
Regular Meeting
Design Review Board

7:00 p.m.

AGENDA
TIBURON DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Chair Tollini, Vice Chair Kricensky, Boardmembers Chong, Cousins 
And Emberson

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

Persons wishing to address the Design Review Board on any subject not on the 
agenda may do so under this portion of the agenda. Please note that the Design 
Review Board is not able to undertake extended discussion, or take action on, 
items that do not appear on this agenda. Matters requiring action will be 
referred to Town Staff for consideration and/or placed on a future Design 
Review Board agenda. Please limit your comments to no more than three (3) 
minutes. Any communications regarding an item not on the agenda will not be 
considered part of the administrative record for that item.

STAFF BRIEFING (If Any)

OLD BUSINESS

1. 681 HAWTHORNE DRIVE
File No. DR2015151; Bahram Seyedin -Noor and Maysa Namakian, Owners; Site 
Plan and Architectural Review for construction of a new single-family dwelling. 
The applicant proposes to construct a new 2,850 square foot house with 2,880 
square feet (29.9%) of lot coverage. Assessor's Parcel No. 059 -091 -55. [KO] 

681 HAWTHORNE STAFF REPORT.PDF

PUBLIC HEARINGS & NEW BUSINESS

2. 4000 PARADISE DRIVE
File Nos. VAR2016005/DR2016017; Bruce and Donna Block, Owners; Site Plan 
and Architectural Review for construction of additions to an existing single -
family dwelling, with a Variance for reduced front setback. The addition would 
extend to within 20 feet of the front property line, which is less than the 30 foot 
minimum front setback required in the RO-2 zone. Assessor's Parcel No. 039-
091 -09. [KO] CONTINUED TO APRIL 21, 2016

4000 PARADISE DRIVE CONTINUANCE.PDF

3. 47 SOUTHRIDGE WEST
File Nos. VAR2016006/VAR2016007/DR2016025; Geoff and Marjorie Baylor, 
Owners; Site Plan and Architectural Review for construction of additions to an 
existing single-family dwelling, with Variances for reduced side setback and 
excess lot coverage. The applicant proposes to add 466 square feet of additions 
to an existing single-family dwelling. The addition would extend to within 9 feet, 
8 inches of the side property line, which is less than the 23 foot minimum side 
setback required in the RO-2 zone. The project would result in 2,644 square feet 
(17.1%) of lot coverage, which is greater than the 15.0% maximum lot coverage 
permitted in the RO-2 zone. Assessor's Parcel No. 059 -400 -10 [DW] 

47 SOUTHRIDGE WEST STAFF REPORT.PDF

MINUTES

4. Regular Meeting Of March 3, 2016

030316 DRAFT DRB MINUTES.PDF

5. Regular Meeting Of March 17, 2016

031716 DRAFT DRB MINUTES.PDF

ADJOURNMENT

GENERAL PUBLIC INFORMATION

ASSISTANCE FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to 
participate in this meeting, please contact the Planning Division Secretary at (415) 435-
7390. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the Town to make reasonable 
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting .

AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION

Copies of Design Review Board Agendas, Staff Reports, project files and other supporting 
data are available for viewing and inspection at Town Hall during business hours.  Agendas 

and Staff Reports are also available at the Belvedere-Tiburon Public Library and on the 
Town of Tiburon website (www.ci.tiburon.ca.us ) after 5:00 PM on the Friday prior to the 
regularly scheduled meeting.

Any documents produced by the Town and distributed to a majority of the Design Review 
Board regarding any item on this agenda, including agenda-related documents produced by 
the Town after distribution of the agenda packet at least 72 hours in advance of the Board 
meeting, will be available for public inspection at Town Hall, 1505 Tiburon Boulevard, 
Tiburon, CA  94920.

Upon request, the Town will provide written agenda materials in appropriate alternative 
formats, or disability -related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or 
services, to enable individuals with disabilities to participate in public meetings. Please 
deliver or cause to be delivered a written request (including your name, mailing address, 
phone number and brief description of the requested materials and preferred alternative 
format or auxiliary aid or service) at least five (5) days before the meeting to the Planning 
Division Secretary at the above address.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS AND BUSINESS ITEMS

Public Hearing items and Business items provide the general public and interested parties an 
opportunity to speak regarding items that typically involve an action or decision made by 
the Board.  If you challenge any decision in court, you may be limited to raising only those 

issues you or someone else raised at the meeting, or in written correspondence delivered to 
the Board at, or prior to, the meeting.

