ridgeline, or knoll.  
 



As discussed above, the project site is generally well concealed from view of surrounding public 
streets. However, the new home additions will be partially visible from the residences at 5 and 7 
Thunderbird Drive. In particular, the removal of several redwood trees will allow greater views of 
the expanded home from the residence at 5 Thunderbird Drive.   
 
While removing the noted redwood trees does open views of the project site from 5 Thunderbird, 
the proposed additions will not be starkly visible from this location. This perspective is based on 
the observation the project includes design elements intended to limit the Project’s visibility to the 
extent feasible including: a) utilizing single-story building massing to maintain a low building 
height, b) maintaining a separation of approximately 60-feet from the home at 5 Thunderbird, c) 
retaining two large redwoods at the northwest corner of the project site that provide natural 
screening between the project site and neighboring properties, d) installing a new 6-foot tall solid 
wood fence at the common property line between the project site and 5 Thunderbird Drive, e) 
adding new trees and shrubs along the proposed fence line.  The combination of the remaining 
redwoods, separation distance, solid board fencing, and new shrub and tree plantings are 
considered to sufficiently diffuse views of the expanded residence from 5 Thunderbird Drive to 
the extent feasible; again, the Hillside Ordinance does not require new development to be 
completely screened from view.  
 
As noted earlier, the existing home at the project site is visible from the residence at 7 Thunderbird 
Drive. However, the Project is not considered to significantly change views from 7 Thunderbird 
recognizing an existing solid board fence between the properties will continue to provide screening 
of development on the project site. Likewise, the remaining redwoods at the northwest corner of 
the project site would continue to offer screening of the new additions from view of 7 Thunderbird 
Drive.  
 

f.  The proposed project would maintain and enhance the community's character, 
provide for harmonious and orderly development, and create a desirable 
environment for the occupants, neighbors, and visiting public. 

 
Facts in Support: 
 
As discussed above, the project is considered to be consistent the General Plan and Hillside 
Ordinance. Accordingly, The Project is considered to maintain and enhance the 
community’s character, provide for harmonious and orderly development, and create a 
desirable environment for the occupants, neighbors, and visiting public. 
 

g. The proposed development would not be detrimental to the public health, safety, 
or welfare; is not materially injurious to the properties or improvements in the 
vicinity; does not interfere with the use and enjoyment of neighboring existing 
or future developments and does not create potential traffic, pedestrian or 
bicycle hazards. 

 
 
 



Facts in Support: 
 
The Project does not involve a change in land use. As such, the current low-density, single-
family residential land use will continue.  
 
The scale of the Project is considered to be minor and will not increase traffic to the subject 
parcel, nor will it result in any hazards to pedestrians or bicyclists since off-site 
improvements are not proposed.  
 
The project was referred to various public agencies that are responsible for public health, 
welfare, and safety, including the Novato Fire Protection District and Novato Public Works 
Department. These agencies and departments did not identify any potential hazards directly 
related to the Project. 
 
Section 6. Decision  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Planning Commission 
hereby denies the appeal filed by Michael Pringle and approves the Design Review and 
Lot Line Adjustment applications for the Project, thereby allowing the building additions, 
site improvements and lot line adjustment as depicted on the plans prepared by Farrell 
Architecture, White and Prescott Civil Engineering, and Pedersen Associates dated 
February 25, 2018, based on the Record, the findings and statements of fact set forth above, 
and subject to the conditions of approval below. 
 
Section 7. Conditions of Approval and Limitation  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Planning Commission hereby 
applies the following conditions of approval to the Project: 
 

1. The lot line adjustment shall be recorded with the Marin County Recorder prior to 
issuance of a building permit. 
 

2. Design Review shall expire two (2) years from the date of approval unless within that 
time a building permit has been issued and remains valid. 
 

3. Significant design alterations shall be brought to the Planning Division for 
consideration. No deviation from the approved plans, including color changes or 
substitution of materials shall be made without staff approval. 
 

4. The Lot Line Adjustment shall expire two (2) years from the date of approval unless 
within that time a Parcel Map is submitted to the City Engineer for review and 
recordation, or unless a map extension is requested by the applicant in a timely manner 
and granted thereafter.  

 
5. Construction associated with this approval shall conform to NMC Section 19.22.070 – 

Noise and Construction Hours 
 



6. The approval granted herein shall not become effective until all appropriate fees billed 
by the City of Novato to the application account are paid in full in accordance with the 
City’s cost based fee system. Failure to pay said fees may results in the City withholding 
issuance of related building permit, certificate of occupancy, recordation of final maps 
or other entitlements. 
 

7. To ensure the preservation of redwood trees to be retained at the project site, the removal 
of the redwoods identified on the project plans shall be conducted under the supervision 
and direction of a licensed arborist with attention given to utilizing practices and 
procedures to avoid damaging or otherwise impairing the health, vigor, or structural 
stability of remaining trees.  

 
The following conditions shall be met to the satisfaction of the Novato Fire Protection District: 
 

8. Automatic residential fire sprinkler system is required per NFPA 13D if the addition 
exceeds 50 percent of the total existing floor area (Reference Standard #401). 

 
9. The existing fire hydrant nearest the structure and located by the Fire Marshall shall 

have the body upgraded to have at least one (1) 4-inch, one (1) ½-inch, one (1) 2 ½-inch 
outlet. Installation shall conform to the specifications of the North Marin Water District. 

 
10. ‘Knox’ key access shall be installed at the premises conforming to Novato Fire 

Protection Standard #202. ‘Knox’ key switch for the electronic gate is required. 
 

11. Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) – Fuels Management Plan required. An irrigated 
greenbelt VMP Fuels Management Plan conforming to the standards of the Novato Fire 
District shall be prepared and implemented at the site. The VMP-Fuels Management 
Plan shall conform to Novato Fire Protection Standard #220. The plan shall be 
incorporated into the landscape plan for the project, and submitted to the Fire Marshall 
for review prior to implementation. The plan shall be implemented prior to building 
final. 

 
12. Project in a Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) Area. This project is located in a WUI 

area and must meet all applicable California Building Code (CBC) requirements. 
(Reference CBC Chapter 7A). 

 
The following conditions shall be met to the satisfaction of the North Marin Water District: 
 

13. North Marin Water District (NMWD) Regulation 15 – Mandatory Water Conservation 
Measures. Occupancy approval shall not be granted until compliance with water 
conservation measures, as applicable, can be verified. For the full scope of the required 
water conservation measures for both indoor fixtures/appliances and landscaping refer 
to Regulation 15 (section e. and f.) at www.nmwd.com.  
 

14. Cross-Connection and Backflow Protection. Installation of an above-ground, reduced 
pressure principle (RPP) backflow prevention device at the meter is required in 

http://www.nmwd.com/


accordance with the NMWD’s Regulation 6, and California Department of Health 
Regulations (Title 17). Upon installation, an inspection report (device testing) must be 
completed and returned to the NMWD prior to the commencement of business 
activities. 

 
The following conditions shall be met to the satisfaction of the Novato Engineering Division: 

 
15. City of Novato Approval of Lot Line Adjustment form shall be completed and provided 

to the Engineering Division. 
 

16. Closure calculations shall be provided for the parcels involved in the lot line adjustment. 
 

17. On the legal description, for the lot line adjustment, the ‘Basis of Bearing’ shall be 
provided. 

 
18. On the Lot Line Adjustment plat map the ‘Basis of Bearing’ shall be shown. 

 
19. Show monuments on the plat map where applicable. 

 
20. Clearly show in the notes that the Access Easements are existing, and provide their 

record document numbers, and record documents. State these easements are to remain. 
 

21. Indemnity and Time Limitations 
 

a. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, 
officers, attorneys and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding brought 
against the City or its agents, officers, attorneys, or employees, to attack set aside, 
void or annul the Planning Commission’s decision to approve the applications and 
associated environmental determination at issue herein. This indemnification shall 
include damages or fees awarded against the City, if any, cost of suit, attorney’s fees, 
and other costs and expenses incurred in connection with such action whether 
incurred by the applicant, the City, and/or parties initiating or bringing such action. 

 
b. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, 

officers, employees, and attorneys for all costs incurred in additional investigation 
(such as the environmental determination at issue herein or any subsequently 
required Environmental Document), if made necessary by said legal action and if 
the applicant desires to pursue securing such approvals, after initiation of such 
litigation, which are conditioned on the approval of such documents, in a form and 
under conditions approved by the City Attorney. 

 
c. The applicant indemnifies the City for all the City’s costs, fees, and damages which 

the City incurs in enforcing the above indemnification provisions. 
 
d. Unless a shorter period applies, the time within which judicial review of this decision 

must be sought is governed by California Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.6. 



 
e. The Conditions of Project Approval set forth herein include certain fees, dedication 

requirements, reservation requirements, and other exactions. Pursuant to 
Government Code Section 66020(d)(1), these Conditions constitute written notice 
of a statement of the amount of such fees, and a description of the dedications, 
reservations, and other exactions.  The applicant is hereby further notified that the 
90-day approval period in which you may protest these fees, dedications, 
reservations, and other exactions, pursuant to Government Code Section 66020(a), 
has begun. If the applicant fails to file a protest within this 90-day period complying 
with all of the requirements of Section 66020, the applicant will be legally barred 
from later challenging such exactions. 
 

Passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Novato held 
on the    day of     , by the following vote: 

 
AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
ABSENT: 
 

*  *  *  *  *  * 
 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the resolution which 
was adopted by the Planning Commission, City of Novato, County of Marin, State of California, 
on the    day of     . 

 
 
 

_____________________ 
Chair 
 



Dear Appeal Board, 

I'm writing this letter to appeal the recent decision to accept the proposed project as it is written: 

Satrap Residence-P2018-006 & 007 
q-'\\\ 0NO-v\..\:,,r~ Or 

Following are my reasons for the appeal: 

Major Errors in the staff report: 

Page 2-3 under project description list the existing upper floor bedroom as 394 sq ft whereas on 
the current plans ( Attached) you will see the existing bedroom as 281 sq ft. These calculations 
are being used in the "net" total of additional square ft being added. 

Page 3 states the removal of 14 trees. Page 8 proposes the removal of 17. Which is it? 

Page 3-4 under environmental assessment claims that the current existing floor area totals 3843 
sq ft. It is my understanding that the attached studio (755 sq ft) has not been included in this 
floor area calculation. You will notice in this section there is no mention of the total new 
proposed sq footage with the 1048 addition. Is it 3843 without the attached studio or 
See attached email correspondence where Steve Marshall who says that the total new sq 
footage will be 5,391 sq ft. Which is not what the staff report or public notices convey. Its 
concerning that the correct total square footage of the proposed "remodel" is not accurately/ 
directly conveyed but rather the lesser public perceived net sq footage addition of 1048 is 
however. Steve Marshall says in an email to me that " The total size of the residence, including 
the garage, will be 5391 sq ft, versus the existing residence/ garage of 4,343." Have the 
planners intentionally left off the Studio in its report and public notices? I asked Steve Marshall 
at the public hearing if the attached studio is part of the floor plan calculations. He chose not to 
answer. 

Page 5. C1 Policy 1. Makes reference to the scale of the project which I would argue is twice 
the size of the average size home in the area. See attached average report for our area. 

Page 5-6 Policy 27. Makes reference to the size of the project which I would argue is twice the 
size of the average size home in the area. See attached average report for our area. The range 
specified is between 2,000 to 4600 but with no report of reference to source. 

By allowing the merging of lots the architect is proposing to build 26 ft to the limits of the 
property line to the most densely populated corner of the property which will degrade the 
current privacy/space that exists between 4 properties. We have tried to discuss compromise 
with this push in an effort to keep some of the existing trees and privacy but have only been met 
with resistance and comments like " your lucky were not building a second story". 

The reference on Page 6 paragraph 5 that our resident is 3-5 ft lower than the project site is 
misleading and incorrect. I would argue the the homes are actually at the same level however 