GENERAL PROCEDURE ON ITEMS AND TIME LIMIT GUIDELINES FOR 
SPEAKERS

The Design Review Board ’s general procedure on items and time limit guidelines for 
speakers are:
v Staff Update on Item (if any)
v Applicant Presentation – 5 to 20 minutes
v Design Review Board questions of staff and/or applicant 
v Public Testimony (depending on the number of speakers) – 3 to 5 minutes for each 
speaker; members of the audience may not allocate their testimony time to other speakers
v Applicant may respond to public comments – 3 minutes
v Design Review Board closes the public testimony period, deliberates and votes (as 
warranted)
v Time limits and procedures may be modified in the reasonable discretion of the Chairman

Interested members of the public may address the Design Review Board on any item on the 
agenda.

ORDER AND TIMING OF ITEMS

No set times are assigned to items appearing on the Design Review Board agenda. While the 
Design Review Board attempts to hear all items in order as stated on the agenda, it reserves 
the right to take items out of order without notice.

NOTE:  ALL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MEETINGS ARE AUDIO RECORDED

TOWN OF TIBURON LATE MAIL POLICY
(Adopted and Effective 11/7/2007)

The following policy shall be used by the Town Council and its standing boards and 
commissions, and by staff of the Town of Tiburon, in the identification, distribution 
and consideration of late mail.

DEFINITION

“Late Mail” is defined as correspondence or other materials that are received by the 
Town after completion of the written staff report on an agenda item, in such a 
manner as to preclude such correspondence or other materials from being addressed 
in or attached to the staff report as an exhibit.

IDENTIFICATION OF LATE MAIL
All late mail received by Town Staff in advance of a meeting shall be marked “Late 

Mail” and shall be date-stamped or marked with the date of receipt by the Town.  
Late mail received at a meeting shall be marked as “Received at Meeting” with a date-

stamp or handwritten note. 

POLICY
For regular meetings of the Town Council and its standing boards and commissions:

(1) All late mail that is received on an agenda item prior to distribution of the agenda 
packet to the reviewing authority shall be stamped or marked as “Late Mail” and shall 
be distributed to the reviewing authority with the agenda packet.

(2) All late mail received on an agenda item before 5:00 PM on the Monday prior to 
the meeting shall be date-stamped and marked as “Late Mail” and distributed to the 
reviewing authority as soon as practicable.  Such mail shall be read and considered by 
the reviewing authority whenever possible.  If the Monday, or Monday and Tuesday, 
prior to the meeting are a Town-recognized holiday, the deadline shall be extended to 
the following day at Noon.  

(3) Any late mail received on an agenda item after the deadline established in 
paragraph (2) above shall be date-stamped, marked as “Late Mail” and distributed to 
the reviewing authority as soon as reasonably possible, but may not be read or 
considered by the reviewing authority.  There should be no expectation of, nor shall 
the reviewing authority have any obligation to, read or consider any such late mail, 
and therefore such late mail may not become part of the administrative record for the 
item before the reviewing authority.  

These provisions shall also apply to special and adjourned meetings when sufficient lead 

time exists to implement these provisions.  If sufficient lead time does not exist, the 
Town Manager shall exercise discretion in establishing a reasonable cut-off time for 
late mail.  For controversial items or at any meeting where a high volume of 

correspondence is anticipated, Town staff shall have the option to require an earlier 
late mail deadline, provided that the written public notice for any such item clearly 
communicates the specifics of the early late mail deadline, and the deadline 
corresponds appropriately to any earlier availability of the agenda packet.

Pursuant to state law, copies of all late mail shall be available in a timely fashion for public 
inspection at Tiburon Town Hall, 1505 Tiburon Boulevard, Tiburon.
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Regular Meeting
Design Review Board

7:00 p.m.

AGENDA
TIBURON DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Chair Tollini, Vice Chair Kricensky, Boardmembers Chong, Cousins 
And Emberson

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

Persons wishing to address the Design Review Board on any subject not on the 
agenda may do so under this portion of the agenda. Please note that the Design 
Review Board is not able to undertake extended discussion, or take action on, 
items that do not appear on this agenda. Matters requiring action will be 
referred to Town Staff for consideration and/or placed on a future Design 
Review Board agenda. Please limit your comments to no more than three (3) 
minutes. Any communications regarding an item not on the agenda will not be 
considered part of the administrative record for that item.