due to the 4-5 foot mound (which is not accurately surveyed) that was create[~,-u1~tr d~ ~ wat~: L' .~i 
~~~ --- q 7rl8 ~1 
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fall next to the 4 trunk redwood on the their property is likely where they have drawn a point of 
comparison. 

On page 6 the second to last paragraph describes elevations comparing 7 & 9 thunderbird then 
inaccurately makes reference to 5 thunderbird in the last sentence. 

On Page 6 on the description of the "removing several" trees (at least 10 redwoods) to 
accommodate the new addition and installing a 6 foot solid fence board. There is no mention 
of the new proposed plantings of 15 gallon pittosporum which Jordon mentioned he would do. 
Also, it has always been our belief that some of these 10 trees could stay and not affect the new 
addition. We feel some compromise here would be beneficialness to the existing redwood grove 
and the privacy that as proposed with the 6 foot solid board fence will feel like a back yard in the 
Hamilton housing complex. 

Page 8 makes reference to the additions being proposed on the primary flat portion of the site. 
There is nothing flat about the 4-5 ft mound next to the biggest redwood tree slated for removal. 
Tope survey is inaccurate in this part of the property. 

Page 8 under findings #3 Describe 17 trees earmarked for removal which is inconstant with 
page 3 that describes removal for 14 trees. 

Page 9 finding # 3. We actually believe that the gross removal of the 1 O redwood trees could 
cause the remaining trees to suffer as redwoods live in communities and share shallow root 
systems. Reference Arborist report from Tad Jacobs that its best not to disturb the trees but if 
you have to one should follow procedures to help insure the health of the remains trees. ( see 
report) Therefore, We disagree with the finding that the project would not be detrimental to the 
safety and not be materially injurious to the property. 

Page 1 O & 11 The statement that both Arborist shared similar views is inaccurate. Jordon's 
Arborist stated that Trees with Multi-trunk configuration should be removed as they are 
at critical mass. Whereas, Tad Jacobs from Tree masters stated that the trees are healthy 
and do not require removal and ideal should be left alone. I will point out that the majority of the 
redwoods slated for removal are single trunk. The statement that neither of the arborist 
indicated a significant safety issue with the removal of the trees is false. Jordons Arborist 
never gave his opinion on the safety of the remaining trees if the 1 O out of the 12 trees were to 
be removed. We have been asking for a 3rd opinion on this concern but it was denied by Steve 
Marshall. Likely due to the incorrect statement by Joe Farrel's professional opinion in an email 
to Steve Marshall that states" Professionally speaking, I feel this exercise is not necessary due 
to the fact that both arborist have come to the same conclusion." see email in public record. This 
is not true. Both had completely different views on how one should approach the removal of the 
trees. It is also clear that thousands of redwood trees in Marin county exist with multi-trunks 
including the city owned Rancho Babe Silva baseball field, Just outside the kindergarten area 
of Pleasant Valley Elementary, and even in the back yard of the previous Satrap residence at 
475 Fairway dr. 



Page 12 Design Review findings a. The size of the proposed project will be almost twice the 
size of the average home in the area. 

c. We believe the proposed project could be detrimental to the safety and welfare of as many of 
3 neighbors that adjoin the Satrap residence. 

Notice of Action design review notice: 

The notice was mailed out to arrive on a Monday afternoon giving residences 3 days to visit the 
planning to department (Mon-Thurs), City was also closed on that Friday. Also, the notice was 
missing key information and listed misinformation " These additions will extend out the existing 
residence northward towards the downward sloped portion of the subject parcel." The 26 foot 
expansion is proposed to extend towards the north/west towards an upward slope. And as I 
conveyed before some elevation is 4-5 feet above the foundation grade towards this direction. 
Misleading, inaccurate and not enough information (total square footage) on this original notice. 
I would also suggest that the amount of time that the public had to respond was short of 
average of notices regarding this type of development. The Action date was also set for April 9th 
the week of spring break where a lot of family in the area are out of town. 

Application for Zoning/Planning/Subdivision 

The Application appears to have been modified/changed at some point. Please refer to 9. 
on page 1 and The project description area of page 2 where it appears that a different person 

other than the applicate added "Planning Approvals for home expansion" , "Residential Addition/ 
Remodel project". One person uses Capitol letters in the middle of their words the other doesn't. 
Its apparent that this document was filled out by two people not just the applicant. 

False information presented by the Landscape Architect at the public hearing 

Pete Petersen the landscape Architect claimed that the trees are not in good health because 
they aren't on irrigation. This is a false and inaccurate statement. The redwood grove has a 
sprinkler that comes on in the evening around 9 o'clock a few times a week. I've heard it for 
over 7 years. The trees are in good health as per Tad Jacobs from Tree Masters. (30 years in 
Marin). 

Lead commissioner at the public hearing not interested in reading the entire file 

During the Public hearing the lead commissioner made reference to the length of the staff 
report/file more than once and made it clear that he didn't have enough time to read it. How can 
he vote on something that he hasn't read? Its a mockery to the process in my opinion. 



Gene Adair Letter to commission 

Gene Adair the Owner of 5 Thunderbird sent a letter to the city planning department expressing 
his concerns. The letter was never entered into the File for consideration. 

Redwood tree that shares the lot line 

The redwood tree that shares the lot line is incorrectly delineated as two trunks. It has three 
large trunks. I have asked for this to be fixed on the plans over and over again but feel there 
may be a motive for leaving it as 2 trunks. The motive may be that they intend to cut it to 2 
trunks? This action would further weaken this shared tree and needs to be addressed in 
some conditions associated with the project. If this is their intent further expert opinions 
should be considered. 

Its always been our interest to find a happy medium with this project. We believe that without 
conditions on how to remove and care for some of the existing trees both short & longterm will 
create safety and privacy issues for the neighbors at 5, 7 Thunderbird and 537 Fairway dr. The 
3 homes that share the corner of the proposed 26 foot buildout. I recall Tad Jacobs mentioning 
when we had our meeting with Jordon Satrap that a lot of Marin Townships allow building right 
up to redwoods. Also, He also mentioned that usually the individual who insists on cutting 
redwoods in an existing grove accept longterm liability for their actions. Jordan did mention in an 
email that he was willing to accept liability but when the legal language appeared to exempt him 
from "human interference and the acts of god" I grew concerned as to where or not he would 
accept liability for his actions associated with the remodel. He did offer some conditions that 
Tad Jacobs from tree masters suggested that we would like to propose be implemented as 
conditions on the project. We would also reiterate that the cutting of the 3 rd branch of the 
redwood tree that shares the property line along with the loss of 1 O trees from its community 
should be evaluated by an arborist who will likely agree that it would create too much stress on 
the existing tree. Its our fear that the trees will be cut down, the plans approved and then the 
house will be put up on the market for resale with the approved plans attached. I have included 
the conditions presented by Jordon and encourage the Appeal board to add these conditions in 
an effort to create a safe and harmonious existence for all residents affected by this proposed 
5,000 plus sq ft home & remodel. I also requested Story Poles as this is considered a Hillside 
Development. This request wen't unanswered at the public hearing. 
I encourage the appeal board to review the notices and information and find wether it is in line 
with the proper protocol of the planning department. I would also like the appeals board to 
consider the importance of some compromise and conditions attached to this massive home 
being proposed by Joe Farrell. We encourage a physical visit from the board to both properties 
to see how this development will affect everyone surrounding the proposed development. 
I've seen how the architects of the Bahia project have compromised with Neighbors by reducing 
scale, moving windows, paint color, moving deck etc. so we hope to have some compromise on 
which redwood trees should be removed/trimmed and how they will be managed for years to 



come for all future generations to enjoy. I encourage the board to reach out and help us find 
common ground regarding this project. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Michael Pringle 
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Action Date 
Project Name & 
A lication 
Project Location 
&APN 
Project
Description 

California 
Environmental 
Quality Act 
(CEQA) 

Staff Contact 

Application 
Information for 
Public Review 

CITY Of NOVATO 
NOTICE Of ACTION 
DESIGN REVIEW 

THE NOVATO COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DIRECTOR WILL CONSIDER TAKING 
ACTION ON THE FOLLOWING: 
April 9, 2018 
Satrap Residence 
P2018-006 & 007 
9 Thunderbird Drive 
APN: 160-364-04 & -14 
This project consists of a lot merger and a~~ition to ~he 
existing residence on the property. The add1t1on consists 
of a new 898 square foot bedroom and 639 squar~ f?ot 
bonus room. These additions will extend out the ex1stmg 
residence northward towards the down sloped portion of 
the subject parcel. 

The project includes merging a 15,827 square foot lot 
with a 17,813 square foot parcel on which the existing 
residence is located. This merger will result in a new 
33,640 s uare foot arcel. 
The lot line adjustment and addition, are exempt from 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
the City of Novato Environmental Review Guidelines, 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301, Existirtg 
Facilities, and 15305, Minor Alterations in Land Use 
Umitations. -
Vivek Damodaran, Planner I 
415-899-8939 
vdamodaran novato.or 
Novato Community Development Department 
922 Machin Avenue, Novato 
Open Monday through Thursday and alternating Fridays 
from 9 AM to 1 PM and 2 PM to 5 PM. Closed Friday 
A ril 6, 2018. ' 

If you believe this proposal creates issues of significant enough concern to 
public hearing, please contact the staff contact noted above as soon as poss:rran! a 
to the date of action. e, pnor 

If anyone wishes to challenge this ~roject _in court, they may be limited to raisi 
those issues they or anyone else raised pnor to the action described In thi ng only 
written corresp?ndence delivered to the Community Development Depa~;~~ce or in 
prior to, the action date. t on, or 

Date: March 30, 2018 



Nice seeing you again this morning. Thanks for letting me take some pictures from your 
yard. 

Per our discussion, I would like to have our attorney Derek Weller draft an agreement that 
upon the execution of the agreement and in exchange for you and your family (you or your) 
having no opposition to our remodel project as it's designed, the Satrap's (us, we, our) agree 
to do and accept the following at our sole expense: 

-f I. Hire our surveyor at Prescott and White to demark the actual property line between 5 
Thunderbird and 9 Thunderbird. Our surveyor will have reasonable access to your 
back yard to perform the work as needed. ~ ~~ J ~ (JV~ O..>/ 

{ro?""½ Lt~ .. 

2. Hire a licensed, bonded and insured contractor of our choice to remove the existing 
wire fence and build a new fence. The fence will be 6' tall and run along the entire 
length of our shared property lines. Fence will be positioned on our side of the 
property line to give you full access to your property. The fence design and materials 
will mirror the fence between your yard and 7 Thunderbird Dr. The horizontal boards 
will be placed on your side of the fence for aesthetic purposes. Due to the multi 
trunked redwood tree (TREE) being in the way of the path of the fence, the fence will 
be jogged around the TREE on our side to give you full view of the TREE from your 
property. The jog of the fence will be held back to allow for future growth. Contractor 
will do their best to not disturb the root system of the TREE; therefore, sections of 
fence may not be uniform in order to accommodate this. Our contractor will have 
reasonable access to your property to perform their work. 

3. Hire Manuel Roman, our mutual landscaper, to plant 15-gallon Pittosporum 
tenuifolium on your side of the new fence along the entire length, including the portion 
of the fence, which faces Fairway Dr. Manuel will also install drip piping and drippers 
for these new plants that will tie into your existing irrigation system. Planting will 
commence as soon as the fence is completed. 

4. Hire Dr. Kent Julin upon execution of the agreement as recommended by Tad Jacobs of 
Treemasters to monitor and maintain the root system and trees of the remaining 
redwoods that we will not be cutting down as part of the demolition and remodel of our 
home. He will also be on site to monitor the removal of the redwoods as noted in our 



You mentioned today also that the removal of the trees would happen only after the acceptance 
of the plans by the city as they are now. It would be good to add language that if the plans 
change that the conversation has to be restarted.My concern is the trees marked x on the plans 
would be removed pre-maturely and then the floor plans get revised and the reason (s) for you 
to remove the trees are no longer an issue. Also, it would be good to have the surveyor create a 
more accurate measurement and account of trees and which are proposed for removal as they 
missed the large one on the property line as being triple tnmked. Just want to make sure we are 
all on the same page. This will also be helpful when we meet with Mike Jacobson when he 
gets back from his trip. 

I think it would be a good idea to hire Dr. Kent Julin to evaluate the trees in their current state 
and advise us in a report that defines 
what Tad stated that the trees were never topped, are in good health and how removing the 
proposed trees could have an impact on the health of the remaining trees as they thrive in 
groups and help support each other. Whats important to us is that you are aware that removing 
the proposed trees could cause the remains trees to suffer die and fall over and take 
responsibility for that possibility in the future if that happens. I'm not an attorney but the last 
sentence in # 7 seems to remove you from liability based on your actions of cutting down the 
trees? "Human Interference" (act of cutting down trees) is actually the liability that we'd like 
for you to accept. 

"This acceptance of liability does not include damage incUITed where the TREE failed due to damage created by 
human interference other than accidentally by us or our contractor during construction" 

Thanks, 

Michael 

www.illumigarden.com 

j On Wed, Jan 24.2018 at 2 :30 PM, Jordan Satrap < JSatrar,2('@.russellhinton.com> wrote : 
Hi Michael, 
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i propertyshark.com 

9 Thunderbird Drive, Novato, CA 
94949 

I Go to most popular sections: T l 
better evaluate this property's value. 

Year 2018 

# of Sales 39 

Median Price $1,160,000 

Median Sq. Ft. 2,284 

Median $ per Sq. Ft. $493 

Value at Median $ per $1,618,285 

Sq. Ft. 

Year 2017 

# of Sales 156 

Median Price $955,000 

Median Sq. Ft. 2,283 

Median$ per Sq. Ft. $443 

Value at Median $ per $1,454,259 

Sq.Ft. 

Year 2016 

# of Sales 144 

Median Price $934,000 

Median Sq. Ft. 2,300 

Median$ per Sq. Ft. $421 

Value at Median$ per $1,382,663 
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i Zillow, Inc. 

X 
Zillow App 

***** 
OpE 

9 Thunderbird Dr, Novato, CA i! 

home that contains 4,600 sq ft 

1967. It contains 4 bedrooms ar 

This home last sold for $1,900,( 

September 2017. 

The Zestimate for this house is 

which has increased by $47,SlC 
12 
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9 Thunderbird Dr, 
Novato, CA 94949 

4 beds · 3 baths · 4,600 sqft 
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Download 
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Arbor Day Tree Care 
245 Calle de la Selva 
Novato, CA 94949 
415-309-1671 Mobile 
arbordaytreecare@yahoo.com 

Arborist Report 

Date: January 24, 2018 

To: Jordan Satrap 
9 Thunderbird Drive 
Novato, CA 94949 
( 415) 722-5635 
jsatrap@russellhinton.com 

Job Location: 9 Thunderbird Drive, Novato, CA 

Activity: Observe and inspect the small grove of trees in the northwest comer of the property at 9 
Thunderbird Drive. 

Observations: 

There are five separate groups of Redwood trees in this location on the property. They range in 
size from 14 to 30 inches in diameter and 30 to 60 feet tall. Ideally, the Coastal Redwood 
(Sequoia semperviron) grows from a single stem with a moderate taper. These trees are growing 
as multi-stems in small groups of two, three and four trees. When the trees grow in this 
formation, they create a weak attachment at the roots. As the grove gets larger, they become 
more dangerous. At this time, these trees are reaching critical mass. These trees will begin 
separating in storm winds and the trees will fall without warning. 

Recommendations: 

Safety pruning will not resolve the issue. Thinning and pruning will only be a short term fix. It is 
my recommendation that these trees be removed to ensure safety to the adjacent homes and their 
residents that would surely be impacted by a fallen tree. 

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns. 

Regards, 

Edgar C. Evans 
Certified Arborist WC 0720 



Vivek Damodaran 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Michael Pringle < michael@il lumigarden.com > 
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 9:50 AM 

Subject: 
Vivek Damodaran; Steve Marshall; Bob Brown 
Fwd: 9 Thunderbird Dr., Novato 

Michael 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Tad Jacobs" <tad @treemasters.com> 
Date: April 11, 2018 at 9:11:06 AM PDT 
To: '"Tad Jacobs"' <tad@treemasters.com>, "'Jordan Satrap"' <JSatrap@russellhinton.com>, "'Michael 
Pringle"' <michael@illumigarden.com> 
Subject: RE: 9 Thunderbird Dr., Novato 

Jordan and Michael, 

A brief summary of my observations. 

• 
• 

+· 
• 
• 

The Redwoods trees at 9 Thunderbird that I inspected are healthy at this time 
The Redwoods trees at 9 Thunderbird that I inspected have some very common structural issues 
that a large percentage of Marin County Redwoods also have that are standing today. 
If the 3 trees are to be removed and stumps ground out in cautious and professional manner with 
out the use of any herbicides, the neighboring trees should not be adversely affected from a 
health perspective. The remaining trees should be maintence pruned and monitored if the 3 trees 
are removed. 
If the 3 trees are preserved, one could modify building practices to keep the trees with the 
proposed addition. 
Redwoods perform best in a grove, best practice is to not alter a Redwood grove. Redwood 
groves are altered often in Marin County and remaining trees continue to grow. 
The Redwoods provide a lovely backdrop for Mr. Pringle 
It is my opinion that some of the Redwoods at 9 Thunderbird could be removed to accommodate 
the new construction while preserving some of the Redwoods that are closest to the fence line 
between Pringle and Satrap. 

I hope this clarifies my observations 
Tad Jacobs 
ISA Certified Arborist #8281 
TREEMAS7 ERS 
3175 Kerner Blvd 
San Rafael, CA 94901 
415-455-9933 

From: Tad Jacobs [mailto:tad@treemasters.comJ 
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2018 2:35 PM 



• The Planning Division will rely on the design development level plans for the Design Review. Assuming the 
Design Review application is approved then the Satraps' would have construction detail drawings prepared for a 
building permit. The design development plans provided by the architect offer sufficient detail to demonstrate 
the project the Satraps' intend to construct. 

• The Satraps' are proposing to remove 588 square-feet of existing floor areas from the residence. With credit 
given for this reduction, the net increase in total area with the additions is 1,048 sq. ft. The total size of the 
residence, including its attached garage, will be 5,391 sq. ft. versus the existing residence/garage of 4,343 sq. ft. 

• A lot merger is not a discretionary action. If a property owner demonstrates a merged lot conforms to minimum 
lot standards (area, depth, and width) and that any existing development thereon conforms to applicable 
development standards (e.g., setbacks, lot coverage, etc.), then a city/county is obligated to approve the 
merger. This procedure, as stipulated by state law, does not compel consideration of future development or 
privacy matters. 

• We are unaware of testing for asbestos. The Design Review process is not intended to address hazardous 
building materials. Determining the presence of asbestos containing materials and their disposal is the 
obligation of the Satrap's and there contractor. I am of the understanding that licensed general contractors in 
California are required to receive training on the identification and handling of asbestos containing building 
materials up to a certain amount of material - large amounts of such materials require handling by a specialized 
contractor. The city does not monitor these obligations of the contractor -nor homeowners that choose to 
perform their own work. 

• The proposed pool improvements do not trigger the need for expanded environmental review. The work to be 
performed by the Satraps' is located within the boundaries of their parcel and does not involve any physical 
changes to Open Space District's property. The seasonal drainage area on the Open Space District's parcel does 
not qualify as a waterway and is not subject to any setback or buffer area. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Marshall, AICP 
Planning & Environmental Services Manager 

City of Novato 
Community Development Department 
922 Machin Avenue 
Novato, CA 94945 

Main: (415)899-8989 
Direct: (415)899-8942 
Fax: (415)899-8216 

www.novato.org 

From: Michael Pringle [mailto:michael@illumigarden.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 09, 2018 9:02 PM 
To: Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org> 
Cc: Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>; Bob Brown <bbrown@novato.org> 
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007 

2 



design development drawings by our arborist / tree removal contractor. Dr. Julin will 
have reasonable access to your property to perform his work. 

5. Hire Treemasters or a similar licensed arborist / tree removal contractor of your 
choosing to monitor and maintain the TREE. The tree will be inspected on an annual 
basis in the months of September or October, prior to the start of the rainy season. In 
the event of any changes to the condition of the tree, Treemasters will prune the tree to 
maintain its health. 

6. In the event the TREE needs to be removed or falls down, Treemasters or a similar 
licensed arborist / tree removal contractor of your choosing will remove the TREE and 
grind the stump back to the dirt. We will replant another 36" box redwood tree or 
similar species in the same location of the TREE at our expense. 

7. We accept liability for any damage to any person or property on your property in the 
event of branches of the TREE or the TREE itself falling due to an act of God. This 
acceptance of liability does not include damage incurred where the TREE failed due to 
damage created by human interference other than accidentally by us or our contractor 
during construction. 

I think this covers everything but please let me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks 
Jordan 
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Design Review Commission Meeting 
Location:  Novato City Hall, 901 Sherman Avenue 

 

May 2, 2018 

 

     MINUTES 

 

Present: Patrick MacLeamy, Chair 

  Michael Barber 

  Marshall Balfe 

  Joe Farrell 

   

Absent: Beth Radovanovich  

 

Staff:  Steve Marshall, Planning Manager 

  Hans Grunt, Senior Planner 

  Vivek Damodaran, Planner I 

    

   

             

CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL:  

 

The meeting was called to order    

 

APPROVAL OF FINAL AGENDA:  

M/s, Farrell/Barber 4-0-1 (Radovanovich absent) to approve 
 

  

PUBLIC COMMENT: None 

 

 

CONSENT CALENDAR: 
 

1.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 21, 2018 (MBar,JF, PM,BR) 

 M/s, Farrell/Barber 4-0-1 (Radovanovich absent) to approve 
 

 

PUBLIC HEARING:  
 

  

CONTINUED ITEMS:  None 

 
 

 
 
922 Machin Ave 
Novato, CA 94945 
415/899-8900 
FAX 415/899-8213 
www.novato.org 
 
Mayor 
 Josh Fryday 
Mayor Pro Tem 
   Pam Drew 
Councilmembers 