STAFF BRIEFING (If Any)

OLD BUSINESS

1. 681 HAWTHORNE DRIVE
File No. DR2015151; Bahram Seyedin -Noor and Maysa Namakian, Owners; Site 
Plan and Architectural Review for construction of a new single-family dwelling. 
The applicant proposes to construct a new 2,850 square foot house with 2,880 
square feet (29.9%) of lot coverage. Assessor's Parcel No. 059 -091 -55. [KO] 

681 HAWTHORNE STAFF REPORT.PDF

PUBLIC HEARINGS & NEW BUSINESS

2. 4000 PARADISE DRIVE
File Nos. VAR2016005/DR2016017; Bruce and Donna Block, Owners; Site Plan 
and Architectural Review for construction of additions to an existing single -
family dwelling, with a Variance for reduced front setback. The addition would 
extend to within 20 feet of the front property line, which is less than the 30 foot 
minimum front setback required in the RO-2 zone. Assessor's Parcel No. 039-
091 -09. [KO] CONTINUED TO APRIL 21, 2016

4000 PARADISE DRIVE CONTINUANCE.PDF

3. 47 SOUTHRIDGE WEST
File Nos. VAR2016006/VAR2016007/DR2016025; Geoff and Marjorie Baylor, 
Owners; Site Plan and Architectural Review for construction of additions to an 
existing single-family dwelling, with Variances for reduced side setback and 
excess lot coverage. The applicant proposes to add 466 square feet of additions 
to an existing single-family dwelling. The addition would extend to within 9 feet, 
8 inches of the side property line, which is less than the 23 foot minimum side 
setback required in the RO-2 zone. The project would result in 2,644 square feet 
(17.1%) of lot coverage, which is greater than the 15.0% maximum lot coverage 
permitted in the RO-2 zone. Assessor's Parcel No. 059 -400 -10 [DW] 

47 SOUTHRIDGE WEST STAFF REPORT.PDF

MINUTES

4. Regular Meeting Of March 3, 2016

030316 DRAFT DRB MINUTES.PDF

5. Regular Meeting Of March 17, 2016

031716 DRAFT DRB MINUTES.PDF

ADJOURNMENT

GENERAL PUBLIC INFORMATION

ASSISTANCE FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to 
participate in this meeting, please contact the Planning Division Secretary at (415) 435-
7390. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the Town to make reasonable 
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting .

AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION

Copies of Design Review Board Agendas, Staff Reports, project files and other supporting 
data are available for viewing and inspection at Town Hall during business hours.  Agendas 

and Staff Reports are also available at the Belvedere-Tiburon Public Library and on the 
Town of Tiburon website (www.ci.tiburon.ca.us ) after 5:00 PM on the Friday prior to the 
regularly scheduled meeting.

Any documents produced by the Town and distributed to a majority of the Design Review 
Board regarding any item on this agenda, including agenda-related documents produced by 
the Town after distribution of the agenda packet at least 72 hours in advance of the Board 
meeting, will be available for public inspection at Town Hall, 1505 Tiburon Boulevard, 
Tiburon, CA  94920.

Upon request, the Town will provide written agenda materials in appropriate alternative 
formats, or disability -related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or 
services, to enable individuals with disabilities to participate in public meetings. Please 
deliver or cause to be delivered a written request (including your name, mailing address, 
phone number and brief description of the requested materials and preferred alternative 
format or auxiliary aid or service) at least five (5) days before the meeting to the Planning 
Division Secretary at the above address.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS AND BUSINESS ITEMS

Public Hearing items and Business items provide the general public and interested parties an 
opportunity to speak regarding items that typically involve an action or decision made by 
the Board.  If you challenge any decision in court, you may be limited to raising only those 

issues you or someone else raised at the meeting, or in written correspondence delivered to 
the Board at, or prior to, the meeting.

GENERAL PROCEDURE ON ITEMS AND TIME LIMIT GUIDELINES FOR 
SPEAKERS

The Design Review Board ’s general procedure on items and time limit guidelines for 
speakers are:
v Staff Update on Item (if any)
v Applicant Presentation – 5 to 20 minutes
v Design Review Board questions of staff and/or applicant 
v Public Testimony (depending on the number of speakers) – 3 to 5 minutes for each 
speaker; members of the audience may not allocate their testimony time to other speakers
v Applicant may respond to public comments – 3 minutes
v Design Review Board closes the public testimony period, deliberates and votes (as 
warranted)
v Time limits and procedures may be modified in the reasonable discretion of the Chairman

Interested members of the public may address the Design Review Board on any item on the 
agenda.

ORDER AND TIMING OF ITEMS

No set times are assigned to items appearing on the Design Review Board agenda. While the 
Design Review Board attempts to hear all items in order as stated on the agenda, it reserves 
the right to take items out of order without notice.

NOTE:  ALL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MEETINGS ARE AUDIO RECORDED

TOWN OF TIBURON LATE MAIL POLICY
(Adopted and Effective 11/7/2007)

The following policy shall be used by the Town Council and its standing boards and 
commissions, and by staff of the Town of Tiburon, in the identification, distribution 
and consideration of late mail.