   Denise Athas 
   Pat Eklund 
   Eric Lucan 
    
 
City Manager 
   Regan M. Candelario 

75 Rowland Way 
#200Novato, CA 94945-
3232415/899-8900FAX 
415/899-
8213www.ci.novato.ca.usMa
yor Pat EklundMayor Pro 
Tem Jim 
LelandCouncilmembers
Carole Dillon-Knutson
Madeline Kellner Jeanne 
MacLeamyInterim City 
Manager Patricia 
Thompson 
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   NEW ITEMS:  

 

2. FIRST AND GRANT MIXED USE (HG) 

     P2017-092; DESIGN REVIEW 

      APN 141-282-04 & -07; 1107 GRANT AVE. 

 

Conduct a public hearing and consider making a formal recommendation to the Novato 

Planning Commission regarding the site design, conceptual architecture, and landscape 

plans for the development of a three story mixed use commercial and residential building 

including. 13,317 SF of ground floor commercial space and 32 residential units, on the second 

and third floors; 47 parking spaces are provided for the residential units and five (5) off 

street spaces along Industrial Way. For the commercial space, the applicant is seeking 

approval of a downtown parking waiver to utilize on-street parking.  The parking waver will 

be considered by the Planning Commission and is not the purview of the Design Review 

Commission. 

 

Senior Planner Hans Grunt presented the staff report and gave an overview of the project; 

described the entitlement process and the need for the Design Review Commission to make a 

formal recommendation on the project’s design to the Planning Commission; noted additional 

comment letters are provided to the Commissioners – both in hard copy this evening and emailed 

to the Commissioners; Senior Planner Grunt concluded with a staff recommendation that the 

Commission take action to recommend, to Planning Commission, approval of the project’s design 

based on the staff analysis, findings and conditions contained in staff’s report to the Commission. 

 

Architect Dan Macdonald, with the aid of computer generating graphics and plans described the 

project in detail, including exhibits that depicted the proposed building in relation to surrounding 

commercial development and homes across Industrial Way; including privacy/sight lines resulting 

from the upper floors of the proposed building. 

 

Public Comments (summary) 

 

Jack Marshall expressed opposition to the project and upper story windows on the south 

elevation facing homes on Mirabella Ave.; questioned when the applicant is going to directly 

respond to neighbor concerns. 

 

Sherri Richardson Jacobs noted she is a 4yr resident of Novato; supports the proposed project 

inclusive of housing; believes it will add vibrancy to the commercial downtown and offers a 

beautiful “look”;  glad the Novato Chamber supports the project. 

 

Rick Wernick sits on the Novato Chamber of Commerce, Board of Directors and believes the 

design is smartly sensitive to surrounding development; good amenities e.g. ground level plaza 

etc.; believes the design is a “home run”. 

 

John Williams noted he is a 40yr resident of Novato; is the real estate agent that sold the project 

site to the most recent owner/seller; was following the City Council’s decision to adopt current 

height limits (45’) for the Downtown and recalls that the basis for the height provisions was to 

specifically support projects like this i.e. residential above commercial; believes this project is 

the right size and right mix for the property and this area of Downtown. 
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Jennifer Robinson noted she has lived in Novato since 2000; has desired opportunities to visit the 

Downtown and that not until recently commercial activity has started picking up more to give 

reason to come; believes this project, with both commercial and residential uses, will bring 

further life and vibrancy to Downtown; supports the project. 

 

Vera Lainte stated she generally likes the project but concerned with privacy impacts on homes 

on Mirabella Ave., and parking congestion; questioned the need for redevelopment on West 

Grant if East Grant is booming.  

 

Kevin Morrison asked what the Commission could do to effect added privacy measures into the 

design for residents on Mirabella Ave. 

 

Michelle Derviss asked if story poles will be erected for the proposed project.  Senior Planner 

Grunt noted that at the design workshop hearing, the Commission did not request that story poles 

be erected, however, Commissioner MacLeamy did request that the applicant’s architect include 

additional cross sections and elevation exhibits to provide more information regarding the mass, 

height and scale of the proposed building in context with surrounding development, which are 

now included in the project plans.  

 

Commission Questions and Comments 

 

Commissioner Farrell:  Expressed belief that the project, as designed, is a perfect catalyst for 

incentivizing redevelopment along west Grant Ave.; a very nice site and architecture design with 

retail on Grant Ave., parking screened in the rear; feels the design is “spot on”; feels the relief in 

massing from homes on the opposing side of Industrial Way (homes fronting Mirabella Ave.) 

that is created by the 2nd level courtyard is very effective; likes the finish materials, 

complimentary but not mimicking existing buildings in the area; glad to see the planter along the 

southerly boarder of the 2nd level courtyard is increased to 5’ in height for better privacy 

screening from opposing homes along Mirabella Ave.; indicated he is ready to recommend 

approval of the design. 

 

Commissioner Barber:  believes the architect, through design revisions, addressed the 

Commission comments offered at the prior workshop very well; really pleased with the overall 

massing and fenestration; appreciates the design and likely function of the upper courtyards; 

perfect window and balcony alignment; with the revisions incorporated, sees no further 

refinements needed. 

 

Commissioner Balfe:  Agrees with other Commissioners comments; in total support of the 

project’s design. 

 

Commission Chair MacLeamy:  Sees this project as posing a pivotal moment in time for 

redevelopment in Downtown Novato, particularly the west end of Grant Ave.; a much needed 

infill that will fill what has been a big hole in the streetscape for far too long; a good, bold 

design; appreciates the neighboring  concerns – namely privacy, but believes the design 

addresses those concerns very well; appreciates concerns regarding adequate commercial parking 

in the Downtown, but note that it is a matter for the Planning Commission and the City to take 



 

05dm0218 4  

 

 

up; believes this is a very well-crafted project design and congratulates the design team; ready to 

take action on the design recommendation. 

 

M/s, Farrell/Barber 4-0-1 (Radovanovich absent) to recommend approval to the Planning 

Commission of the site design, conceptual architecture and landscaping for First and Grant 

as presented on the plans prepared by Daniel Macdonald AIA Architects dated April 10, 

2018, and landscape plans as presented on the plans prepared by SW Design, Landscape 

Architecture dated April 20, 2018, based on the findings and conditions of approval below 

as supported by the facts discussed in the staff analysis and design review findings analysis 

sections of the Commission’s report dated May 2, 2018. 
 

FINDINGS 

 

2. In accordance with Section 19.42.030.F. of the Novato Municipal Code and based on the 

 discussion in the staff analysis section of this report and the project plans, the Design 

 Review Commission finds that: 

 

 a. The design, layout, size, architectural features and general appearance of First and 

  Grant is consistent with the General Plan, and any applicable Specific Plan and  

  with the development  standards, design guidelines and all applicable provisions  

  of the Municipal Code, including this Zoning Ordinance and any approved master 

   plan and precise development plan. 

 

 b. First and Grant would maintain and enhance the community's character, provide  

  for harmonious and orderly development, and create a desirable environment for  

  the occupants, neighbors, and visiting public. 

 

 c. First and Grant would not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare; is 

  not materially  injurious to the properties or improvements in the vicinity; does  

  not interfere with the use and  enjoyment of neighboring existing or future   

  developments and does not create potential traffic, pedestrian or bicycle hazards.  

 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 

1. The Design Review Commission shall review the final details of the site design, 

 architecture, and landscaping for First and Grant if the project’s entitlements are approved 

 by the Novato Planning Commission. The Design Review Commission’s review of the 

 project’s final design shall include, but is not limited to: 

 

 a. Architectural detailing e.g. window/door frame material, final siding   

  specifications, trim depth and/or details, balcony railing, exterior lighting.;  

 

 b. Exterior building colors;  

 

 c. Tree and plant species and planting locations within the defined planter areas;  

  

 d. Location and design of a public art component, if proposed, as required by Novato 

  Municipal Code Division 19.21, Art Program. 
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 e. The applicant shall work with City Planning staff to locate/install a bicycle rack(s) 

  for a minimum of six (6) bicycles. 

 

3.         SATRAP RESIDENCE ADDITION & LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT (VD) 

               P2018-006; DESIGN REVIEW 

   P2018-007; LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 

            APN 160-364-04 & 14; 9 THUNDERBIRD DRIVE 

 

Consider taking action to approve a Lot Line Adjustment (lot merger) and Design Review 

application for 9 Thunderbird Drive (APN 160-364-04 & -14) resulting in consolidation of 

two separate parcels under one ownership into one parcel and approximately 1,000 square-

feet of net new floor area added to the existing residence, as well as various site improvements 

(pool and patios) and landscaping changes. 

 

Planner I, Vivek Damodaran presented the staff report and gave an overview of the project’s scope. 

Staff explained that a concerned neighbor submitted a request for a formal hearing due to concerns 

related to the project’s removal of several redwood trees. Staff described the entitlement process 

and the need for the Design Review Commission to take action on both the design review and lot 

line adjustment entitlements for this project. Staff recommended that the Commission take 

approval of the project. 

 

The applicant and homeowner, Jordan Satrap, gave a brief overview of the project’s scope and the 

purpose of the proposal. Mr. Satrap noted that he also voluntarily reached out to his neighborhood 

prior to formally submitting his application. Mr. Satrap also described revised portions of the 

landscaping plan to address concerns relating to screening. 

 

Public Comment (summary) 

 

Michael Pringle, 5 Thunderbird: Conveyed safety concerns due to the trees located on/near the 

property line, identified for removal, and fear of trees falling on his home. He requested what the 

total lot size was and also requested that story poles be installed at the project site. Mr. Pringle 

expressed that he had viewed several multi-trunk redwood trees throughout Novato that had not 

failed. He requested that another arborist be brought to the site for another report, and stated that 

it was known that red tailed hawks inhabit trees of a similar characteristic. He opposes the removal 

of the trees. 

 

Michael Wood, 11 Thunderbird: Observed that the existing home is very outdated, the proposed 

tree removal is not viewed as hazardous, and he supported the project. 

 

Paul Winterhalder, 10 Thunderbird: Explained that has lived in the area for over 40 years and 

supports the project, he was in favor of the removal of the trees because they impede upon his 

views. 

 

Ed Evans, Project’s Licensed Arborist: Stated that the grouped planting, and cuts made to the trees 

they had developed defective multi-stem traits. The multi-stem trees share a common root cluster, 

which could lead to structural failure. 
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Pete Pedersen, Project’s Landscape Architect: Stated that redwood trees are typically solitary trees, 

and the compounded multi-trunk trait is typically not naturally occurring. Considering these trees 

are also not irrigated on a daily basis, removing some of the defective trees will improve the 

environment for the remaining trees. The added shrubbery in this location will help address any 

privacy concerns. 

 

Commissioner Questions and Comments 

 

Commissioner MacLeamy:  

 

 Asked the applicant that if he removes the trees identified, whether or not he will maintain the 

existing tress. 

 

 The applicant responded by stating yes, they will maintain the trees; he also affirmed that he 

is concerned about the trees stability, and his own family’s safety.  

 

 Privacy concerns are addressed by the fencing and the Pittosporum landscaping 

 

Commissioner Barber: 

 

 Based on the arborist report, removal of the trees identified as a risk is an important safety 

solution. 

 

 The 6-foot fencing and the upright shrubs of Pittosporum ‘Silver Sheen’ will adequately 

address privacy screening. 

 

 Saw this project as something that they would be able to approve 

 

Commissioner Balfe: 

 

 No issues. 

 

M/s, MacLeamy/Barber 3-0-2 to approve the project the proposed lot line adjustment, the 

proposed home additions, and site improvements at 9 Thunderbird Court pursuant to the 

plans prepared by Farrell Architecture, White and Prescott, and Pedersen Associates, dated 

February 25, 2018.  

 

FINDINGS 

 

1. In accordance with the California Subdivision Map Act and based on the discussion in the staff 

analysis section of this report and the project plans, the Design Review Commission finds that: 

 

a. The proposed lot line adjustment at 9 Thunderbird Drive is consistent with the General 

Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and any master plan or precise development plan adopted thereto. 

 

2. In accordance with Section 19.42.030.F of the Novato Municipal code and on the basis of the 

facts presented in the staff analysis portion of the staff report and the project plans, the Design 

Review Commission finds that:  
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a. The design, layout, size architectural features and general appearance of the proposed 

project is consistent with the General Plan, and any applicable Specific Plan and with the 

development standards, design guidelines and all applicable provisions of the Municipal 

Code, including the Zoning Ordinance and any approve Master Plan and Precise 

Development Plan. 

 

b. The proposed project would maintain and enhance the community’s character, provide for 

harmonious and orderly development, and create a desirable environment for the 

occupants, neighbors, and visiting public. 

 

c. The proposed development would not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or 

welfare; is not materially injurious to the properties or improvements in the vicinity; does 

not interfere with the use and enjoyment of neighboring or future developments and does 

not create potential traffic, pedestrian or bicycle hazards. 

 

3. In accordance with Section 19.26.060 of the Novato Municipal Code, and on the basis of the 

facts presented in the staff analysis portion of the staff report, and the project plans, the Design 

Review Commission finds:  

 

a. The design, scale, massing, height and siting of development is compatible with the 

character and scale of the surrounding developed neighborhood. 

 

b. The design and site layout of the hillside project is respective of and protects the natural 

environment to the maximum extent feasible. 
 

c. Site grading has been designed to be as minimal as possible to achieve sensitive hillside 

design, minimize tree removal, and provide safe site access and required parking. 
 

d. The hillside project is designed and sited to screen development to the extent feasible, 

through clustering and/or avoiding of highly visible hillsides, ridgelines, and knolls. 

 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 

The following conditions shall be met to the satisfaction of the Planning Division of the Novato 

Community Development Department:  

 

1. The lot line adjustment shall be recorded with the Marin County Recorder prior to 

issuance of a building permit. 

 

2. Design Review shall expire two (2) years from the date of approval unless within that 

time a building permit has been issued and remains valid. 

 

3. Significant design alterations shall be brought to the Planning Division for 

consideration. No deviation from the approved plans, including color changes or 

substitution of materials shall be made without staff approval. 

 

4. The Lot Line Adjustment shall expire two (2) years from the date of approval unless 
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within that time a Parcel Map is submitted to the City Engineer for review and 

recordation, or unless a map extension is requested by the applicant in a timely manner 

and granted thereafter.  

 

5. Construction associated with this approval shall conform to NMC Section 19.22.070 – 

Noise and Construction Hours 

 

6. The approval granted herein shall not become effective until all appropriate fees billed 

by the City of Novato to the application account are paid in full in accordance with the 

City’s cost based fee system. Failure to pay said fees may results in the City withholding 

issuance of related building permit, certificate of occupancy, recordation of final maps 

or other entitlements. 

 

7. To ensure the preservation of redwood trees to be retained at the project site, the removal 

of the redwoods identified on the project plans shall be conducted under the supervision 

and direction of a licensed arborist with attention given to utilizing practices and 

procedures to avoid damaging or otherwise impairing the health, vigor, or structural 

stability of remaining trees.  

 

The following conditions shall be met to the satisfaction of the Novato Fire Protection District: 

 

8. Automatic residential fire sprinkler system is required per NFPA 13D if the addition 

exceeds 50 percent of the total existing floor area (Reference Standard #401). 

 

9. The existing fire hydrant nearest the structure and located by the Fire Marshall shall 

have the body upgraded to have at least one (1) 4-inch, one (1) ½-inch, one (1) 2 ½-

inch outlet. Installation shall conform to the specifications of the North Marin Water 

District. 

 

10. ‘Knox’ key access shall be installed at the premises conforming to Novato Fire 

Protection Standard #202. ‘Knox’ key switch for the electronic gate is required. 

 

11. Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) – Fuels Management Plan required. An irrigated 

greenbelt VMP Fuels Management Plan conforming to the standards of the Novato Fire 

District shall be prepared and implemented at the site. The VMP-Fuels Management 

Plan shall conform to Novato Fire Protection Standard #220. The plan shall be 

incorporated into the landscape plan for the project, and submitted to the Fire Marshall 

for review prior to implementation. The plan shall be implemented prior to building 

final. 

 

12. Project in a Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) Area. This project is located in a WUI 

area and must meet all applicable California Building Code (CBC) requirements. 

(Reference CBC Chapter 7A). 

 

The following conditions shall be met to the satisfaction of the North Marin Water District: 

 

13. North Marin Water District (NMWD) Regulation 15 – Mandatory Water Conservation 

Measures. Occupancy approval shall not be granted until compliance with water 
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conservation measures, as applicable, can be verified. For the full scope of the required 

water conservation measures for both indoor fixtures/appliances and landscaping refer 

to Regulation 15 (section e. and f.) at www.nmwd.com.  

 

14. Cross-Connection and Backflow Protection. Installation of an above-ground, reduced 

pressure principle (RPP) backflow prevention device at the meter is required in 

accordance with the NMWD’s Regulation 6, and California Department of Health 

Regulations (Title 17). Upon installation, an inspection report (device testing) must be 

completed and returned to the NMWD prior to the commencement of business 

activities. 

 

The following conditions shall be met to the satisfaction of the Novato Engineering Division: 

 

15. City of Novato Approval of Lot Line Adjustment form shall be completed and provided 

to the Engineering Division. 

 

16. Closure calculations shall be provided for the parcels involved in the lot line adjustment. 

 

17. On the legal description, for the lot line adjustment, the ‘Basis of Bearing’ shall be 

provided. 

 

18. On the Lot Line Adjustment plat map the ‘Basis of Bearing’ shall be shown. 

 

19. Show monuments on the plat map where applicable. 

 

20. Clearly show in the notes that the Access Easements are existing, and provide their 

record document numbers, and record documents. State these easements are to remain. 

 

Indemnity and Time Limitations 

 

a. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, attorneys 

and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding brought against the City or its agents, 

officers, attorneys, or employees, to attack set aside, void or annul the City’s decision to 

approve the application and associated environmental determination at issue herein.  This 

indemnification shall include damages or fees awarded against the City, if any, cost of suit, 

attorney’s fees, and other costs and expenses incurred in connection with such action whether 

incurred by the applicant, the City, and/or parties initiating or bringing such action. 

 

b. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, 

employees, and attorneys for all costs incurred in additional investigation (such as the 

environmental determination at issue herein or any subsequently required Environmental 

Document), if made necessary by said legal action and if the applicant desires to pursue 

securing such approvals, after initiation of such litigation, which are conditioned on the 

approval of such documents, in a form and under conditions approved by the City Attorney. 

 

c. The applicant indemnifies the City for all the City’s costs, fees, and damages which the City 

incurs in enforcing the above indemnification provisions. 

 

http://www.nmwd.com/


 

05dm0218 10  

 

 

d. Unless a shorter period applies, the time within which judicial review of this decision must be 

sought is governed by California Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.6. 

 

e. The Conditions of Project Approval set forth herein include certain fees, dedication 

requirements, reservation requirements, and other exactions. Pursuant to Government Code 

Section 66020(d)(1), these Conditions constitute written notice of a statement of the amount 

of such fees, and a description of the dedications, reservations, and other exactions.  The 

applicant is hereby further notified that the 90-day approval period in which you may protest 

these fees, dedications, reservations, and other exactions, pursuant to Government Code 

Section 66020(a), has begun. If the applicant fails to file a protest within this 90-day period 

complying with all of the requirements of Section 66020, the applicant will be legally barred 

from later challenging such exactions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PROJECT DESIGN WORKSHOP:   None 

 

  
 

GENERAL BUSINESS: None 

 

  

 

ADJOURNMENT:    The meeting was adjourned at 10 P.M. 



Sr18015;04/26/18  1  

DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION STAFF REPORT 

 

MEETING 

DATE:  May 2, 2018 

 

STAFF: Vivek Damodaran, Planner I 

   (415) 899-8939; vdamodaran@novato.org  

 

SUBJECT: SATRAP RESIDENCE  

  P2018-006; DESIGN REVIEW 

  P2018-007; LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT  

  CEQA CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT – SECTION 15301 & 15305 

  APN 160-364-04 & 14; 9 THUNDERBIRD DRIVE 
  
 

REQUESTED ACTION 

 

Consider taking action to approve a Lot Line Adjustment (lot merger) and Design Review 

application for 9 Thunderbird Drive (APN 160-364-04 & -14) resulting in consolidation of two 

separate parcels under one ownership into one parcel and approximately 1,000 square-feet of net 

new floor area added to the existing residence, as well as various site improvements (pool and 

patios) and landscaping changes. 

 

DESIGN REVIEW COMMISSION 

 

The proposed project is being presented to the Design 

Review Commission due to a request for a public 

hearing submitted by a neighboring resident. The 

Novato Zoning Ordinance allows any member of the 

public to request a public hearing for design review 

actions being considered administratively by the 

Community Development Director.  When a request for 

a public hearing is received for an administrative design 

review application the matter is forwarded to the Design 

Review Commission consideration. 

 

Design Review is required of the project since it involves 