DEFINITION

“Late Mail” is defined as correspondence or other materials that are received by the 
Town after completion of the written staff report on an agenda item, in such a 
manner as to preclude such correspondence or other materials from being addressed 
in or attached to the staff report as an exhibit.

IDENTIFICATION OF LATE MAIL
All late mail received by Town Staff in advance of a meeting shall be marked “Late 

Mail” and shall be date-stamped or marked with the date of receipt by the Town.  
Late mail received at a meeting shall be marked as “Received at Meeting” with a date-

stamp or handwritten note. 

POLICY
For regular meetings of the Town Council and its standing boards and commissions:

(1) All late mail that is received on an agenda item prior to distribution of the agenda 
packet to the reviewing authority shall be stamped or marked as “Late Mail” and shall 
be distributed to the reviewing authority with the agenda packet.

(2) All late mail received on an agenda item before 5:00 PM on the Monday prior to 
the meeting shall be date-stamped and marked as “Late Mail” and distributed to the 
reviewing authority as soon as practicable.  Such mail shall be read and considered by 
the reviewing authority whenever possible.  If the Monday, or Monday and Tuesday, 
prior to the meeting are a Town-recognized holiday, the deadline shall be extended to 
the following day at Noon.  

(3) Any late mail received on an agenda item after the deadline established in 
paragraph (2) above shall be date-stamped, marked as “Late Mail” and distributed to 
the reviewing authority as soon as reasonably possible, but may not be read or 
considered by the reviewing authority.  There should be no expectation of, nor shall 
the reviewing authority have any obligation to, read or consider any such late mail, 
and therefore such late mail may not become part of the administrative record for the 
item before the reviewing authority.  

These provisions shall also apply to special and adjourned meetings when sufficient lead 

time exists to implement these provisions.  If sufficient lead time does not exist, the 
Town Manager shall exercise discretion in establishing a reasonable cut-off time for 
late mail.  For controversial items or at any meeting where a high volume of 

correspondence is anticipated, Town staff shall have the option to require an earlier 
late mail deadline, provided that the written public notice for any such item clearly 
communicates the specifics of the early late mail deadline, and the deadline 
corresponds appropriately to any earlier availability of the agenda packet.

Pursuant to state law, copies of all late mail shall be available in a timely fashion for public 
inspection at Tiburon Town Hall, 1505 Tiburon Boulevard, Tiburon.
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Regular Meeting
Design Review Board

7:00 p.m.

AGENDA
TIBURON DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Chair Tollini, Vice Chair Kricensky, Boardmembers Chong, Cousins 
And Emberson

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

Persons wishing to address the Design Review Board on any subject not on the 
agenda may do so under this portion of the agenda. Please note that the Design 
Review Board is not able to undertake extended discussion, or take action on, 
items that do not appear on this agenda. Matters requiring action will be 
referred to Town Staff for consideration and/or placed on a future Design 
Review Board agenda. Please limit your comments to no more than three (3) 
minutes. Any communications regarding an item not on the agenda will not be 
considered part of the administrative record for that item.
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1. 681 HAWTHORNE DRIVE
File No. DR2015151; Bahram Seyedin -Noor and Maysa Namakian, Owners; Site 
Plan and Architectural Review for construction of a new single-family dwelling. 
The applicant proposes to construct a new 2,850 square foot house with 2,880 
square feet (29.9%) of lot coverage. Assessor's Parcel No. 059 -091 -55. [KO] 

681 HAWTHORNE STAFF REPORT.PDF

PUBLIC HEARINGS & NEW BUSINESS

2. 4000 PARADISE DRIVE
File Nos. VAR2016005/DR2016017; Bruce and Donna Block, Owners; Site Plan 
and Architectural Review for construction of additions to an existing single -
family dwelling, with a Variance for reduced front setback. The addition would 
extend to within 20 feet of the front property line, which is less than the 30 foot 
minimum front setback required in the RO-2 zone. Assessor's Parcel No. 039-
091 -09. [KO] CONTINUED TO APRIL 21, 2016

4000 PARADISE DRIVE CONTINUANCE.PDF

3. 47 SOUTHRIDGE WEST
File Nos. VAR2016006/VAR2016007/DR2016025; Geoff and Marjorie Baylor, 
Owners; Site Plan and Architectural Review for construction of additions to an 
existing single-family dwelling, with Variances for reduced side setback and 
excess lot coverage. The applicant proposes to add 466 square feet of additions 
to an existing single-family dwelling. The addition would extend to within 9 feet, 
8 inches of the side property line, which is less than the 23 foot minimum side 
setback required in the RO-2 zone. The project would result in 2,644 square feet 
(17.1%) of lot coverage, which is greater than the 15.0% maximum lot coverage 
permitted in the RO-2 zone. Assessor's Parcel No. 059 -400 -10 [DW] 
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MINUTES