new development on land with an average slope 

exceeding 10%.  This is a processing requirement of 

Novato’s Hillside and Ridgeline Preservation 

Ordinance.  

 

In this instance, the project proposal includes a request 

to grant a lot line adjustment to merge two adjoining 

parcels owned by the applicant.  A lot line adjustment is 

routinely an administrative action and is a request that must be granted where an applicant 

demonstrates the properties affected by the lot line adjustment remain conforming to the parcel 

standards (minimum lot size, depth, and width) of the applicable zoning district following the 

 
 

922 Machin Ave 
Novato, CA 94945 

415/899-8900 
FAX 415/899-8213 
www.novato.org 
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boundary adjustment.  

 

The Design Review Commission is asked to consider and take action on the lot line adjustment.  

This request is due to a provision in the Novato Zoning Ordinance stating that where multiple 

permit requests are required for a project the highest level review authority shall consider and take 

action on all applications.  In this instance, the Design Review Commission is the higher review 

authority. 

 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

 

9 Thunderbird Drive consists of two (2) separate parcels of land that are under a single ownership 

and are identified by assessor’s parcel number 160-364-04 and -14.  The existing residence at 9 

Thunderbird is located on APN 160-364-04 and fronts onto Thunderbird Drive. This parcel has an 

average slope of approximately 9.3 percent. Due to the “flag-lot” configuration of the parcels, the 

existing residence is tucked behind a neighboring residence (7 Thunderbird Drive). There is a fair 

amount of vegetation scattered throughout the subject parcel, consisting of a variety of trees, brush, 

and landscaped hedges, that largely screen the residence from view of the surrounding public 

streets.  

 

APN 160-364-14 hosts landscaped yard space serving the residence and undeveloped oak 

woodland areas and has an average slope of 21 percent. 

 

The combined area of both parcels is 33,763 square feet and would, upon being merged, have an 

average slope of 14.8 percent. 

 

The project plans, included as Attachment 1, include a topographic survey that depicts the existing 

conditions of the subject parcels. 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

This project consists of two separate actions: 1) merger of the existing parcels into a single parcel, 

achieved by way of a lot line adjustment; and 2) a Design Review request to allow the addition of 

1,048 square-feet of net new floor area to the existing residence, as well as landscaping changes, 

installation of an in-ground pool, and creation of various patio spaces.  

 

The lot line adjustment (merger) would result in a single parcel consisting of 33,763-square-feet, 

based on County Assessor records.  In this instance, the lot line adjustment removes a lot line that 

would prevent the proposed home additions due to being unable to meet the minimum rear yard 

setback of the R1-10 zoning district.  By eliminating this lot line the proposed addition would meet 

the rear setback requirement.  

 

The parcel resulting from the lot line adjustment would have an average slope of 14.8 percent. 

This circumstance creates the need to consider the proposed additions and other site improvements 

through the Design Review process, which is required for new development on parcels with an 

average slope of 10 percent or greater.  

 

The proposed home addition involves adding 898-square feet of floor area for a new master 

bedroom at the north/northwest side of the residence, a 639-square foot bonus/game room at the 
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north/northeast side of the home and 99-square feet of general interior space (i.e., entry hall, 

hallway, and s minor kitchen expansion). The project includes the removal of approximately 588-

square feet of existing floor area, including 394-square feet of an upper floor bedroom and 194-

square feet of general interior space.  As a result, the net floor area added to the existing residence 

is 1,048-square feet.  

 

The proposed addition would result in the removal of approximately fourteen (14) trees, including 

a cluster of redwoods at the northwest corner of the property. All of the trees slated for removal 

are non-native to Novato and were planted as a component of the landscaping for the existing 

residence.  

 

The existing residence will undergo a full façade renovation going from contemporary styled 

architecture to what is best described as a modern farmhouse design, featuring gabled rooflines, 

dormers, and board and batten siding.   

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Property Owner:  Satrap Family Trust 

Applicant:   Joe Farrell, Architect 

Assessor’s Parcel No.: 160-364-04 & -14 

Property Size:   33,763 square-feet (combination of two parcels) 

General Plan Designation: Low Density Residential (R1)   

Existing Zoning:  Low Density Residential (R1-10) 

Existing Use:   Single-Family Residential 

 

Adjacent Zoning & Uses: North             

 West             Low Density Residential (R1-10); Residential 

 South  

 East         –   Planned District (PD); Marin County Open Space Land 

  

 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 

The proposed Lot Line Adjustment is exempt from the requirements of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City of Novato Environmental Review Guidelines, 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15305. Section 15305, Minor Alterations in Land Use 

Limitations, exempts minor lot line adjustments from environmental review, where such 

adjustments would not result in the creation of any new parcel, does not alter density, and the 

involved area has an average slope of 20 percent or less. The proposed Lot Line Adjustment meets 

these criteria since it will not create a new parcel, the involved areas have a combined average 

slope of 14 percent, and no change in residential density would occur. 

 

The proposed additions to the existing residence and associated site improvements are exempt 

from CEQA and the City of Novato Environmental Review Guidelines pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15301. Section 15301, Existing Facilities, exempts additions to existing 

structures, provided that the addition(s) will not result in an increase of more than 50 percent of 
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the floor area of the existing structure before the addition, or 2,500 square-feet, whichever is less. 

The existing residence has a total floor area of 3,843 square-feet and this project proposes a net 

addition of 1,048 square-feet of floor area. This proposal will not result in an increase of more than 

50 percent of the floor area nor is the addition larger than 2,500 square feet. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS  
 

The Design Review Commission’s action to approve the proposed lot line adjustment and 

residential addition must be based on the finding of approval required for a lot line adjustment and 

those findings for design review actions as specified in Novato Municipal Code Section 

19.42.030.F. To assist in the decision making process, the analysis below lists each finding 

followed by staff’s assessment of whether the project proposal conforms thereto. 

 

Lot Line Adjustment 

 

The California Subdivision Map Act specifies the criteria local agencies can consider when 

reviewing lot line adjustment requests involving four or fewer parcels and which do not create any 

new parcels. Local agencies are limited to reviewing and making a determination regarding 

whether or not the parcels resulting from the proposed lot line adjustment conform to the local 

general plan, any applicable specific plan, and zoning and building ordinances. If a lot line 

adjustment is found to comply with local requirements then an agency is compelled to approve the 

adjustment. Accordingly, the Design Review Commission’s review of the proposed Satrap Lot 

Line Adjustment focuses on determining whether the parcel resulting from the adjustment 

conforms to the Novato General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 

 

Lot Line Adjustment Finding: The proposed lot line adjustment is consistent with the General 

Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and any master plan or precise development plan adopted pursuant 

thereto. 

 

The subject parcels are both assigned the Low Density Residential (R1) General Plan land use 

designation. The R1 land use designation permits single-family residential uses at a density range 

of 1.1 to 5.0 dwelling units per acre.  The proposed lot line adjustment would merge two parcels 

into a single parcel, which would host the existing single family residence at 9 Thunderbird Drive. 

As such, the parcel resulting from the proposed lot line adjustment would remain consistent with 

the density range and land use specified for the R1 General Plan land use designation.  

 

The Novato Zoning Ordinance is the tool that implements the General Plan. This document 

prescribes the development standards for all properties in the City. In the case of a lot line 

adjustment, the applicable development standards include the minimum lot size, width, and depth. 

The table below demonstrates that the parcel resulting from the proposed lot line adjustment would 

conform to the R1-10 zoning district’s development standards.  

 

R1-10 Zoning District’s 

Codified Standard 

Proposed Lot 

Minimum Lot Size - 10,000 ft2 33,640 ft2 

Minimum Lot Depth – 100 ft. 157.5 ft. 

Minimum Lot Width – 75 ft. 155.09 ft. 



Sr18015;04/26/18  5  

 

The parcel resulting from the proposed lot line adjustment is sufficiently sized to support the 

existing residence at 9 Thunderbird (with or without the proposed addition and site improvements 

at issue herein) and maintain consistency with all development standards applicable to the 

residence, including lot coverage, floor area ratio, and setbacks. 

 

Design Review  

 

Upon recordation of the lot line adjustment, the resulting parcel will have an average slope of 

approximately 15 percent. Novato Municipal Code (hereafter “NMC”) Section 19.26.020 (Hillside 

and Ridgeline Protection Ordinance) requires design review for additions on lots with average 

slopes of over 10 percent.  

 

For this design review, the Design Review Commission must consider the findings of approval 

required for design review actions, specified in NMC Section 19.42.030.F, as well as, the 

supplemental design review findings required for all hillside development specified in NMC 

Section 19.26.060. To assist in the decision-making process, the analysis below lists each finding 

and the associated discussion on the project’s conformance thereto. 

 

Design Review Finding No. 1: The design, layout, size, architectural features and 

general appearance of the proposed project is consistent with the general plan, and any 

applicable specific plan and with the development standards, design guidelines and all 

applicable provisions of this code, including this title and any approved master plan and 

precise development plan. 

 

1996 General Plan Consistency - 

 

The subject parcels are both assigned a General Plan land use designation of Low Density 

Residential (R1). This land use designation is intended for areas appropriate for the development 

of single-family homes and other similar uses.  

 

The 1996 Novato General Plan provides a framework of policies addressing such matters as land 

use, transportation, circulation and community character. These policies are intended to coordinate 

Novato’s physical development over a 20-year period. In this instance, the Community 

Development Director should consider applicable policies of the Land Use Chapter, Community 

Identity Chapter and the Environment Chapter of the General Plan when reviewing this proposal. 

Relevant Community Identity (CI) and Environment (EN) policies are listed below with the 

associated discussion. 

 

CI Policy 1 Compatibility of Development with Surroundings. Ensure that new 

development is sensitive to the surrounding architecture, topography, landscaping, and to 

the character, scale, and ambiance of the surrounding neighborhood. Recognize that 

neighborhoods include community facilities needed by Novato residents as well as homes, 

and integrate facilities into neighborhoods. 

 

EN Policy 27 Scenic Resources. Protect visual values on hillsides, ridgelines, and other 

scenic resources.  
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This project proposal involves two separate room additions to the northern portion of the existing 

residence, the removal of a portion of the existing second-story, and the removal of a number of 

trees to accommodate the additions and site work (pool and patios). The purpose of this design 

review is to evaluate the compatibility of the proposed additions in this hillside setting by ensuring 

that the design, layout, size and general appearance of the additions is consistent with the General 

Plan and all applicable provisions of the Zoning Code.  

 

The neighborhood surrounding the subject parcel is comprised of a mix of single and multi-story 

homes built on hillside lots. The architecture of surrounding homes is diverse with representations 

of California Ranch, Craftsman, French Tudor, and modern farmhouse styles with floor areas 

ranging from 2,000 square feet to 4,600 square feet.  

 

This project proposes a complete change in architecture to the existing home, which currently 

boasts a mansard roof over the body of the home and contemporary architectural features 

throughout the current design. The architect has proposed to update the existing home through the 

use of a more contemporary farmhouse design, which would apply to the new master bedroom and 

bonus room additions. This shift in architectural design is considered to be compatible with the 

variety of design styles in the surrounding neighborhood. 

 

The primary building additions (master bedroom and bonus room) are located on the north side of 

the residence and would extend approximately 26-feet from the north elevation of the existing 

home; the west wall of the existing residence would be extended outward by approximately 3-feet. 

This configuration would place living space closer to the residences at 5 and 7 Thunderbird Court, 

as well as 537 Fairway Drive. The new west wall and master bedroom would be approximately 

55-feet from the residence at 7 Thunderbird and 60-feet from the home at 5 Thunderbird. The new 

additions would be approximately 140-feet from 537 Fairway.  Although the additions move closer 

to the noted residences the separation between buildings remains significant.  

 

The new addition at the northwest corner of the residence at 9 Thunderbird is likely to be partially 

visible from the residence at 5 Thunderbird Drive, which is at an elevation approximately 3- to 5-

feet lower than the project site.  Currently, views of the home at 9 Thunderbird from this location 

are screened by redwood trees located at the northwest corner of the project site. Several of these 

redwoods would be removed to accommodate the new addition, reducing some of the screening 

now afforded to the property at 5 Thunderbird.  Although the new addition would be more visible 

than the current residence it is not expected to be visually imposing on the home at 5 Thunderbird 

given the large separation (60-feet) between residences, the single-story height of the proposed 

additions, and the screening offered by installation of a new 6-foot tall solid board fence proposed 

between the two properties.  

 

The new additions along the west elevation and at northwest corner of the 9 Thunderbird would 

be visible from the residence at 7 Thunderbird, just as the existing residence is viewable currently. 

The additional building mass would be partially screened by an existing fence between the 

properties. Given the separation (55-feet) between the homes at 7 and 9 Thunderbird and partial 

screening provided by the existing fence, the new single-story additions is not considered to be 

imposing on the home at 5 Thunderbird. 

 

The north additions would be approximately 140-feet (horizontally) from and 20-feet above the 

residence at 537 Fairway Drive. The proposed room additions would not be visible from the home 
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at 537 Fairway Drive home based on the elevation difference, significant horizontal separation, 

and extensive tree cover between the home and project site. 

 

Based on the observations above, the proposed additions at 9 Thunderbird are not expected to be 

visually imposing or detract from the character, scale, and ambiance of the project site or 

surrounding properties.  

 

The proposed home additions and associated site improvements are located in an area that is 

currently developed with a deck and improved with landscaping. This area is generally flat and 

does not require extensive grading that would significantly modify the existing topography of the 

project site. As such, the project is considered to be compatible with the topography of the project 

site. 

 

Based on the observations above, the project is considered to be consistent with CI Policy I and 

EN Policy 27.  Please refer to the Supplemental Design Review Findings section of this staff report 

for discussion regarding the project’s compliance with Novato’s Hillside Ordinance, an 

implementing component of EN Policy 27. 

 

Zoning Consistency –  

 

The project site is assigned a zoning district classification of Low Density Residential with a 

10,000-square-foot minimum parcel size (R1-10). The R1-10 zoning district permits single-family 

residences and residential accessory uses (sheds, detached garages, pools, patios, etc.). The R1-10 

zoning district also specifies various development standards (e.g., setbacks, lot coverage, height 

limit) for residential development.  

 

Development standards relevant to the review of the proposed additions include: required setbacks, 

floor area ratio, and lot coverage. The following table demonstrates that the proposed additions 

will conform to applicable development standards.  

 

 

Hillside and Ridgeline Protection Ordinance  

 

The Hillside Ordinance applies to this project because the average slope of the parcel exceeds 10 

percent. The Hillside Ordinance focuses on the aesthetics of new development in a hillside setting, 

as well as grading of existing topography. Projects found to be consistent with the Hillside 

Ordinance are those that minimize grading and the removal of native trees, avoid the appearance 

of large building mass, and screen structural components from view as feasible. 

 

The design review process for all hillside development projects requires the consideration of 

supplemental hillside development findings. These findings are listed below, followed by a 

discussion that evaluates the proposed project at 9 Thunderbird Drive for consistency with the 

Hillside Ordinance. 

 

 
Setback Building 

Coverage 

Floor Area 

Ratio Front Side Rear 

Codified Standard 25’ 10’ 25’ 40% 50% 

9 Thunderbird Drive w/ proposed addition 38.6’ 10’ 35.75’ 18.3% 14.5% 
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Supplemental Design Review Finding No. 1: The design, scale, massing and siting of 

development is compatible with the character and scale of the surrounding, developed 

neighborhood. 

 

The proposed additions are single-story in height and would be of a scale that is consistent with 

the existing residence and homes in the neighborhood, many of which are two-stories in height.  

The existing residence plus the new additions would result in a floor area at the upper end of the 

range of home sizes in the neighborhood.  However, the massing and architecture of the proposed 

addition is not uncharacteristic of homes in the Marin Country Club area. As discussed above, the 

new additions are not considered to be visually imposing on or detract from the character, scale, 

and ambiance of the project site or surrounding properties due to the relatively concealed location 

of the project site, the separation maintained from nearby residential units, the addition of solid 

board fencing offering screening of the new additions, and the installation of new landscaping that 

at maturity would further diffuse views of the expanded residence.  

 

Supplemental Design Review Finding No. 2: The design and site layout of the hillside project is 

respective of and protects the natural environment to the maximum extent feasible. 

 

Supplemental Design Review Finding No. 3: Site grading has been designed to be as minimal 

as possible to achieve sensitive hillside design, minimize tree removal and provide safe site 

access and required parking.  

 

As demonstrated by the topographic survey and site plan, the proposed additions will be located 

on the primarily flat portion of the project site. Given this circumstance, the project does not require 

significant modification of the existing topography of the project site and avoids the undisturbed, 

natural areas of the project site and the removal of native trees.  

 

The project plans indicates that ten (10) non-heritage redwood trees, three (3) non-heritage pines, 

two (2) non-heritage liquid amber, one (1) non-heritage magnolia, and one non-heritage (1) cedar 

tree will all be removed to accommodate the proposed project.  All of these trees are non-native 

and were planted as landscape features with the existing residence.  

 

The Hillside Ordinance is particularly focused on minimizing the removal of trees native to 

Novato, including oak, madrone, and bay trees that established naturally. Given this focus, the 

removal of the noted trees is not considered to be inconsistent with supplemental findings No. 2 

and 3.  Nevertheless it is worth noting an landscape plan has been prepared for the project, 

including the planting of additional trees - four (4) natchez crape myrtle, two (2) white chocolate 

crape myrtle, one (1) saucer magnolia, three (3) flowering crabapple, and two (2) heritage kwanzan 

flowering cherry. Additionally, the planting plan shows a range of shrubs, perennials, ferns, 

grasses and ground cover would be installed. A majority of these plants have been identified as 

fire resistant. Considering the topography and the wildland urban interface (fire prone area) 

classification assigned to this parcel, the plants selected for planting plan are considered to be 

appropriate for the project setting. 

 

The modifications proposed to the existing single-family residence do not affect the existing access 

or on-site parking current provided at the project site. Based on the facts above, this proposal is 

considered to meet the noted findings. 
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Supplemental Design Review Finding No. 4: The hillside project is designed and sited to screen 

development to the extent feasible, through clustering and/or avoiding of highly visible hillsides, 

ridgelines, and knolls.  

 

As discussed above, the project site is generally well concealed from view of surrounding public 

streets.  However, the new additions would be visible from the residences at 5 and 7 Thunderbird 

Drive. In particular, removal of the noted redwood trees would allow greater views of the expanded 

home at the project site from the residence at 5 Thunderbird Drive.  

 

Staff considered the visibility of the project from the residence at 5 Thunderbird Drive. While 

removing the noted redwood trees does open views of the project site from 5 Thunderbird, the 

proposed addition would not be starkly visible from this location. This perspective is based on the 

observation the project involves single-story additions with a separation of approximately 60-feet 

from the home at 5 Thunderbird, two large redwoods would remain at the northwest corner of the 

project site, a new  6-foot tall solid wood fence is proposed at the common property line between 

the project site  and 5 Thunderbird Drive, and new trees would be planted near the home additions.  

The combination of the remaining redwoods, solid board fence, and new tree plantings are 

considered to sufficiently diffuse views of the expanded residence; the Hillside Ordinance does 

not require new development to be completely screened from view.  

 

Staff also considered views from 7 Thunderbird.  As noted earlier, the existing home is visible 

from this particular residence. The proposed addition at the northwest corner of the subject home 

is not considered to significantly change views from 7 Thunderbird – the existing solid board fence 

will offer screening of the single-story addition.  

 

Design Review Finding No. 2: The proposed project would maintain and enhance the 
community's character, provide for harmonious and orderly development, and create a 
desirable environment for the occupants, neighbors, and visiting public. 

 

As discussed above, the project is considered to be consistent the General Plan and Hillside 
Ordinance. Accordingly, this proposal is considered to maintain and enhance the 
community’s character, provide for harmonious and orderly development, and create a 
desirable environment for the occupants, neighbors, and visiting public. 
 

Design Review Finding No. 3: The proposed development would not be detrimental to 