4. Regular Meeting Of March 3, 2016

030316 DRAFT DRB MINUTES.PDF

5. Regular Meeting Of March 17, 2016

031716 DRAFT DRB MINUTES.PDF

ADJOURNMENT

GENERAL PUBLIC INFORMATION

ASSISTANCE FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to 
participate in this meeting, please contact the Planning Division Secretary at (415) 435-
7390. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the Town to make reasonable 
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting .

AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION

Copies of Design Review Board Agendas, Staff Reports, project files and other supporting 
data are available for viewing and inspection at Town Hall during business hours.  Agendas 

and Staff Reports are also available at the Belvedere-Tiburon Public Library and on the 
Town of Tiburon website (www.ci.tiburon.ca.us ) after 5:00 PM on the Friday prior to the 
regularly scheduled meeting.

Any documents produced by the Town and distributed to a majority of the Design Review 
Board regarding any item on this agenda, including agenda-related documents produced by 
the Town after distribution of the agenda packet at least 72 hours in advance of the Board 
meeting, will be available for public inspection at Town Hall, 1505 Tiburon Boulevard, 
Tiburon, CA  94920.

Upon request, the Town will provide written agenda materials in appropriate alternative 
formats, or disability -related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or 
services, to enable individuals with disabilities to participate in public meetings. Please 
deliver or cause to be delivered a written request (including your name, mailing address, 
phone number and brief description of the requested materials and preferred alternative 
format or auxiliary aid or service) at least five (5) days before the meeting to the Planning 
Division Secretary at the above address.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS AND BUSINESS ITEMS

Public Hearing items and Business items provide the general public and interested parties an 
opportunity to speak regarding items that typically involve an action or decision made by 
the Board.  If you challenge any decision in court, you may be limited to raising only those 

issues you or someone else raised at the meeting, or in written correspondence delivered to 
the Board at, or prior to, the meeting.

GENERAL PROCEDURE ON ITEMS AND TIME LIMIT GUIDELINES FOR 
SPEAKERS

The Design Review Board ’s general procedure on items and time limit guidelines for 
speakers are:
v Staff Update on Item (if any)
v Applicant Presentation – 5 to 20 minutes
v Design Review Board questions of staff and/or applicant 
v Public Testimony (depending on the number of speakers) – 3 to 5 minutes for each 
speaker; members of the audience may not allocate their testimony time to other speakers
v Applicant may respond to public comments – 3 minutes
v Design Review Board closes the public testimony period, deliberates and votes (as 
warranted)
v Time limits and procedures may be modified in the reasonable discretion of the Chairman

Interested members of the public may address the Design Review Board on any item on the 
agenda.

ORDER AND TIMING OF ITEMS

No set times are assigned to items appearing on the Design Review Board agenda. While the 
Design Review Board attempts to hear all items in order as stated on the agenda, it reserves 
the right to take items out of order without notice.

NOTE:  ALL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MEETINGS ARE AUDIO RECORDED

TOWN OF TIBURON LATE MAIL POLICY
(Adopted and Effective 11/7/2007)

The following policy shall be used by the Town Council and its standing boards and 
commissions, and by staff of the Town of Tiburon, in the identification, distribution 
and consideration of late mail.

DEFINITION

“Late Mail” is defined as correspondence or other materials that are received by the 
Town after completion of the written staff report on an agenda item, in such a 
manner as to preclude such correspondence or other materials from being addressed 
in or attached to the staff report as an exhibit.

IDENTIFICATION OF LATE MAIL
All late mail received by Town Staff in advance of a meeting shall be marked “Late 

Mail” and shall be date-stamped or marked with the date of receipt by the Town.  
Late mail received at a meeting shall be marked as “Received at Meeting” with a date-

stamp or handwritten note. 

POLICY
For regular meetings of the Town Council and its standing boards and commissions:

(1) All late mail that is received on an agenda item prior to distribution of the agenda 
packet to the reviewing authority shall be stamped or marked as “Late Mail” and shall 
be distributed to the reviewing authority with the agenda packet.

(2) All late mail received on an agenda item before 5:00 PM on the Monday prior to 
the meeting shall be date-stamped and marked as “Late Mail” and distributed to the 
reviewing authority as soon as practicable.  Such mail shall be read and considered by 
the reviewing authority whenever possible.  If the Monday, or Monday and Tuesday, 
prior to the meeting are a Town-recognized holiday, the deadline shall be extended to 
the following day at Noon.  