the public health, safety, or welfare; is not materially injurious to the properties or 
improvements in the vicinity; does not interfere with the use and enjoyment of 
neighboring existing or future developments and does not create potential traffic, 
pedestrian or bicycle hazards. 

 

This project proposal does not involve a change in land use. As such, the current low-
density, single-family residential land use will continue.  

 

The scale of this project is considered to be minor and will not increase traffic to the subject 
parcel, nor will it result in any hazards to pedestrians or bicyclists.  

 

The project was referred to various public agencies that are responsible for public health, 
welfare, and safety, including the Novato Fire Protection District and Novato Public Works 
Department. No agency identified any potential hazards directly related to the proposed 
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project. 

 
Public Notice 

 

The public was notified of the proposed project in accordance with Novato Zoning Ordinance, 

Sections 19.42.030 and 19.58.050. Notices were mailed to the property owners and residents 

within 300-feet of the exterior boundaries of the subject parcel on April 19, 2018 for a public 

hearing on May 2, 2018, with the Design Review Commission. Notices were previously issued 

when the matter was being considered by the Community Development Director.  

 

Public Comment on Tree Removal 

 

Staff was contacted by the resident of 5 Thunderbird Drive regarding the proposed project. This 

resident made a request to have the matter considered at a public hearing due to concerns about 

the proposed removal of several redwood trees at the northwest corner of the project site. The 

resident indicated concerns about views of the expanded residence due to removal of the redwood 

trees and the safety of the redwood trees to remain on-site. The resident of 5 Thunderbird provided 

comments from an arborist regarding the redwood trees.  

 

The applicant’s arborist report and the comments obtained by the neighboring resident are attached 

for the DRC’s review. 

 

As discussed above, staff does not consider the removal of the noted redwood trees or the 

expansion of the residence at 9 Thunderbird to significantly alter views from public vantage points 

or more generally views of the project site’s hillside setting.   

 

Novato’s Zoning Ordinance does not expressly require consideration of views from private 

locations, except where a project site is located in a scenic resource area as mapped on General 

Plan Map EN-3. The project site is not identified as a scenic resource on EN-Map 3.  Despite this 

circumstance, staff did give consideration to the concerns of the resident at 5 Thunderbird as 

discussed in the analysis above. Again, the combination of the remaining redwoods, new solid 

board fence, and new tree plantings are considered to sufficiently diffuse views of the expanded 

residence from the home at 5 Thunderbird. 

 

The Zoning Ordinance does not prohibit the removal of trees to accommodate new development.  

Instead, tree removal proposed to accommodate a project is considered on a case-by-case basis 

where a proposal is subject to Design Review. There is no specific criteria addressing when it is 

or is not appropriate to remove a tree(s). Given this circumstance, staff considers the type and size 

of trees and the setting of the project with priority given to preserving trees native to Novato, 

particularly those of a heritage tree size (24-inches in diameter or greater). Staff attempts to 

reasonably balance the interests of the property owner seeking to remove trees to improve their 

property with those of neighboring property owners.  

 

The arborist comments (attached) submitted by the applicant and the neighboring resident offer 

similar, but slightly different views of removing the noted redwoods. The applicant’s arborist 

considers the trees proposed for removal to represent an eventual safety hazard due to the multi-

stemmed structure of these trees – accordingly removal is recommended.  The neighboring 

resident’s arborist views the trees as healthy, but having structural issues that are common to 
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redwoods planted in Marin and recommends if removal is undertaken careful work be performed 

to avoid compromising neighboring trees – some of the redwoods could be removed to 

accommodate new construction while preserving some of the redwoods closest to the common 

property boundary between 5 and 9 Thunderbird. 

 

Staff has considered the views expressed by the respective arborists.  As a result, staff views the 

existing redwood trees slated for removal to be healthy at this time, but eventually may represent 

a safety hazard due to structural defects. Staff did not feel a third, independent arborist evaluation 

was necessary since neither of the consulting arborists indicate a significant safety issue would 

result with removal of the noted trees.  

 

In this instance, staff does not oppose the removal of the noted redwood trees based on the 

following: 

 

1. The redwood trees in question are not native to Novato and were planted as part of the 

landscaping installed for the existing home at 9 Thunderbird; 

 

2. The redwood trees slated for removal are not shown to be heritage size; the larger, heritage 

size redwoods on the project site are not shown to be removed; 

 

3. Sufficient screening measures are incorporated in the project to diffuse views of the new 

home additions with removal of the noted redwood trees; 

 

4. Removal of the noted redwood trees can be accomplished without compromising the 

remaining redwoods as indicated by the neighboring resident’s arborist; and 

 

5. The health and maintenance of trees on private property are the responsibility of an 

individual property owner. 

 

Given these observations, staff believes it is appropriate to give deference to the applicant to 

remove the noted redwoods, subject to a condition of approval requiring the tree removal to be 

conducted under the supervision of a licensed arborist with attention given to avoiding damage to 

the redwoods that will remain on-site.  The specific condition of approval is specified below.  

 

ALTERNATIVES 
 

1. Approve the proposed lot line adjustment and residential addition, as proposed. 

 

2. Approve the proposed lot line adjustment and residential addition with recommended 

revisions. 

 

3. Continue the public hearing with direction to staff and the applicant. 

 

4. Do not approve the proposed lot line adjustment and residential addition. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

Staff recommends the Design Review Commission approve the proposed lot line adjustment, the 
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proposed home additions, and site improvements at 9 Thunderbird Court pursuant to the plans 

prepared by Farrell Architecture, White and Prescott, and Pedersen Associates dated February 25, 

2018, based on the staff analysis above and subject to the conditions of approval below. 

 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL & ACTION 

 

CEQA Finding:  The proposed Lot Line Adjustment is exempt from the requirements of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City of Novato Environmental Review 

Guidelines, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15305. Section 15305, Minor Alterations in 

Land Use Limitations, exempts minor lot line adjustments from environmental review, where such 

adjustments would not result in the creation of any new parcel, does not alter density, and the 

involved area has an average slope of 20 percent or less. The proposed Lot Line Adjustment meets 

these criteria since it will not create a new parcel, the involved areas have a combined average 

slope of 14 percent, and no change in residential density would occur. 

 

The proposed additions to the existing residence and site improvements are exempt from CEQA 

and the City of Novato Environmental Review Guidelines pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15301. Section 15301, Existing Facilities, exempts additions to existing structures and minor site 

improvements, provided such activities will not result in an increase of more than 50 percent of 

the floor area of the existing structure before the addition, or 2,500 square-feet, whichever is less. 

The existing residence has a total floor area of 3,843 square-feet and this project proposes a net 

addition of approximately 1,000 square-feet of floor area. This proposal will not result in an 

increase of more than 50 percent of the floor area nor is the addition larger than 2,500 square feet. 

 

Lot Line Adjustment Finding: In accordance with the California Subdivision Map Act and on 

the basis of the facts presented above in the staff analysis section of this report the Design Review 

Commission finds that:  
 

a. The proposed lot line adjustment is consistent with the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, 

and any master plan or precise development plan adopted thereto. 

 

Design Review Findings: In accordance with Section 19.42.030.F of the Novato Municipal Code 

and on the basis of the facts presented above in the staff analysis section of this report, the Design 

Review Commission finds that: 

 

a. The design, layout, size architectural features and general appearance of the proposed 

project is consistent with the General Plan, and any applicable Specific Plan and with the 

development standards, design guidelines and all applicable provisions of the Municipal 

Code, including the Zoning Ordinance and any approve Master Plan and Precise 

Development Plan. 

 

b. The proposed project would maintain and enhance the community’s character, provide 

for harmonious and orderly development, and create a desirable environment for the 

occupants, neighbors, and visiting public 

 

c. The proposed development would not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or 

welfare; is not materially injurious to the properties or improvements in the vicinity; does 

not interfere with the use and enjoyment of neighboring or future developments and does 
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not create potential traffic, pedestrian or bicycle hazards. 

 

Supplemental Design Review Findings: In accordance with Section 19.26.060 of the Novato 

Municipal Code, and on basis of the facts presented above in the staff analysis section of this staff 

report, the Design Review Commission finds: 

 

a. The design, scale, massing, height and siting of development is compatible with the 

character and scale of the surrounding developed neighborhood. 

 

b. The design and site layout of the hillside project is respective of and protects the natural 

environment to the maximum extent feasible.  

 

c. Site grading has been designed to be as minimal as possible to achieve sensitive hillside 

design, minimize tree removal, and provide safe site access and required parking. 

 

d. The hillside project is designed and sited to screen development, to the extent feasible, 

through clustering and/or avoiding of highly visible hillsides, ridgelines, and knolls. 

 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 

The following conditions shall be met to the satisfaction of the Planning Division of the Novato 

Community Development Department:  

 

1. The lot line adjustment shall be recorded with the Marin County Recorder prior to 

issuance of a building permit. 

 

2. Design Review shall expire two (2) years from the date of approval unless within that 

time a building permit has been issued and remains valid. 

 

3. Significant design alterations shall be brought to the Planning Division for 

consideration. No deviation from the approved plans, including color changes or 

substitution of materials shall be made without staff approval. 

 

4. The Lot Line Adjustment shall expire two (2) years from the date of approval unless 

within that time a Parcel Map is submitted to the City Engineer for review and 

recordation, or unless a map extension is requested by the applicant in a timely manner 

and granted thereafter.  

 

5. Construction associated with this approval shall conform to NMC Section 19.22.070 – 

Noise and Construction Hours 

 

6. The approval granted herein shall not become effective until all appropriate fees billed 

by the City of Novato to the application account are paid in full in accordance with the 

City’s cost based fee system. Failure to pay said fees may results in the City withholding 

issuance of related building permit, certificate of occupancy, recordation of final maps 

or other entitlements. 

 

7. To ensure the preservation of redwood trees to be retained at the project site, the removal 



Sr18015;04/26/18  14  

of the redwoods identified on the project plans shall be conducted under the supervision 

and direction of a licensed arborist with attention given to utilizing practices and 

procedures to avoid damaging or otherwise impairing the health, vigor, or structural 

stability of remaining trees.  

 

The following conditions shall be met to the satisfaction of the Novato Fire Protection District: 

 

8. Automatic residential fire sprinkler system is required per NFPA 13D if the addition 

exceeds 50 percent of the total existing floor area (Reference Standard #401). 

 

9. The existing fire hydrant nearest the structure and located by the Fire Marshall shall 

have the body upgraded to have at least one (1) 4-inch, one (1) ½-inch, one (1) 2 ½-

inch outlet. Installation shall conform to the specifications of the North Marin Water 

District. 

 

10. ‘Knox’ key access shall be installed at the premises conforming to Novato Fire 

Protection Standard #202. ‘Knox’ key switch for the electronic gate is required. 

 

11. Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) – Fuels Management Plan required. An irrigated 

greenbelt VMP Fuels Management Plan conforming to the standards of the Novato Fire 

District shall be prepared and implemented at the site. The VMP-Fuels Management 

Plan shall conform to Novato Fire Protection Standard #220. The plan shall be 

incorporated into the landscape plan for the project, and submitted to the Fire Marshall 

for review prior to implementation. The plan shall be implemented prior to building 

final. 

 

12. Project in a Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) Area. This project is located in a WUI 

area and must meet all applicable California Building Code (CBC) requirements. 

(Reference CBC Chapter 7A). 

 

The following conditions shall be met to the satisfaction of the North Marin Water District: 

 

13. North Marin Water District (NMWD) Regulation 15 – Mandatory Water Conservation 

Measures. Occupancy approval shall not be granted until compliance with water 

conservation measures, as applicable, can be verified. For the full scope of the required 

water conservation measures for both indoor fixtures/appliances and landscaping refer 

to Regulation 15 (section e. and f.) at www.nmwd.com.  

 

14. Cross-Connection and Backflow Protection. Installation of an above-ground, reduced 

pressure principle (RPP) backflow prevention device at the meter is required in 

accordance with the NMWD’s Regulation 6, and California Department of Health 

Regulations (Title 17). Upon installation, an inspection report (device testing) must be 

completed and returned to the NMWD prior to the commencement of business 

activities. 

 

The following conditions shall be met to the satisfaction of the Novato Engineering Division: 

 

15. City of Novato Approval of Lot Line Adjustment form shall be completed and provided 

http://www.nmwd.com/
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to the Engineering Division. 

 

16. Closure calculations shall be provided for the parcels involved in the lot line adjustment. 

 

17. On the legal description, for the lot line adjustment, the ‘Basis of Bearing’ shall be 

provided. 

 

18. On the Lot Line Adjustment plat map the ‘Basis of Bearing’ shall be shown. 

 

19. Show monuments on the plat map where applicable. 

 

20. Clearly show in the notes that the Access Easements are existing, and provide their 

record document numbers, and record documents. State these easements are to remain. 
 

Indemnity and Time Limitations 

 

a. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, attorneys 

and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding brought against the City or its agents, 

officers, attorneys, or employees, to attack set aside, void or annul the City’s decision to 

approve the application and associated environmental determination at issue herein.  This 

indemnification shall include damages or fees awarded against the City, if any, cost of suit, 

attorney’s fees, and other costs and expenses incurred in connection with such action whether 

incurred by the applicant, the City, and/or parties initiating or bringing such action. 

 

b. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its agents, officers, 

employees, and attorneys for all costs incurred in additional investigation (such as the 

environmental determination at issue herein or any subsequently required Environmental 

Document), if made necessary by said legal action and if the applicant desires to pursue 

securing such approvals, after initiation of such litigation, which are conditioned on the 

approval of such documents, in a form and under conditions approved by the City Attorney. 

 

c. The applicant indemnifies the City for all the City’s costs, fees, and damages which the City 

incurs in enforcing the above indemnification provisions. 

 

d. Unless a shorter period applies, the time within which judicial review of this decision must be 

sought is governed by California Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.6. 
 

e. The Conditions of Project Approval set forth herein include certain fees, dedication 

requirements, reservation requirements, and other exactions. Pursuant to Government Code 

Section 66020(d)(1), these Conditions constitute written notice of a statement of the amount 

of such fees, and a description of the dedications, reservations, and other exactions.  The 

applicant is hereby further notified that the 90-day approval period in which you may protest 

these fees, dedications, reservations, and other exactions, pursuant to Government Code 

Section 66020(a), has begun. If the applicant fails to file a protest within this 90-day period 

complying with all of the requirements of Section 66020, the applicant will be legally barred 

from later challenging such exactions. 
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FURTHER ACTION 

 

This action is final at this level unless appealed in writing within 10 calendar days along with the 

required filing fee. Design and construction of this project shall be in accordance with the 

Municipal Code, including the Development Standards Ordinance. Unless exceptions have been 

granted heretofore in writing, no exceptions to said ordinances shall be allowed by reason of this 

design review and lot line adjustment map approval, regardless of the features shown or mentioned 

upon the submittal.  

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

1. Project Plans 

2. Correspondence (including arborist statements) 
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Arbor Day Tree Care 
245 Calle de la Selva 
Novato, CA 94949 
415-309-1671 Mobile 
arbordaytreecare@yahoo.com 

Arborist Report 

Date: January 24, 2018 

To: Jordan Satrap 
9 Thunderbird Drive 
Novato, CA 94949 
(415) 722-5635 
jsatrap@russellhinton.com 

Job Location: 9 Thunderbird Drive, Novato, CA 

Activity: Observe and inspect the small grove of trees in the northwest comer of the property at 9 
Thunderbird Drive. 

Observations: 

There are five separate groups of Redwood trees in this location on the property. They range in 
size from 14 to 30 inches in diameter and 30 to 60 feet tall. Ideally, the Coastal Redwood 
(Sequoia semperviron) grows from a single stem with a moderate taper. These trees are growing 
as multi-stems in small groups of two, three and four trees. When the trees grow in this 
formation, they create a weak attachment at the roots. As the grove gets larger, they become 
more dangerous. At this time, these trees are reaching critical mass. These trees will begin 
separating in storm winds and the trees will fall without warning. 

Recommendations: 

Safety pruning will not resolve the issue. Thinning and pruning will only be a short term fix. It is 
my recommendation that these trees be removed to ensure safety to the adjacent homes and their 
residents that would surely be impacted by a fallen tree. 

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns. 

Regards, 

Edgar C. Evans 
Certified Arborist WC 0720 

tkbrown
Typewritten Text
Agenda Item 3 - Attachment 2
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2018 9:50 AM
To: Vivek Damodaran; Steve Marshall; Bob Brown
Subject: Fwd: 9 Thunderbird Dr., Novato

Michael

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Tad Jacobs" <tad@treemasters.com>
Date: April 11, 2018 at 9:11:06 AM PDT
To: "'Tad Jacobs'" <tad@treemasters.com>, "'Jordan Satrap'" <JSatrap@russellhinton.com>, "'Michael
Pringle'" <michael@illumigarden.com>
Subject: RE: 9 Thunderbird Dr., Novato

Jordan and Michael,

A brief summary of my observations.

 The Redwoods trees at 9 Thunderbird that I inspected are healthy at this time
 The Redwoods trees at 9 Thunderbird that I inspected have some very common structural issues

that a large percentage of Marin County Redwoods also have that are standing today.
 If the 3 trees are to be removed and stumps ground out in cautious and professional manner with

out the use of any herbicides, the neighboring trees should not be adversely affected from a
health perspective. The remaining trees should be maintence pruned and monitored if the 3 trees
are removed.

 If the 3 trees are preserved, one could modify building practices to keep the trees with the
proposed addition.

 Redwoods perform best in a grove, best practice is to not alter a Redwood grove. Redwood
groves are altered often in Marin County and remaining trees continue to grow.

 The Redwoods provide a lovely backdrop for Mr. Pringle
 It is my opinion that some of the Redwoods at 9 Thunderbird could be removed to accommodate

the new construction while preserving some of the Redwoods that are closest to the fence line
between Pringle and Satrap.

I hope this clarifies my observations
Tad Jacobs
ISA Certified Arborist #8281
TREEMASTERS
3175 Kerner Blvd
San Rafael, CA 94901
415-455-9933

From: Tad Jacobs [mailto:tad@treemasters.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2018 2:35 PM
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To: 'Jordan Satrap'
Subject: RE: 9 Thunderbird Dr., Novato

Jordan

After my brief observation of the 3 trees in question with out reviewing any building plans, but being told
what was proposed, is as follows.

If the 3 trees are to be removed and stumps ground out in cautious and professional manner with out the
use of any herbicides, the neighboring trees should not be adversely affected from a health perspective.
The remaining trees should be maintence pruned and monitored if the 3 trees are removed.

If the 3 trees are preserved, one could modify building practices to keep the trees with the proposed
addition.

I have not performed any safety or stability evaluations on any of the trees on your property.

I hoper this helps.

Tad Jacobs
ISA Certified Arborist #8281
TREEMASTERS
3175 Kerner Blvd
San Rafael, CA 94901
415-455-9933

From: Jordan Satrap [mailto:JSatrap@russellhinton.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2018 7:02 AM
To: tad@treemasters.com
Subject: 9 Thunderbird Dr., Novato

Hi Tad,

When you get a chance, can you please send me an email summarizing our conversation with you,
Michael Pringle and myself yesterday at my house at 9 Thunderbird Dr., Novato? Thanks for coming out
and please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks
Jordan

Jordan Satrap | President
Russell Hinton Company | 1823 Egbert Ave., San Francisco, CA 94124
Office 415-206-0150 | Cell 415-722-5635 | Fax 415-206-9450
jsatrap@russellhinton.com

Right-click here to download
pictures.  To help protect your
privacy, Outlook prevented
auto matic downlo ad o f this
picture from the Internet. Virus-free. www.avast.com
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 07, 2018 11:40 AM
To: Bob Brown
Cc: Vivek Damodaran
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Gentleman,

It is also of concern that this notice of action arrived in the Mail on Monday April 2nd with an action date of
April 9th( week of spring break) which
gives everyone 3 working days (Tue, Wed, Thurs) to respond and visit the planner as Friday the 6 th you are
closed. Is this within the normal time Parameters that the city of Novato gives notice on such a
project? I visited the planner within this 3 day window and the plans that were showed to me were not the “
Final” plans. Vivek
mentioned that the final plans were not submitted yet and I couldn’t have a copy yet.

This notice also makes reference
to these additions extending out towards the down sloped portion
of the subject parcel. There is no downward slope between our parcels, yet the remodel will push towards the
limits of the shared property line and impact us the most (per verbal statement by Jordan Satrap).This statement
on the notice is misleading.

Also, the Notice of action makes reference to this project as a remodel (addition). It is my understanding that