(3) Any late mail received on an agenda item after the deadline established in 
paragraph (2) above shall be date-stamped, marked as “Late Mail” and distributed to 
the reviewing authority as soon as reasonably possible, but may not be read or 
considered by the reviewing authority.  There should be no expectation of, nor shall 
the reviewing authority have any obligation to, read or consider any such late mail, 
and therefore such late mail may not become part of the administrative record for the 
item before the reviewing authority.  

These provisions shall also apply to special and adjourned meetings when sufficient lead 

time exists to implement these provisions.  If sufficient lead time does not exist, the 
Town Manager shall exercise discretion in establishing a reasonable cut-off time for 
late mail.  For controversial items or at any meeting where a high volume of 

correspondence is anticipated, Town staff shall have the option to require an earlier 
late mail deadline, provided that the written public notice for any such item clearly 
communicates the specifics of the early late mail deadline, and the deadline 
corresponds appropriately to any earlier availability of the agenda packet.

Pursuant to state law, copies of all late mail shall be available in a timely fashion for public 
inspection at Tiburon Town Hall, 1505 Tiburon Boulevard, Tiburon.
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Persons wishing to address the Design Review Board on any subject not on the 
agenda may do so under this portion of the agenda. Please note that the Design 
Review Board is not able to undertake extended discussion, or take action on, 
items that do not appear on this agenda. Matters requiring action will be 
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Review Board agenda. Please limit your comments to no more than three (3) 
minutes. Any communications regarding an item not on the agenda will not be 
considered part of the administrative record for that item.
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1. 681 HAWTHORNE DRIVE
File No. DR2015151; Bahram Seyedin -Noor and Maysa Namakian, Owners; Site 
Plan and Architectural Review for construction of a new single-family dwelling. 
The applicant proposes to construct a new 2,850 square foot house with 2,880 
square feet (29.9%) of lot coverage. Assessor's Parcel No. 059 -091 -55. [KO] 
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PUBLIC HEARINGS & NEW BUSINESS

2. 4000 PARADISE DRIVE
File Nos. VAR2016005/DR2016017; Bruce and Donna Block, Owners; Site Plan 
and Architectural Review for construction of additions to an existing single -
family dwelling, with a Variance for reduced front setback. The addition would 
extend to within 20 feet of the front property line, which is less than the 30 foot 
minimum front setback required in the RO-2 zone. Assessor's Parcel No. 039-
091 -09. [KO] CONTINUED TO APRIL 21, 2016
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File Nos. VAR2016006/VAR2016007/DR2016025; Geoff and Marjorie Baylor, 
Owners; Site Plan and Architectural Review for construction of additions to an 
existing single-family dwelling, with Variances for reduced side setback and 
excess lot coverage. The applicant proposes to add 466 square feet of additions 
to an existing single-family dwelling. The addition would extend to within 9 feet, 
8 inches of the side property line, which is less than the 23 foot minimum side 
setback required in the RO-2 zone. The project would result in 2,644 square feet 
(17.1%) of lot coverage, which is greater than the 15.0% maximum lot coverage 
permitted in the RO-2 zone. Assessor's Parcel No. 059 -400 -10 [DW] 
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ADJOURNMENT

GENERAL PUBLIC INFORMATION

ASSISTANCE FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to 
participate in this meeting, please contact the Planning Division Secretary at (415) 435-
7390. Notification 48 hours prior to the meeting will enable the Town to make reasonable 
arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting .

AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION

Copies of Design Review Board Agendas, Staff Reports, project files and other supporting 
data are available for viewing and inspection at Town Hall during business hours.  Agendas 

and Staff Reports are also available at the Belvedere-Tiburon Public Library and on the 
Town of Tiburon website (www.ci.tiburon.ca.us ) after 5:00 PM on the Friday prior to the 
regularly scheduled meeting.

Any documents produced by the Town and distributed to a majority of the Design Review 
Board regarding any item on this agenda, including agenda-related documents produced by 
the Town after distribution of the agenda packet at least 72 hours in advance of the Board 
meeting, will be available for public inspection at Town Hall, 1505 Tiburon Boulevard, 
Tiburon, CA  94920.

Upon request, the Town will provide written agenda materials in appropriate alternative 
formats, or disability -related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or 
services, to enable individuals with disabilities to participate in public meetings. Please 
deliver or cause to be delivered a written request (including your name, mailing address, 
phone number and brief description of the requested materials and preferred alternative 
format or auxiliary aid or service) at least five (5) days before the meeting to the Planning 
Division Secretary at the above address.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS AND BUSINESS ITEMS

Public Hearing items and Business items provide the general public and interested parties an 
opportunity to speak regarding items that typically involve an action or decision made by 
the Board.  If you challenge any decision in court, you may be limited to raising only those 

issues you or someone else raised at the meeting, or in written correspondence delivered to 
the Board at, or prior to, the meeting.

GENERAL PROCEDURE ON ITEMS AND TIME LIMIT GUIDELINES FOR 
SPEAKERS

The Design Review Board ’s general procedure on items and time limit guidelines for 
speakers are:
v Staff Update on Item (if any)
v Applicant Presentation – 5 to 20 minutes
v Design Review Board questions of staff and/or applicant 
v Public Testimony (depending on the number of speakers) – 3 to 5 minutes for each 
speaker; members of the audience may not allocate their testimony time to other speakers
v Applicant may respond to public comments – 3 minutes
v Design Review Board closes the public testimony period, deliberates and votes (as 
warranted)
v Time limits and procedures may be modified in the reasonable discretion of the Chairman

Interested members of the public may address the Design Review Board on any item on the 
agenda.

ORDER AND TIMING OF ITEMS

No set times are assigned to items appearing on the Design Review Board agenda. While the 
Design Review Board attempts to hear all items in order as stated on the agenda, it reserves 
the right to take items out of order without notice.

NOTE:  ALL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MEETINGS ARE AUDIO RECORDED

TOWN OF TIBURON LATE MAIL POLICY
(Adopted and Effective 11/7/2007)

The following policy shall be used by the Town Council and its standing boards and 
commissions, and by staff of the Town of Tiburon, in the identification, distribution 
and consideration of late mail.

DEFINITION

“Late Mail” is defined as correspondence or other materials that are received by the 
Town after completion of the written staff report on an agenda item, in such a 
manner as to preclude such correspondence or other materials from being addressed 
in or attached to the staff report as an exhibit.

IDENTIFICATION OF LATE MAIL
All late mail received by Town Staff in advance of a meeting shall be marked “Late 

Mail” and shall be date-stamped or marked with the date of receipt by the Town.  
Late mail received at a meeting shall be marked as “Received at Meeting” with a date-

stamp or handwritten note. 

POLICY
For regular meetings of the Town Council and its standing boards and commissions:

(1) All late mail that is received on an agenda item prior to distribution of the agenda 
packet to the reviewing authority shall be stamped or marked as “Late Mail” and shall 
be distributed to the reviewing authority with the agenda packet.

(2) All late mail received on an agenda item before 5:00 PM on the Monday prior to 
the meeting shall be date-stamped and marked as “Late Mail” and distributed to the 
reviewing authority as soon as practicable.  Such mail shall be read and considered by 
the reviewing authority whenever possible.  If the Monday, or Monday and Tuesday, 
prior to the meeting are a Town-recognized holiday, the deadline shall be extended to 
the following day at Noon.  

(3) Any late mail received on an agenda item after the deadline established in 
paragraph (2) above shall be date-stamped, marked as “Late Mail” and distributed to 
the reviewing authority as soon as reasonably possible, but may not be read or 
considered by the reviewing authority.  There should be no expectation of, nor shall 
the reviewing authority have any obligation to, read or consider any such late mail, 
and therefore such late mail may not become part of the administrative record for the 
item before the reviewing authority.  

These provisions shall also apply to special and adjourned meetings when sufficient lead 

time exists to implement these provisions.  If sufficient lead time does not exist, the 
Town Manager shall exercise discretion in establishing a reasonable cut-off time for 
late mail.  For controversial items or at any meeting where a high volume of 

correspondence is anticipated, Town staff shall have the option to require an earlier 
late mail deadline, provided that the written public notice for any such item clearly 
communicates the specifics of the early late mail deadline, and the deadline 
corresponds appropriately to any earlier availability of the agenda packet.

Pursuant to state law, copies of all late mail shall be available in a timely fashion for public 
inspection at Tiburon Town Hall, 1505 Tiburon Boulevard, Tiburon.

Documents:

Documents:

Documents:

Documents:

Documents:

http://www.townoftiburon.org/4532669c-58b8-4c91-8bfd-4347c221fd42
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STAFF REPORT

To: Members of the Design Review Board

From: Community Development Department

Subject: NOTICE OF CONTINUANCE
4000 Paradise Drive; File Nos. VAR2016005/DR2016017;
Site Plan and Architecture Review for Construction of Additions to
Existing Single-Family Dwelling, with a Variance for Reduced Front
Setback

Staff recommends that this item be continued for the following reason(s):

No story poles have been erected/no certification received
X Requested information has not been received

Item not properly advertised
_ The applicant has requested a continuance to:

Other:

The application will be continued to the April 21, 2016 Design Review Board meeting.