the entire house will be demolished with only the garage and room above the garage left standing? If you knock
down the entire house how can this be considered an addition? Isn’t the the house almost doubling in size as
well as the lot. Yet you are building in the direction of the neighbors, just so the original foundation can be used
in an effort to fall within the “remodel” guidlines?

Is it common for the City of Novato to consider a lot line adjustment and addition
(complete house demo) all within the same meeting? The proposed addition will add 1537 sq ft to the house;
what’s the current square footage of the house and does it include the room above the garage? I would suspect
that this addition will double the size of the square footage? And being that you are considering merging the lots
in an effort to go from 17,813 square feet to 33,640 square feet why on earth would you want to build the
“addition”
( master bath) in the direction of the most dense (affected) part of the property. The reason is likely that they
have found that by using the existing foundation
they can save money by labeling this project as a remodel. This
has inadvertently caused the problem we have with the project: Remodel pushing towards the corner of most
density ( privacy concerns) and removal of the majority of trees in the 50 year old grove in-order to fall
within the loop hole of “ remodel” rather than new construction. The remaining trees will be subject to death or
falling as redwoods thrive in groves (communities) per Tad Jacobs ( 30 plus years experience) of Tree Masters
who visited the grove with both Jordon and I. Is the City prepared to assume some liability if a tree falls and
kills someone? Perhaps the City
needs to step up a recognize these facts and offer the Satraps
some financial incentive or compromise not to turn this rural area into a “Hamilton” type community where you
can hear your neighbor snore or worse
accidental death of a falling redwood.
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In addition, If you do allow the entire house to be demolished; and being that it was built at a time of common
use of asbestos, has someone tested the house? and what safe guards will be in place as not to expose the
neighbors during the demo? I didn’t see a report in the file regarding this.

These concerns are not only my own but also other Neighbors who live within shared property lines of this
proposed project.

Thank you for sending this to a Public Hearing as perhaps then
the facts will present themselves on public record, and hopefully allow for the community to express themselves
with more than 3 working days to notice.

Michael

On Apr 6, 2018, at 2:59 PM, Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com> wrote:

Please note request for public hearing due to reasons stated below:

Michael Pringle
5 Thunderbird dr
Novato, Ca 94949

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Date: Fri, Apr 6, 2018 at 2:50 PM
Subject: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007
To: vdamodaran@novato.org

Hi Vivek,

Thanks for speaking with me the other day regarding the proposed removal of the redwood trees
in conjunction with the proposed Satrap project. When I was there this week I was hoping to
have copies of the final plans which you mentioned were not final even though a notice of design
review was sent out. I also requested to see a report from the city arborist or independent arborist
which was not in the Satrap file. Also, the depiction of the redwood trees
as they are on the current plans are in accurate. The redwood tree that shares both our property is
tri-branched not two. Both Jordan and I met with a certified Arborist 30 years Marin county)
who mentioned
that the removal of the proposed trees from the harmonious grove may cause the remaining trees
to weaken and potentially fall. Jordan mentioned that he would take full responsibility for the
continued maintenance and liability of whatever happens due to the weakening of the grove by
removing these trees one which is the largest most healthy tree. However, living with the fear
that the existing redwood tree that shares our property line may fall and kill someone leaves us
with no choice but to oppose the proposal as it is and request a public hearing. Also, with the
proposed merger of the lots there is no reason why this home could favor more of the open space
part of the large
property and keep the 50 year redwood grove intact rather than squeeze the house (master bath)
in the corner of the property where privacy concerns will present themselves for many years to
come.
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Please email me the final plans when they finally get submitted.

Sincerely,

Michael Pringle
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 07, 2018 1:55 PM
To: Bob Brown
Cc: Vivek Damodaran; Brett Walker
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Gentlemen,

While reviewing the Satrap file
I’ve noticed that the original
zoning/planning/ subdivision
action form has been altered
after its original date of 1/23/18.
It looks like Vivek added “ planning approvals for home expansion” and “ Residential addition remodel project
( page 2). Also Page 3 is completely missing. Can you email me Page 3?

Is this common practice to add
line items after the original application has been submitted?

And being that the Swimming
pool is moving and considerable
fill and grading will take place
on the side of the property that
is adjacent to a seasonal creek and open space has the city submitted a negative declaration
as far as the CEQA is concerned? How has Marin County open space responded to this development.

I’d also like to remind you of the importance of Joe Farrell recusing himself from participating in this matter as
a city commissioner.
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 08, 2018 1:49 PM
To: Bob Brown
Cc: Vivek Damodaran; Brett Walker
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Is the current Square Footage of the house 4600 sq ft? And the New proposed size 6137 sq ft? (1537 addition).
Why wasn’t this stated in your notice?
It is my understanding they intend to demo the current house down to the foundation
and add the 1537 sq ft addition
towards the most dense portion
of the property while proposing
to cut down the Majority of the trees in the redwood grove so they can enlarge their master bathroom. The
consequence is we will have to live with the fear of the giant shared property line redwood falling and possibly
killing someone due to their ( your) negligence. How many other homes in this area are over 6,000 sq ft?

Pics of redwoods from both properties:
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Vivek Damodaran
Sent: Monday, April 09, 2018 4:20 PM
To: 'Michael Pringle'
Cc: Steve Marshall; Bob Brown
Subject: RE: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007
Attachments: P2018-006 ARBORIST REPORT.pdf

Hello -

Thank you for your comments. We will be proceeding to a public hearing, that is tentatively scheduled for May 2, 2018.
We will re-notice the hearing’s date in accordance with Novato’s Municipal Code Section 19.58.020. Staff received an
arborist report from the property owner on April 4, 2018. This report is attached for your reference.

We will append your letters to the staff report for the Design Review Commission’s reference.

Vivek Damodaran
CITY OF NOVATO
Planner I

Phone 415.899.8939
Email vdamodaran@novato.org

From:Michael Pringle [mailto:michael@illumigarden.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 08, 2018 1:49 PM
To: Bob Brown <bbrown@novato.org>
Cc: Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>; Brett Walker <bwalker@novato.org>
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Is the current Square Footage of the house 4600 sq ft? And the New proposed size 6137 sq ft? (1537 addition).
Why wasn’t this stated in your notice?
It is my understanding they intend to demo the current house down to the foundation
and add the 1537 sq ft addition
towards the most dense portion
of the property while proposing
to cut down the Majority of the trees in the redwood grove so they can enlarge their master bathroom. The
consequence is we will have to live with the fear of the giant shared property line redwood falling and possibly
killing someone due to their ( your) negligence. How many other homes in this area are over 6,000 sq ft?

Pics of redwoods from both properties:
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Sent: Monday, April 09, 2018 5:29 PM
To: Vivek Damodaran
Cc: Steve Marshall; Bob Brown
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Thanks Vivek,

These trees have been here for 50 years and are at no risk of falling. The Proposal to remove the Majority of the
trees from the grove on the other hand will pose a risk to the remaining trees that we are not willing to gamble
on. I would suspect that this was the same Arborist who the Satraps paid to remove 6-7
( Heritage per size) pine trees on
their driveway back in Oct without obtaining a permit or notifying neighbors.

Do you have the Final plans yet that you can email me?

Do you have Page 3 from the permit page?

What Square footage do you have on the current home?

Is this project really considered a remodel? What are the parameters?

We will need an arborist report from the city and from another
source.

Negative declaration from the city (CEQA)?

Michael

On Apr 9, 2018, at 4:20 PM, Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org> wrote:

Hello -

Thank you for your comments. We will be proceeding to a public hearing, that is tentatively scheduled
for May 2, 2018. We will re-notice the hearing’s date in accordance with Novato’s Municipal Code
Section 19.58.020. Staff received an arborist report from the property owner on April 4, 2018. This
report is attached for your reference.

We will append your letters to the staff report for the Design Review Commission’s reference.

Vivek Damodaran
CITY OF NOVATO
Planner I

Phone 415.899.8939
Email vdamodaran@novato.org
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Steve Marshall
Sent: Monday, April 09, 2018 7:57 PM
To: Michael Pringle; Vivek Damodaran
Cc: Bob Brown
Subject: RE: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007
Attachments: Satrap Application & CR Agreement.pdf

Dear Mr. Pringle,

I am assisting Vivek with the application for the new building additions and site improvements at the Satrap residence
now that the matter is destined for a public hearing.

As you are aware, there appears to be competing perspectives about the health of the redwood proposed for
removal. If your arborist has a differing opinion than that of Mr. Satrap’s arborist, I would like to obtain that position in
writing.

The plans submitted for the Satrap residence represent the level of detail necessary to render a decision for a Design
Review action. If the Design Review is approved, Mr. Satrap would subsequently submit construction detail drawings for
a building permit, including any design changes resulting from the Design Review process. I am unclear regarding
what you define as “final” plans.

Attached is a full copy of the application form and accompanying cost recovery agreement, including p. 3.

The project plans indicate the current home has a floor area of 3,629 sq. ft. and a garage of 714 sq. ft. – the net area of
the new additions equals 1,048 square-feet factoring for removal of floor area from the second level of home.

The project is subject to Design Review since it involves the addition of more than 500-square feet of building area and
associated site improvements on a merged parcel that would have an average slope greater than 10%. This requirement
comes from Novato’s Hillside and Ridgeline Protection Ordinance. Changing the architectural style of a home does not
trigger the need for Design Review. The project for Design Review purposes is considered a residential addition with site
modifications (e.g., pool, deck, etc.).

I will consider the need to obtain additional information from an independent arborist upon receipt of your arborists
written opinion.

Staff will be recommending the home addition and associated site work be found categorically exempt from CEQA
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15301; the lot line adjustment qualifies for a categorical exemption under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15305.

I reviewed the entirety of your comments delivered over the weekend. Going forward you are more than welcome to
ask questions of staff about the project and applicable regulations. However, staff will not engage in a debate about the
merits of the project since that is the purview of the Design Review Commission. In addition, some of your comments,
in my opinion, overly personalized the matter based on assumptions about Vivek’s position on the tree removal
proposal and the airing of suspicions that he modified the application documents (an action he did not take). There is no
reason to make this a personal matter with Vivek. I encourage you to focus on the merits of the project in advance of
presenting your position to the Design Review Commission.

Sincerely,
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Steve Marshall, AICP
Planning & Environmental Services Manager

City of Novato
Community Development Department
922 Machin Avenue
Novato, CA 94945

Main: (415)899-8989
Direct: (415)899-8942
Fax: (415)899-8216

www.novato.org

From:Michael Pringle [mailto:michael@illumigarden.com]
Sent:Monday, April 09, 2018 5:29 PM
To: Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>
Cc: Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org>; Bob Brown <bbrown@novato.org>
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Thanks Vivek,

These trees have been here for 50 years and are at no risk of falling. The Proposal to remove the Majority of the
trees from the grove on the other hand will pose a risk to the remaining trees that we are not willing to gamble
on. I would suspect that this was the same Arborist who the Satraps paid to remove 6-7
( Heritage per size) pine trees on
their driveway back in Oct without obtaining a permit or notifying neighbors.

Do you have the Final plans yet that you can email me?

Do you have Page 3 from the permit page?

What Square footage do you have on the current home?

Is this project really considered a remodel? What are the parameters?

We will need an arborist report from the city and from another
source.

Negative declaration from the city (CEQA)?

Michael

On Apr 9, 2018, at 4:20 PM, Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org> wrote:

Hello -



1

Vivek Damodaran

From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Sent: Monday, April 09, 2018 9:02 PM
To: Steve Marshall
Cc: Vivek Damodaran; Bob Brown
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Thanks Steve,

Thanks for your help with this. I intend to stick to the facts and won’t make this personal. When I had the
conversation on April 3rd (tree report shows up the next day) with Vivek regarding our concern of the trees
being removed in order for the Satraps to build closer to the most dense corner (in order to accommodate the 10
ft set back of the roof line, and use the existing foundation), which would leave the remaining tree which shares
the property line at risk of falling and killing someone. He responded by mentioning the Satraps would assume
liability for 5 years. I’ve had a conversation with Jordan Satrap about assuming liability, and never did a length
of time come up in our the conversation. So I was a little set back by that comment, and then when I noticed
that he filled in the "remodel" details on the application I felt that perhaps my chance at objectivity on the
matter were out the door. I’m sorry if my questioning felt personnel, I just want a fair chance to voice our
concern regarding this project and the proposed cutting down of the trees.

I met with Tad Jacobs from Tree Master and Jordan Satrap, it was Tad’s opinion that the trees are perfectly
healthy. And he confirmed that by removing the proposed trees from the grove, the remaining trees will likely
suffer. I will ask Tad to put this in writing and possibly request another opinion in writing from another arborist.
Tad
did give Jordan a name of someone who deals with these issues often as Tad said he’s not really interested in
getting involved in a dispute between neighbors. Can the
city bring out their Arborist as well? Can the City prevent the Satraps from cutting down these trees until this
matter is resolved?

Can the city have a design review without a final set of plans? Vivek mentioned the plans he had weren’t final
as they were still working on them. By final I mean the plans they intend to move forward with.

The project consists of a lot merger and addition of a new 898 sq ft bedroom and a 639 sq ft bonus room (from
the notice). Which equals 1537. Do you mean that you subtract the current size of these rooms ( is there a bonus
room now?) to come up with 1048? What will be the final proposed size of the house? 4677 sq ft?
Why would the city allow for a merger of lots to then only increase the lack of privacy by allowing them to
build in the most dense portion of the property? Is it
to allow them to try to use the existing foundation in order to fall within the guidelines of a remodel rather than
a complete demo and rebuild?

Has there been any testing on the current home for asbestos?

Does the proposal of filling in the old pool and digging up a new one and grading the land trigger the need for
an environmental report being that it borders open space and a seasonal creek?

Thanks for sending over the permit application in its entirety.

Are there current plans on this project that you can email me? Final or not.
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Also, the trees depicted in the plans I saw on the 3rd show the redwood that shares the property line having two
trunks rather than 3. Should this be fixed on the plans?

Thanks for your help on this, Much appreciated!

Michael

www.illumigarden.com

On Mon, Apr 9, 2018 at 7:56 PM, Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org> wrote:

Dear Mr. Pringle,

I am assisting Vivek with the application for the new building additions and site improvements at the Satrap residence
now that the matter is destined for a public hearing.

As you are aware, there appears to be competing perspectives about the health of the redwood proposed for
removal. If your arborist has a differing opinion than that of Mr. Satrap’s arborist, I would like to obtain that position in
writing.

The plans submitted for the Satrap residence represent the level of detail necessary to render a decision for a Design
Review action. If the Design Review is approved, Mr. Satrap would subsequently submit construction detail drawings
for a building permit, including any design changes resulting from the Design Review process. I am unclear regarding
what you define as “final” plans.

Attached is a full copy of the application form and accompanying cost recovery agreement, including p. 3.

The project plans indicate the current home has a floor area of 3,629 sq. ft. and a garage of 714 sq. ft. – the net area of
the new additions equals 1,048 square-feet factoring for removal of floor area from the second level of home.
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2018 9:49 AM
To: Steve Marshall
Cc: Vivek Damodaran; Bob Brown
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Thanks Steve,

Vivek mentioned to me during our meeting on April 3 rd that the
trees are a fire hazard. I asked him if there is documentation from the fire dept supporting this claim. He
couldn’t find anything in the file supporting this. It was my impression that Redwoods in healthy groves are not
really a fire hazard. Tad mentioned that the Town of Mill Valley will allow you to build right up to a redwood.
What is Novato’s stance on this in terms of building set backs?

The Arborist letter that appeared
on April 4th the day after my visit to the city was created over
two months ago. Was it in the file
during the last two months?
Who presented it to the city and when?
Its my concern that if critical mass is really eminent with these trees all of a sudden after 50 years as the
Arborist claims then why did the document lay dormant and then surface after more than two months?

Was anyone notified of my visit to the city on April 3rd? The Architect? The Satraps?

I will forward you an email today
that I received from Tab Jacobs regarding his opinion on the trees.

Thanks again,

Michael

On Apr 9, 2018, at 7:56 PM, Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org> wrote:

Dear Mr. Pringle,

I am assisting Vivek with the application for the new building additions and site improvements at the
Satrap residence now that the matter is destined for a public hearing.

As you are aware, there appears to be competing perspectives about the health of the redwood
proposed for removal. If your arborist has a differing opinion than that of Mr. Satrap’s arborist, I would
like to obtain that position in writing.

The plans submitted for the Satrap residence represent the level of detail necessary to render a decision
for a Design Review action. If the Design Review is approved, Mr. Satrap would subsequently submit
construction detail drawings for a building permit, including any design changes resulting from the
Design Review process. I am unclear regarding what you define as “final” plans.
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Steve Marshall
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2018 11:22 AM
To: Michael Pringle
Cc: Bob Brown; Vivek Damodaran
Subject: RE: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Mr. Pringle,

I spoke to Vivek regarding your conversation on April 3 and have provided answers (below) to your most recent email
chain.

 Vivek advised me he did not mention anything about the Satraps’ assuming liability for a set period of time.
Instead, he suggested the possibility of a monitoring period during which the remaining redwoods would be
regularly assessed for any decline in health. This is a common condition where construction occurs in close
proximity to native trees (e.g., oaks, madrone, etc.). The issue of liability for improvements and vegetation on
an individual property is a civil matter between the owner of that property and any person impacted by those
features. This is an ongoing responsibility of a property owner.

 Vivek did not fill out any of the project description details on the application form or cost recovery
agreement. The modifications were done by the project architect at the time the application documents were
filed with the City.

 Vivek said he mentioned the Satrap property is located in the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) representing an
area where the Fire District has identified the risk of wildland fire. He did not say the redwoods themselves
represent a fire risk.

 Staff assess the proximity of new development to existing trees on a case-by-case basis considering the type,
size, health, and location of the trees. Emphasis is placed on protecting and preserving trees native to the
Novato environs, not non-native trees that were planted as part of the landscaping for a residence. With
respect to the Satrap proposal, staff views the redwoods (non-native to Novato) to be landscape elements and
the health of these trees is not necessarily a determining factor whether it is acceptable to remove
them. Instead, the focus of staff’s consideration of the matter is the effect on visibility of the new addition
post-construction from public vantage points (e.g., Thunderbird Drive) and the preservation of privacy to the
extent feasible with respect to views into bedrooms/bathrooms. We consider tree cover, topography, fencing,
distance between buildings, and newly proposed landscaping (e.g., replacement trees/shrubs).

 Vivek was unaware the Satraps’ had an arborist review the redwood trees. He was advised of the report’s
existence only after contacting the project architect to inform him of your concerns about the trees. The
Satraps’ and their architect are aware of your concerns. Any email communications sent from you to a city staff
member become a public record and may be shared with any other member of the public.

 The issue of whether the redwood grove is retained, thinned, or removed in its entirety will be discussed
through the Design Review process so long as the tree removal proposal is associated with an active Design
Review application. However, Mr. Satrap could elect to withdraw his Design Review application and remove all
of the redwoods that do not qualify as a heritage tree (defined as having a trunk diameter of 24-inches or
greater). There is no permit required to remove non-heritage trees from a developed residential property.
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 The Planning Division will rely on the design development level plans for the Design Review. Assuming the
Design Review application is approved then the Satraps’ would have construction detail drawings prepared for a
building permit. The design development plans provided by the architect offer sufficient detail to demonstrate
the project the Satraps’ intend to construct.

 The Satraps’ are proposing to remove 588 square-feet of existing floor areas from the residence. With credit
given for this reduction, the net increase in total area with the additions is 1,048 sq. ft. The total size of the
residence, including its attached garage, will be 5,391 sq. ft. versus the existing residence/garage of 4,343 sq. ft.

 A lot merger is not a discretionary action. If a property owner demonstrates a merged lot conforms to minimum
lot standards (area, depth, and width) and that any existing development thereon conforms to applicable
development standards (e.g., setbacks, lot coverage, etc.), then a city/county is obligated to approve the
merger. This procedure, as stipulated by state law, does not compel consideration of future development or
privacy matters.

 We are unaware of testing for asbestos. The Design Review process is not intended to address hazardous
building materials. Determining the presence of asbestos containing materials and their disposal is the
obligation of the Satrap’s and there contractor. I am of the understanding that licensed general contractors in
California are required to receive training on the identification and handling of asbestos containing building
materials up to a certain amount of material – large amounts of such materials require handling by a specialized
contractor. The city does not monitor these obligations of the contractor –nor homeowners that choose to
perform their own work.

 The proposed pool improvements do not trigger the need for expanded environmental review. The work to be
performed by the Satraps’ is located within the boundaries of their parcel and does not involve any physical
changes to Open Space District’s property. The seasonal drainage area on the Open Space District’s parcel does
not qualify as a waterway and is not subject to any setback or buffer area.

Sincerely,

Steve Marshall, AICP
Planning & Environmental Services Manager

City of Novato
Community Development Department
922 Machin Avenue
Novato, CA 94945

Main: (415)899-8989
Direct: (415)899-8942
Fax: (415)899-8216

www.novato.org

From:Michael Pringle [mailto:michael@illumigarden.com]
Sent:Monday, April 09, 2018 9:02 PM
To: Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org>
Cc: Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>; Bob Brown <bbrown@novato.org>
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007
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Thanks Steve,

Thanks for your help with this. I intend to stick to the facts and won’t make this personal. When I had the
conversation on April 3rd (tree report shows up the next day) with Vivek regarding our concern of the trees
being removed in order for the Satraps to build closer to the most dense corner (in order to accommodate the 10
ft set back of the roof line, and use the existing foundation), which would leave the remaining tree which shares
the property line at risk of falling and killing someone. He responded by mentioning the Satraps would assume
liability for 5 years. I’ve had a conversation with Jordan Satrap about assuming liability, and never did a length
of time come up in our the conversation. So I was a little set back by that comment, and then when I noticed
that he filled in the "remodel" details on the application I felt that perhaps my chance at objectivity on the
matter were out the door. I’m sorry if my questioning felt personnel, I just want a fair chance to voice our
concern regarding this project and the proposed cutting down of the trees.

I met with Tad Jacobs from Tree Master and Jordan Satrap, it was Tad’s opinion that the trees are perfectly
healthy. And he confirmed that by removing the proposed trees from the grove, the remaining trees will likely
suffer. I will ask Tad to put this in writing and possibly request another opinion in writing from another arborist.
Tad
did give Jordan a name of someone who deals with these issues often as Tad said he’s not really interested in
getting involved in a dispute between neighbors. Can the
city bring out their Arborist as well? Can the City prevent the Satraps from cutting down these trees until this
matter is resolved?

Can the city have a design review without a final set of plans? Vivek mentioned the plans he had weren’t final
as they were still working on them. By final I mean the plans they intend to move forward with.

The project consists of a lot merger and addition of a new 898 sq ft bedroom and a 639 sq ft bonus room (from
the notice). Which equals 1537. Do you mean that you subtract the current size of these rooms ( is there a bonus
room now?) to come up with 1048? What will be the final proposed size of the house? 4677 sq ft?
Why would the city allow for a merger of lots to then only increase the lack of privacy by allowing them to
build in the most dense portion of the property? Is it
to allow them to try to use the existing foundation in order to fall within the guidelines of a remodel rather than
a complete demo and rebuild?

Has there been any testing on the current home for asbestos?

Does the proposal of filling in the old pool and digging up a new one and grading the land trigger the need for
an environmental report being that it borders open space and a seasonal creek?

Thanks for sending over the permit application in its entirety.

Are there current plans on this project that you can email me? Final or not.

Also, the trees depicted in the plans I saw on the 3rd show the redwood that shares the property line having two
trunks rather than 3. Should this be fixed on the plans?

Thanks for your help on this, Much appreciated!

Michael
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2018 12:06 PM
To: Steve Marshall
Cc: Bob Brown; Vivek Damodaran
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Thanks Steve,

Now that you have the email from Tad Jacobs regarding the
good health of the trees can you
request to have the trees evaluated by your city arborist?
or independent arborist as you mentioned.

Can you also visit the site to get a sense of the scope, privacy and safety concerns?

The redwood trees in the plans are not accurate in terms of there size and depiction on the plans.

Can you have your arborist measure and accurately document the trees sooner than later before they end up
with the same fate as the Heritage trees that were cut down on the Satraps driveway without any notice last fall.

Picture of Redwood on property as 3 trunks not 2 as depicted in the plans.

Also, being that the trees are on the vacant lot that has yet been
merged do they qualify as #2 in the tree permit requirements?
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Steve Marshall
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2018 3:08 PM
To: Michael Pringle
Cc: Bob Brown; Vivek Damodaran
Subject: RE: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007
Attachments: Satrap Topo Survey.pdf

Michael,

The city does not have an arborist on staff. I came by the site yesterday to determine the visibility of the addition from
the public right-of-way along Thunderbird Drive and Fairway Drive. I understand your privacy concerns.

I am of the understanding the trees cut down by the Satraps’ were pine trees. If true, the trees, regardless of trunk
diameter, did not qualify as heritage trees and no notice was required to remove them. There are a number of tree
species exempted from the City’s heritage tree ordinance.

The Satraps had a full topographic survey prepared for the property, which identifies the location and size of each tree. I
have attached a screen shot from the topographic survey showing the redwoods. You’ll note the trees slated for
removal (circled in red) are not located at the wire fence separating the properties. The trees shown in your photo
located against the wire fence are the 20-inch redwood and 15/32 redwood cluster (the 32-inch measurement is a two-
trunk tree) – both are not slated to be removed (see green circles). I trust the topographic survey is accurate with
respect to tree location and size.

I am not inclined to order-up a separate arborist report at the expense of the Satraps. Essentially, both arborists indicate
the trees can be removed without necessarily causing an issue.

I would point out the Satraps’ intend to install a 6-foot high wood fence along the common property line between your
residence and theirs. This would provide screening of the single-story addition contemplated by the Satraps. There is
also the possibility of requiring new tree plantings to offer additional screening.

Steve Marshall, AICP
Planning & Environmental Services Manager

City of Novato
Community Development Department
922 Machin Avenue
Novato, CA 94945

Main: (415)899-8989
Direct: (415)899-8942
Fax: (415)899-8216

www.novato.org

From:Michael Pringle [mailto:michael@illumigarden.com]
Sent:Wednesday, April 11, 2018 12:06 PM
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2018 4:06 PM
To: Steve Marshall
Cc: Bob Brown; Vivek Damodaran
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Thanks Steve,

I’ve never read that some trees are exempt from needing a permit in any of the cities documents.

Are you able to email copies of the current plans they intend to move forward with? Also, where the two
properties are now delineated that they intend to merge?

My question
is also wether these trees marked in either red or green are located on their current lot or the lot they intend to
merge with. And wether the trees are on the Vacant lot therefore qualifying
for rule 2. of the tree permit process.

The tree on these plans that shares the property line is a 3 trunk tree not two. Its not an accurate depiction. Also,
I watched the surveyors measure the trees and it wasn’t done at 24 inches above grade but rather at the standing
height of the surveyors. Therefore not representing the true size of the measured trunks.

Being that these trees are what are at issue here, along with the potential loss of privacy, can we
request a more accurate account of the trees and property line?

I will reiterate that the cutting down of the proposed trees in the grove may cause the remaining trees to suffer,
weaken and potentially fall. Is it
your opinion that the City could allow the Satraps to build their dream master bathroom right to the property
line of the most dense corner of the lot and not have to remove these trees from the grove?...I think its a matter
of a few feet and a bit of compromise. Is there a current rule that prohibits an addition from coming to close to a
redwood tree? And will this new foundation pour affect the roots of the grove? If this project were considered a
“ new construction” rather than a “remodel” would the building requirements be less or more
demanding in terms of the concerns that we have presented? Safety/Privacy.

Can you also email me any filings moving forward in the Satrap file similar to
Joe Farrells request written on page 3 of the application?

Thanks again for your help on this, we are hoping for a compromise that will allow us not to have to live in a
“Hamilton” type community where you can hear your neighbor snore and have to live with the fear of being
smashed by a tree for years to come.

Do you think that the desire to cut these trees down stems from
the amount of Sun ☀ the new pool location may or may not get?

Michael
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Steve Marshall
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2018 4:42 PM
To: Michael Pringle
Cc: Bob Brown; Vivek Damodaran
Subject: RE: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Michael,

I cannot continue to engage in round-after-round of questions. We clearly understand your concerns about removal of
the trees. You will have an opportunity to address the Design Review Commission with your sentiments. The Design
Review Commission will weigh your input versus that of the Satraps and will render a decision.

Steve Marshall, AICP
Planning & Environmental Services Manager

City of Novato
Community Development Department
922 Machin Avenue
Novato, CA 94945

Main: (415)899-8989
Direct: (415)899-8942
Fax: (415)899-8216

www.novato.org

From:Michael Pringle [mailto:michael@illumigarden.com]
Sent:Wednesday, April 11, 2018 4:06 PM
To: Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org>
Cc: Bob Brown <bbrown@novato.org>; Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Thanks Steve,

I’ve never read that some trees are exempt from needing a permit in any of the cities documents.

Are you able to email copies of the current plans they intend to move forward with? Also, where the two
properties are now delineated that they intend to merge?

My question
is also wether these trees marked in either red or green are located on their current lot or the lot they intend to
merge with. And wether the trees are on the Vacant lot therefore qualifying
for rule 2. of the tree permit process.
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2018 5:30 PM
To: Steve Marshall
Cc: Bob Brown; Vivek Damodaran
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Steve,

If you are unwilling to answer any more of my questions could you in the very least email me the documents
I’ve requested and extend me the same courtesy of information alert that you have afforded the architect during
this application process?

I have no way of knowing wether or not the trees in question are part of the existing lot or the vacant you intend
to merge with.

Michael
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2018 6:39 PM
To: Steve Marshall
Cc: Bob Brown; Vivek Damodaran
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Steve,

I’m sorry you feel that I insinuated you and that you have with-held information. To the contrary.
You have been nothing but a breath of fresh air compared to
the responses I’ve been given on a number of questions to date.
I’ve been asking for a set of plans since January on this project and have only been given limited access to the
intended plans. I’m not sure why. Perhaps that has a lot to do with your interpretation of my concerns?

Thanks for suppling me with page 3 of the application where
Joe Farrell has requested to be notified of the ongoings of the
case. I just wanted to make sure that all the submittals are being conveyed equally to both parties. Thats all.
Nothing personnel.

I’m still unclear on the language regarding which lot the trees are on? Is it the Vacant lot they intend to merge
with? Pardon my
questioning as I have not seen any plans that show the delineation of the two lots. Is that something you can
share with me?

Thanks again for helping with this as it has been and will be our intention of finding a happy median to rest, for
years to come. Unfortunately, the lack of information has festered our concern.

Michael

On Apr 11, 2018, at 6:08 PM, Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org> wrote:

Michael,

You have been shown the same courtesy offered to any applicant, architect, or other member of the
public. No greater access to information has been provided to the project architect or the Satraps. I
don’t appreciate the insinuation I am withholding information from you. We do not alert architects to
every single piece of information received relative to a project. We do advise applicants and there
representatives of neighbor concerns or pending controversy with the hope the involved parties will
work together to reach a resolution.

You have copies of all of the contents of the file to date, including a copy of p. 3 of the cost recovery
agreement and the arborist report from the Satraps. We asked the architect if he would grant
permission to release a copy of the project plans to you in advance of the Design Review hearing; he
deferred to Jordan Satrap. Jordan did not agree to grant permission to release copies of the plans to
you. You are welcome to schedule an appointment with Vivek to review the plans in the city
offices. Alternatively, the plans will eventually be posted on the city’s website approximately a week
prior to the Design Review Commission hearing.



2

The trees proposed for removal are located on the parcel to be merged with the parcel on which the
Satraps’ existing residence is located.

Steve Marshall, AICP
Planning & Environmental Services Manager

City of Novato
Community Development Department
922 Machin Avenue
Novato, CA 94945

Main: (415)899-8989
Direct: (415)899-8942
Fax: (415)899-8216

www.novato.org

From:Michael Pringle [mailto:michael@illumigarden.com]
Sent:Wednesday, April 11, 2018 5:30 PM
To: Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org>
Cc: Bob Brown <bbrown@novato.org>; Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>
Subject: Re: Satrap Residence p2018-006 & 007

Steve,

If you are unwilling to answer any more of my questions could you in the very least email me the
documents I’ve requested and extend me the same courtesy of information alert that you have
afforded the architect during this application process?

I have no way of knowing wether or not the trees in question are part of the existing lot or the
vacant you intend to merge with.

Michael

<image001.png>

On Apr 11, 2018, at 4:42 PM, Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org> wrote:

Michael,

I cannot continue to engage in round-after-round of questions. We clearly understand
your concerns about removal of the trees. You will have an opportunity to address the
Design Review Commission with your sentiments. The Design Review Commission will
weigh your input versus that of the Satraps and will render a decision.

Steve Marshall, AICP
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Vivek Damodaran

From: Joe Farrell <jfarrell@farrellarc.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 11, 2018 2:46 PM
To: Steve Marshall
Cc: Vivek Damodaran
Subject: 9 Thunderbird

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Steve,

I spoke with my client Jordan and he informed me he is willing to pay for a city designated third party arborist
only if the commissioners request it. Please make sure when you contact the other commissioners you
communicate that there have been two arborist (one selected by the client and one selected by Mr. Pringle) and
that they have come to the same conclusion that the select removal of the non-native, home-owner planted trees
would not damage the other redwood trees to remain if we incorporate building practices that protect the trees to
remain.

Professionally speaking, I feel this exercise is not necessary due to the fact that both arborist of the
two parties involved have come to the same conclusion. Typically a third is involved if there is a
difference of opinion of the first two.

Jordan has also requested that you not share the project plans with Mr. Pringle. He has access to
them at the Planning Counter and they will be available for view on the City's website soon.

Regards,

Joe Farrell
Architect
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04/23/2018 

To: Novato Community Development Department 

Regarding: Satrap Residence P2018-006 & 00 
9 Thunderbird Drive, Novato, Calif. 
APN: 160-364-04-&-14 

My name is Gene Adair. I am one of three trustees for the Leonard and Sherliene Adair Bypass Trust 
which holds title to the property located at 5 Thunderbird Drive, Novato, Ca. I am the trustee that 
receives mail for, manages and pays the property tax for the property. 5 Thunderbird Drive shares a 
common property line with 9 Thunderbird Drive. 

Our concern about the about the proposed changes to the Satrap property are as follows: 

1. We are dismayed that 50 year old redwood trees will be removed to accommodate new addition 
to the property. Nothing planted in their place will be an effective replacement for the trees that 
are proposed to be removed. 

2. We are also disappointed that the new addition will be placed so close to the common property 
line. One would think that with such a large lot, there would be better alternatives. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Gene Adair 
Trustee 
8951 Canberra Drive 
Sacramento, CA 95826 
Phone: (916) 361-7968 
e-mail: geneadair@gmail.com 

tkbrown
Typewritten Text
Agenda Item 1 - Attachment 5



1744	Satrap	Residence	

 
 

May 14, 2018 
 
Vivek Damodaran, Planner I 
City of Novato, Planning Department 
922 Machin Avenue 
Novato, CA, 94945 

 
      Subject: Proposed Tree Removal at 9 Thunderbird Drive 
 
 
 

Dear Vivek, 
 
Below is a list of the existing trees that are proposed for removal at 9 Thunderbird Drive per landscape 
drawings dated 12/20/17.  Please contact me if there are questions. 

Area By Northern Property Lines: 

- 16” dia. Sequia sempervirens  
- 16” dia. Sequia sempervirens  
- 6”/10” dia. Sequia sempervirens  
- 8”/10” dia. Sequia sempervirens  
- 18” dia. Sequia sempervirens  
- 18” dia. Sequia sempervirens  
- 18” dia. Sequia sempervirens  
- 15” dia. Sequia sempervirens  
- 8” dia. Pinus 
- 8” dia. Pinus 
- 8” dia. Pinus 
-  
Area By Proposed Pool: 

- 8” dia. Unknown Tree 
- 12” dia. Liquidambar styraciflua 
- 12” dia. Magnolia grandiflora 

 
Area by Garage: 
- 12” dia. Cedrus (already removed) 
 
 

 

tkbrown
Typewritten Text
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1744	Satrap	Residence	

 
Sincerely, 

 
Pete Pedersen Associates  
CLA#2300 
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From: Michael Pringle
To: Vivek Damodaran
Cc: Steve Marshall; Hans Grunt; Brett Walker
Subject: Re: Public Hearing Notice Mailed on May 23rd is Inaccurate-Satrap Residence
Date: Monday, June 04, 2018 2:47:30 PM

Cool. Thanks! 

Michael 

On Jun 4, 2018, at 2:39 PM, Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org> wrote:

The fees taken in for this minor design review application are based on the City of
Novato’s Community Development/Public Works Department’s Fee Schedule
(attached).
 
Minor Design Review – $2,560.00
Plan Storage – $14.00
Lot Line Adjustment (No Lots Created) – $2,214.00
Plan Storage – $5.00
Total Planning Deposit = $4,793.00
 
The applicant will have to undergo a permitting review process with the Building
Division, it is my understanding that that fee is based off of construction costs.
 
Vivek Damodaran
CITY OF NOVATO
Planner I
 
Phone 415.899.8939
Email vdamodaran@novato.org
 
 
From: Michael Pringle [mailto:michael@illumigarden.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2018 2:17 PM
To: Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>
Cc: Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org>; Hans Grunt <hgrunt@novato.org>; Brett
Walker <bwalker@novato.org>
Subject: Re: Public Hearing Notice Mailed on May 23rd is Inaccurate-Satrap Residence
 
Awesome. Thanks!
 
One last question. How does the city come up (fee structure) with how much to
charge (deposit) on this type of project? Is it proposed construction costs?
 
 
<image004.jpg>
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Thanks again,
 
Michael

 
 
On Mon, Jun 4, 2018 at 2:12 PM, Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>
wrote:

Mr. Pringle,
 
Yes, as a part of updating the agenda packet we will include the full application as
requested.
 
I actually just emailed you with the notice information you requested. I have
attached that email to this email for your reference.
 
Feel free to call or email me with any additional questions.
 
Vivek Damodaran
CITY OF NOVATO
Planner I
 
Phone 415.899.8939
Email vdamodaran@novato.org
 
 
From: Michael Pringle [mailto:michael@illumigarden.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2018 2:05 PM
To: Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>
Cc: Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org>; Hans Grunt <hgrunt@novato.org>;
Brett Walker <bwalker@novato.org>
Subject: Re: Public Hearing Notice Mailed on May 23rd is Inaccurate-Satrap
Residence
 
Thanks Vivek,
 
Keep me posted!
 
Can you also please attach the 4 pages of the application in their entirety (
rather than the zoomed in version) to the on-line file/hyper link. As well as this
email thread and its attachments. See below:
 
NEW ITEMS:

1. SATRAP RESIDENCE ADDITION & LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT (VD) P2018-006; DESIGN REVIEW
P2018-007; LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT
APN 160-364-04 & -14; 9 THUNDERBIRD DRIVE 

mailto:vdamodaran@novato.org
http://novato.org/
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And the email the list of Neighbors that the May 23rd noticed was mailed too? 
<image003.jpg>
 
 
 
 
Thanks again,
 
Michael

 

 
On Mon, Jun 4, 2018 at 1:41 PM, Vivek Damodaran
<vdamodaran@novato.org> wrote:

Dear Mr. Pringle,
 
Thank you for your email. It seems that the physical notice that you received was
for the previously held Design Review Commission hearing and not the one that
was prepared for the Planning Commission hearing, posted online for the meeting
here.
 
Due to our error we will be postponing the Planning Commission hearing that was
scheduled for today (6/4/18). We have tentatively rescheduled the hearing for
June 18, 2018, once this date is confirmed we will re-notice this project and
update the agenda packet to reflect this change.
 
Vivek Damodaran
CITY OF NOVATO
Planner I
 
Phone 415.899.8939
Email vdamodaran@novato.org
 
 
From: Michael Pringle [mailto:michael@illumigarden.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2018 10:58 AM
To: Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>; Steve Marshall
<smarshall@novato.org>; Hans Grunt <hgrunt@novato.org>; Brett Walker
<bwalker@novato.org>
Subject: Public Hearing Notice Mailed on May 23rd is Inaccurate-Satrap Residence
 
Hi Vivek,
 
The Public Notices that were mailed out to the community on May 23 2018
are totally incorrect. The date is wrong and the type of hearing is inaccurate. I
checked with Multiple neighbors today and they all received the inaccurate
notice. 

mailto:vdamodaran@novato.org
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It also fails to include the newly discovered accurate square footage of the
project of 5391 Sq ft, which Steve Marshall said he would include. 
This is information is especially important due to the newly offered info on
Hillside Ordinances as stated by Steve Marshall in the staff report below. I
would also like to point out that I find it interesting that now that the accurate
total project square footage has been revealed so to has the newly created
analysis of homes in the area that support the higher range of over 5,000
square ft rather that the original average home size report of 4200 square ft.
 
("Specifically, Novato’s Hillside Ordinance includes a limit on the size of
residential structures to a maximum of 4,500 sq. ft. on parcels with an
average slope of 10% or greater.")
 
 
The Public Hearing needs to be rescheduled as the Public has been
misinformed and not informed properly with all the information. (see notice
attached with mailing date).
 
Can you also email me the list of neighbors who received the notice? I'd like
to compare it to the list of neighbors (list in public file) which were originally
notified from the first notice. Especially now that the range of notices have
increased per Steve Marshall.
 
I have also attached the application of this project that I included in my
appeal that was not
added to the online file. I will note that there are small snap shots of the
application on the
online file added months ago but not the application in its entirety. I want
these 4 pages added to the online file please so the public has an opportunity
to reference my concerns of the different hand writing in both the project
description (page 2) and (#9 on page 1) in the "purpose of application
section. These 4 pages are attached, again.
 
“The notice was mailed out to arrive on a Monday afternoon giving
residences 3 days to visit the planning to [sic] department (Mon-Thurs), City
was also closed on that Friday. Also, the notice was missing key information
and listed misinformation “These additions will extend out the existing
residence northward towards the downward sloped portion of the subject
parcel." The 26 foot expansion is proposed to extend towards the north/west
towards an upward slope. And as I conveyed before some elevation is 4-5
feet above the foundation grade towards this direction. Misleading,
inaccurate and not enough information (total square footage) on this original
notice. I would also suggest that the amount of time that the public had to
respond was short of average of notices regarding this type of development.
The Action date was also set for April 9th the week of spring break where a
lot of family in the area are out of town.”

Staff Response: Novato Municipal Code Section 19.58.020 stipulates the
procedures for giving public notice. In particular, this Section requires
notices to be mailed at least ten days before the date of a hearing or action;



actual delivery of a notice ten days prior to an action or hearing is not
required. The City’s noticing practices are consistent with state law.

The Project was originally considered for action by the Community
Development Director (CDD). As such, a notice of the CDD’s proposed
action on the Project was mailed on March 30, 2018, with an action date of
April 9, 2018. This represents mailing 10-days prior to the scheduled action
date. During the notice period staff was available to meet members of the
public, discuss the Project by phone, or exchange emails on the proposal.
Staff’s only contact regarding the Project came from the appellant.

The appellant requested a hearing be conducted for the Project. The ability to
request a hearing is established in the Novato Municipal Code and applies to
administrative actions of the CDD.

Given the appellant’s request for a hearing, a new notice was mailed for the
DRC hearing on the Project. Notice of the DRC’s hearing was mailed on
April 19, 2018, for a scheduled hearing date of May 2, 2018. This action
represents mailing of the notice 13-days prior to the DRC hearing, consistent
with the Municipal Code.

Notice of the Planning Commission’s hearing on the Project was mailed and
published on May 22, 2018, with an expanded notice radius of 600-feet. This
action represents mailing of the notice 13-days prior to the Planning
Commission’s hearing.

 

NOTICE AND AGENDA REQUIREMENTS

The notice and agenda provisions require bodies to send the notice of its
meetings to persons who have requested it. (§ 11125(a).) In addition, at least
ten days prior to the meeting, bodies must
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prepare an agenda of all items to be discussed or acted upon at the meeting.
(§ 11125(b).) In practice, this usually translates to boards and commissions
sending out the notice and agenda to all persons on their mailing lists. The
notice needs to state the time and the place of the meeting and give the name,
phone number and address of a contact person who can answer questions
about the meeting and the agenda. (§ 11125(a).) The agenda needs to contain
a brief description of each item to be transacted or discussed at the meeting,
which as a general rule need not exceed 20 words in length. (§ 11125(b).)

The agenda items should be drafted to provide interested lay persons with
enough information to allow them to decide whether to attend the meeting or
to participate in that particular agenda item. Bodies should not label topics as
“discussion” or “action” items unless they intend to be bound by such
descriptions. Bodies should not schedule items for consideration at particular
times, unless they assure that the items will not be considered prior to the



appointed time.

The notice and agenda requirements apply to both open and closed meetings.
There is a tendency to think that agendas need not be prepared for closed
session items because the public cannot attend. But the public’s ability to
monitor closed sessions directly depends upon the agenda requirement which
tells the public what is going to be discussed. 

 

I appreciate your help with these matters.

 

Thank You,

 

Michael Pringle

 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>
To: Michael Pringle <michael@illumigarden.com>
Cc: 
Bcc: 
Date: Mon, 4 Jun 2018 21:00:58 +0000
Subject: RE: Public Hearing Notice Mailed on May 23rd is Inaccurate-Satrap
Residence
Mr. Pringle,
 
My apologies, my previous did not include the noticing information you requested.
Attached are the Community Development Director (CDD) notice, Design Review
Commission (DRC) notice and the Planning Commission (PC) notice.
 
Vivek Damodaran
CITY OF NOVATO
Planner I
 
Phone 415.899.8939
Email vdamodaran@novato.org
 
 

From: Vivek Damodaran 
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2018 1:41 PM
To: 'Michael Pringle' <michael@illumigarden.com>
Cc: Steve Marshall <smarshall@novato.org>; Hans Grunt <hgrunt@novato.org>;
Brett Walker <bwalker@novato.org>

mailto:vdamodaran@novato.org
mailto:michael@illumigarden.com
http://novato.org/
mailto:vdamodaran@novato.org%0d
mailto:michael@illumigarden.com
mailto:smarshall@novato.org
mailto:hgrunt@novato.org
mailto:bwalker@novato.org


Subject: RE: Public Hearing Notice Mailed on May 23rd is Inaccurate-Satrap
Residence
 
Dear Mr. Pringle,
 
Thank you for your email. It seems that the physical notice that you received was for
the previously held Design Review Commission hearing and not the one that was
prepared for the Planning Commission hearing, posted online for the meeting here.
 
Due to our error we will be postponing the Planning Commission hearing that was
scheduled for today (6/4/18). We have tentatively rescheduled the hearing for June
18, 2018, once this date is confirmed we will re-notice this project and update the
agenda packet to reflect this change.
 
Vivek Damodaran
CITY OF NOVATO
Planner I
 
Phone 415.899.8939
Email vdamodaran@novato.org
 
 
From: Michael Pringle [mailto:michael@illumigarden.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2018 10:58 AM
To: Vivek Damodaran <vdamodaran@novato.org>; Steve Marshall
<smarshall@novato.org>; Hans Grunt <hgrunt@novato.org>; Brett Walker
<bwalker@novato.org>
Subject: Public Hearing Notice Mailed on May 23rd is Inaccurate-Satrap Residence
 
Hi Vivek,
 
The Public Notices that were mailed out to the community on May 23 2018 are
totally incorrect. The date is wrong and the type of hearing is inaccurate. I
checked with Multiple neighbors today and they all received the inaccurate
notice. 
It also fails to include the newly discovered accurate square footage of the
project of 5391 Sq ft, which Steve Marshall said he would include. 
This is information is especially important due to the newly offered info on
Hillside Ordinances as stated by Steve Marshall in the staff report below. I
would also like to point out that I find it interesting that now that the accurate
total project square footage has been revealed so to has the newly created
analysis of homes in the area that support the higher range of over 5,000 square
ft rather that the original average home size report of 4200 square ft.
 
("Specifically, Novato’s Hillside Ordinance includes a limit on the size of
residential structures to a maximum of 4,500 sq. ft. on parcels with an average
slope of 10% or greater.")
 

http://novato.org/government/city-council/agendas-minutes/planning-commission-agendas-minutes
http://novato.org/
mailto:vdamodaran@novato.org%0d
mailto:michael@illumigarden.com
mailto:vdamodaran@novato.org
mailto:smarshall@novato.org
mailto:hgrunt@novato.org
mailto:bwalker@novato.org


 
The Public Hearing needs to be rescheduled as the Public has been misinformed
and not informed properly with all the information. (see notice attached with
mailing date).
 
Can you also email me the list of neighbors who received the notice? I'd like to
compare it to the list of neighbors (list in public file) which were originally
notified from the first notice. Especially now that the range of notices have
increased per Steve Marshall.
 
I have also attached the application of this project that I included in my appeal
that was not
added to the online file. I will note that there are small snap shots of the
application on the
online file added months ago but not the application in its entirety. I want these
4 pages added to the online file please so the public has an opportunity to
reference my concerns of the different hand writing in both the project
description (page 2) and (#9 on page 1) in the "purpose of application section.
These 4 pages are attached, again.
 
“The notice was mailed out to arrive on a Monday afternoon giving residences
3 days to visit the planning to [sic] department (Mon-Thurs), City was also
closed on that Friday. Also, the notice was missing key information and listed
misinformation “These additions will extend out the existing residence
northward towards the downward sloped portion of the subject parcel." The 26
foot expansion is proposed to extend towards the north/west towards an
upward slope. And as I conveyed before some elevation is 4-5 feet above the
foundation grade towards this direction. Misleading, inaccurate and not
enough information (total square footage) on this original notice. I would also
suggest that the amount of time that the public had to respond was short of
average of notices regarding this type of development. The Action date was
also set for April 9th the week of spring break where a lot of family in the area
are out of town.”

Staff Response: Novato Municipal Code Section 19.58.020 stipulates the
procedures for giving public notice. In particular, this Section requires notices
to be mailed at least ten days before the date of a hearing or action; actual
delivery of a notice ten days prior to an action or hearing is not required. The
City’s noticing practices are consistent with state law.

The Project was originally considered for action by the Community
Development Director (CDD). As such, a notice of the CDD’s proposed action
on the Project was mailed on March 30, 2018, with an action date of April 9,
2018. This represents mailing 10-days prior to the scheduled action date.
During the notice period staff was available to meet members of the public,
discuss the Project by phone, or exchange emails on the proposal. Staff’s only
contact regarding the Project came from the appellant.

The appellant requested a hearing be conducted for the Project. The ability to
request a hearing is established in the Novato Municipal Code and applies to
administrative actions of the CDD.



Given the appellant’s request for a hearing, a new notice was mailed for the
DRC hearing on the Project. Notice of the DRC’s hearing was mailed on April
19, 2018, for a scheduled hearing date of May 2, 2018. This action represents
mailing of the notice 13-days prior to the DRC hearing, consistent with the
Municipal Code.

Notice of the Planning Commission’s hearing on the Project was mailed and
published on May 22, 2018, with an expanded notice radius of 600-feet. This
action represents mailing of the notice 13-days prior to the Planning
Commission’s hearing.

 

NOTICE AND AGENDA REQUIREMENTS

The notice and agenda provisions require bodies to send the notice of its
meetings to persons who have requested it. (§ 11125(a).) In addition, at least
ten days prior to the meeting, bodies must
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prepare an agenda of all items to be discussed or acted upon at the meeting. (§
11125(b).) In practice, this usually translates to boards and commissions
sending out the notice and agenda to all persons on their mailing lists. The
notice needs to state the time and the place of the meeting and give the name,
phone number and address of a contact person who can answer questions about
the meeting and the agenda. (§ 11125(a).) The agenda needs to contain a brief
description of each item to be transacted or discussed at the meeting, which as a
general rule need not exceed 20 words in length. (§ 11125(b).)

The agenda items should be drafted to provide interested lay persons with
enough information to allow them to decide whether to attend the meeting or to
participate in that particular agenda item. Bodies should not label topics as
“discussion” or “action” items unless they intend to be bound by such
descriptions. Bodies should not schedule items for consideration at particular
times, unless they assure that the items will not be considered prior to the
appointed time.

The notice and agenda requirements apply to both open and closed meetings.
There is a tendency to think that agendas need not be prepared for closed
session items because the public cannot attend. But the public’s ability to
monitor closed sessions directly depends upon the agenda requirement which
tells the public what is going to be discussed. 

 

I appreciate your help with these matters.

 



Thank You,

 

Michael Pringle

 

 

<Fee Schedule.pdf>
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Application for Zoning/Planning/Subdivision Action °' Type of Application - Please Check 
J"llli (..l"l Y Of' 

NOVATO 
• General Plan Amendment • Subdivision Tentative Map (5 or more lots) • Variance C; Al. ll' ORNIA 

• Prezoning 
• Rezoning 
• Master Plan 

• Land Division Tentative Map (4 or fewer lots) 
,)f Lot Line Adjustmt:nt (no new lots) 
,.:t}esign Review 

• Accessory Dwelling Unit 
D Sign Review 

• Precise Development Plan · 
• Tree Pennit 

o Use Permit 
D Catifufeof ~ 
• Other _____ _ 

Applicant Required Information 

1. Assessor's Parcel No(s).: 11.0-3'4 -0 4- ! 14- Existing Zoning: 
2. Property Address: q l~~b~ ~~ 
3. Property Owner a) Name~ ~fkaiFA;.i;T~(eoW .!Af/llAf.) Phone: 

b) Address: , . rn11ru;Jer/.>1rd· t½..,, N43 j)MD I A444'i 
c) Email address: · 

4. ~(If Different than Owner) 

~Tktf a) Name: v,,E:. ~ Phone: 4-tS S84 ,.~ 
b) Address: / CP:n:z.n~~ .@WC? fJ/fJJp Nlf1/'ft/YPCJ!:14'1,~ 
c)Emailaddress:_~ ~- Lif'Yl ~ 

5. Name of Project (If Applicable):?,;'!"~'~ 

6. Property Size: ~ '3j (,lfQ $,F, l D.J1 ~ 
7. Type ofUse Proposed (Office, Residential, Etc.): _j&~~';;J;_· ~€i~iJ=---.-----:-.....-----::---:---------
8. Square Footage of Each Use or Number of Units if Residential: C':b,L. /u#:S I d.t:11d1oa l..bU. t-

9. 

(Attach Separate Sheets If Needed) 

10. Signature -+,.:JL...:.--':c..;:_~....-:::...:;__...J,,J.--'=----------------------------
t" Owner l/ )'. Applicant (Note: If applicant signs, an authorization signed by the owner must be attached.) 

Important: Please complete Agreement for Payme,,t of Full Cost Recovery Fees for ApplJcation Processing. 

Note: Information sheets describing the review process and the additional information requn:ed for a specific type of application are 
available at the Novato Department of Community Development, 922 Machin Avenue, ( 415) 899-8989, www.novato.org 

Do Not Write Below This Line 

DEPARTtv1ENTAL INFORMATION 

Application Number(s):,_ ....... P: ..... 7....,,1,1"'-"14:f>_._·__._.()t6"-L,:Llfiz- .... {;__,s_.""""""¥._...~"""[......,~..,.,J:'---" "P"{) ..... 2"'- ..... / ~- -_t?O,-_ ...... ~ __ ,____ ___ ___ _ 

Received by: Vf2 Date: 1/W 115 Planning • Fee 'yJ Deposit: $. _ __.1./_,7......,._J-+'f------ -
Deemed Complete by: ________ Date:_-,,-_~_ Plan Storage $_--'-f""'q_.-=tflt} _ _____ _ _ ___ _ 
Application Acted On By:_______ Date:___ PW /Enginee · ~~Fee • 1"w • Yes: $~--------

Receipt# ~b:[ ~ l 3 9 3 
Date ____ ..__-'-'--..-- -1/ 
C.R.# ________ Initials __ j\'1,__,'--.--'-Jk.;:;....,,,~C..._ __ _ 

Action: ______________________________________ _ 

• 
cd923;1/23/08 
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CITY OF NOVATO 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

COST BASED FEE SYSTEM 

... .. 
THE CITY OF 

NOVATO 
CALIFORNIA 

Agreement for Payment of Full Cost Recovery Fees for Awlication Processing and Inspection SeIVices 
(Not required for flat fee applications; contact Community 

Development Department if you have any questions.) 

J.q/rfl,j) F~m I iz lwJt ( /r tt/;~,,t ti, JA Im?. T"'4.'4e ("Applicant") agree(s) to 
[Print nam~s of Property Vwner (or Authorized Agent) and APJ)licant' (ifdit[erent from Owner)! 
pay to the City ofNovato all reimbursable costs, both direct and indirect, including State-mandated costs, associated 
with review and processing of the accompanying application for land use and/or encroachment or grading permit 
for land use approval(s) and inspection(s) with respect to the subject property or project located at 

tP..-;ve 
Lo ation ress or Assessor s Pare Num er s 

even if the application is withdrawn or not approved. Reimbursable costs include but are not limited to all items 
within the scope of the City's adopted Cost Recovery Program, as well as the cost of retaining professional and 
technical consultant services and any services necessary to perfonn functions related to review and processing of 
the applications and inspection of the work. Owner and Applicant understand that one or more deposits will be 
required to be paid by Owner and/or Applicant to cover the costs noted above at such time(s) and of such amounts 
as requested by the Community Development Director or designee. City agrees to review and process the 
application in accordance with this Agreement and all applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, standards and 
policies. This agreement applies to all subsequent applications related to the project. 

Owner and Applicant understand and agree that nonpayment of processing and inspection fees pursuant to the City's 
Cost Recovery Program may, at the sole and exclusive discretion of the Community Development Director, result 
in temporary or permanent cessation of processing of the application or inspection of the work and, after notice, may 
result in the denial of the application and/or order to cease work. Prior to completion of processing of any phase 
of the project, any and all outstanding amounts due pursuant to this agreement shall be paid. The Community 
Development Department will withhold issuance of further plan checks, entitlements, permits, certificates of 
occupancy, etc. until all required processing and inspection fees have been paid in full. 

The applicant agrees to adhere to the following guidelines with respect to the billing of processing and inspection 

fees: 

1. Non-receipt of invoices must be brought to rur attention within 30 days of the date they are routinely 
received by your office. 

2. Invoices presented without sufficient "backup" documentation shall be brought to our attention within 
30 days of the receipt of invoice from 1he City. 

3. Questions regarding specific charges that you believe may be questionable and/or incorrect must be brought 
to our attention no later than 30 days following receipt of your invoice and corresponding documentation. 

CD 121.wpd; 12/21/00 Page 1 of 4 www.ci.novato.ca.us 

• • 



Failure to comply with the aforementioned procedures within the specific times may, if research of billing 
information is requested, result in additional charges for clerical time spent and will be billed at our cost recovery 
rate. Please note that with the exception of docwnented disputed amounts, finance charges will be assessed at the 
rate of 12% per annum or 1 % per month on all past due amounts. 

In any legal action arising out of this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled to recover its reasonable 
litigation expenses, including costs and attorneys' fees. 

As part of this application, the Applicant agrees to defend, indemnify, rele~e and hold harmless the City, its agmts, 
offices, attorneys, employees, boards and commissions from any claim, action or proceeding brought against any 
of the foregoing individuals or entities ("indemnitees"), the purpose of which is to attack, set aside, void or annul 
the approval of this application or adoption of the environmental document which accompanies it. This 
indemnification shall include, but not be limited to, damages, costs, expenses, attorney fees or expert witness fees 
that may be asserted or incurred by any person or entity, including the Applicant, third parties and/or the 
indemnitees, arising out of or in connection with the approval of this application, whether or not there is concurrent, 
passive or active negligence on the part of the irxtemnitees. 

Nothing in this agreement shall prohibit the City from participating in the defense of any claim, action or 
proceeding. In the event that the Applicant is required to defend the indemnitees in connection with any said claim, 
action or proceeding, the City shall retain the right to (i) approve the oounsel to so defeoo the indemnitees, (ii) 
approve all significant decisions concerning the matter in which the defense is conducted, and (iii) approve any and 
all settlements, which approvals shall not be unreasonably withheld by the City. 

The City shall also have the right not to participate in said defense, except that the City agrees to cooperate with the 
Applicant in the defense of said claim, action or proceeding. If the City chooses to have counsel of its own defend 
any claim, action or proceeding where the Applicant has alreadyretained counsel to defend the City in such matters, 
the fees and expenses of the counsel selected by the City shall be paid by the City. 

The Applicant also agrees to so indemnify the indemnitees for all costs incurred in additional investigation or study, 
or for supplementing, redrafting, revising or amending any document (e.g., the ElR, Specific Plan Amendment, 
Specific Plan, General Plan Amendment, Rezone, etc.) if such is made necessary bythe claim, action or proceeding 
and if the Applicant desires approvals from the City which are conditioned on the approval of said documents. 

The undersigned Owner/ Authorized Agent hereby represents that he/she either personally owns the subject property 
or is an entity authorized to install and maintain facilities for provision of utility, telecommurucations, video, voice 
or data transmission service in the public street right of way or is a duly authorized agent of the Owner with full 
authority to execute this Agreement on behalf of Owner. Applicant agrees to be jointly and severally liable with 
Owner for payment of all fees referenced above. Applicant agrees to notify City in writing prior 1o any change in 
ownership and to submit a written assumption of the obligations under this Agreement signed by the new owner 
or his/her authorized agent. 

Project Description: 

Lpf t, 'ne /it;/jv:.fmey, t , Pfif:.5/ P~J'-4 TI A'L #PtZJ~ri / 
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Invoices are due and payable within ten ( l 0) days. A penalty will be charged on delinquent accounts at the rate of 
1 % per month or 12% per annum. Owner agrees that delinquent amounts shall constitute a lien on the subject 
property and expressly consents to recordation of a notice ofJien and/or copy of this Agreement against the subject 
property with respect to any amounts which are delinquent. 

Name of PropertyOwner: --~-fl ..... ~'-----'~'+P--P---.-~-.a....P .... m...,_,1'-"':'1.Hv1 ............ li: ___ r'<_.~s ..... r'---___________ _ 
{plea~rifit/ 

Title: RRkrT ;T, .wtl'N) I Trv4tee Telephoul/t7 12:-i- r- ~~ ~$ 

Address: CJ 7},vhd trbJ ;,d ./)r-fV<,. J Ml VAtl1 CA ll/414-fj 

or 

Signature of Authorized Agent/Written Verification 
Signed by Property Owner Must Be Submitted 
Designating the Authorized Agent 

and 

;.. Date: / • ~ 'l · LE> 

Date: _________ _ 

~ -

Date: _________ _ 

CD 12 l _ wpd; 12/21 /0D Page 3 of 4 
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FOR CITY USE ONLY: 

Name of Applicant: ____ J=o'--lv-=---:---~..!:'.-..._-Y..:...'Y-=£,,,..L.6.J-I ________ · ---______ _ 

Name of PropertyOwner: 5a,f,-~ D ,('--;-__ ,-___:__;.__J ,_-"-Iv.:::;__" ______ _ 

Address of Project: er L&~cl? \ Ydv V r /
1 

V' t.,.) File No. p,2.,0 I e A O O ~ / 1 I ~t' tJ ~ 
Type of Application: NJ f Li h t.; -t- ]) , /_ ,. 

Fee Deposit: $ __ L/_7_7.;.._:_'f...!.,,_._--__ R~ci~#~~~-e~e~o-~-&~~f~J~9~3 __ _ 
Plan Storage Fee: $ / /, UV , 

Staff Member Receiving: _ ~ V{ V Ml.-
I ,, I _, 2 3 ,-,/ 8 

cKv:J4 IA~ 
Date Received: ---=-/_-_2_· _3_,,.,_,_/4=-W __ _ 
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