TOWN OF TIBURON
1505 Tiburon Boulevard
Tiburon, CA  94920

Design Review Board Meeting
April 7, 2016

Agenda Item: 2
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MINUTES #3
TIBURON DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

MEETING OF MARCH 3, 2016

The meeting was opened at 7:00 p.m. by Chair Tollini.

A. ROLL CALL

Present: Chair Tollini, Vice Chair Kricensky, Boardmembers Chong, Cousins and
Emberson

Absent: None

Ex-Officio: Planning Manager Watrous and Associate Planner O’Malley

B. PUBLIC COMMENTS - None

C. STAFF BRIEFING

Planning Manager Watrous stated that the item for 180 Gilmartin Drive was continued to the
March 17, 2016 meeting.

D. OLD BUSINESS

1. 2370 PARADISE DRIVE: File No. VAR2015023/DR2015148; Richard Grey, Owner;
Site Plan and Architectural Review for construction of a new single-family dwelling,
with Variances for excess lot coverage and excess fence height. The applicant proposes to
construct a new 2,838 square foot house. The lot coverage of the house would be 3,182
square feet (37.3%), which is greater than the 35.0% maximum lot coverage permitted in
the R-2 zone. A new fence in the front yard would be 7 feet tall, in lieu of the maximum
fence height of 6 feet. Assessor’s Parcel No. 059-191-05.

The applicant is requesting Design Review approval for the construction of a new single-family
dwelling on property located at 2370 Paradise Drive. This application was first reviewed at the
February 4, 2016 Design Review Board meeting. At that meeting, the owners of the adjacent
home to the east at 2380 Paradise Drive raised concerns about potential view impacts from their
kitchen and dining room, the size of a potential on-street parking pad and possible impacts on
existing property line landscaping. The Design Review Board shared these concerns and
determined that the roofline of the proposed house would extend too far into the Golden Gate
Bridge views from the neighboring dwelling. The Board also directed that the parking pad be
reduced in size, an east-facing living room window be reduced in height and that efforts be made
to ensure that the neighbors’ property line vegetation not be disturbed during construction. The
application was then continued to the March 3, 2016 meeting.

The applicant has now submitted revised plans for the project that recued the roof overhang
above the living room, shortened the height of a living room window and modified the parking
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pad on Paradise Drive and landscaping to be planted along the eastern side property line. Other
elements of the proposed house design, including the floor plan, floor area, lot coverage and
other building elevations, remain unchanged from the previously submitted plans.

Mary Griffin, architect, introduced herself and her partner, Stefan Hastrup. She described the
history of the site and explained how they arrived at the current project design. She described
how they responded to the various issues from the last meeting. She said that the parking area on
Paradise Drive was modified to handle two cars instead of three and provide a buffer against the
Tymstra’s property. She said that they met with the neighbors about the roof and now proposed
to cut the overhang back by about two feet as they wanted to preserve the overhang to protect the
house from the weather. She said that they also reduced the height of the living room window to
eight feet instead of ten feet. She stated that they worked hard to design a house that responds to
their clients’ needs and also responds to the concerns that were raised.

Richard Grey, owner, said he believes the process involves looking at the total project and
making the best decision based on taking everything together. He stated they do not want a house
designed by a committee. They designed the house the way it is because they like it. He feels
they have made every effort to be sensitive to the neighbors’ concerns.

The public hearing was opened.

Peter Tymstra stated that they hired Michael Rex, architect, who wrote and submitted a letter to
the Board. Mr. Tymstra stated that their two major concerns were the raised roof extending into
their views of the Golden Gate Bridge and the amount of light emanating from skylights. He said
that although there have been some improvements made to the project they still have the same
concerns. He said that the Greys’ architects are creative and talented and he hoped that they
would come up with a design that would meet the Greys’ needs and not be so impactful to his
own property. He requested that the eaves be cut off so they do not block the shoreline and
ridgeline views from his home, stating that the eaves will have no impact on the weather. He was
pleased that the parking area was cut back to two spaces and he hoped that the Public Works
Department would look at the proposed boulders. He stated that the overhang would block his
view of Lyford Cove.

Tyler Bartlett displayed a photograph taken from the window of the master bedroom of 2360
Paradise Drive and noted that the story pole was higher than the existing hedge. He said that he
was also concerned about the fence along the shared property line.

Ms. Griffin said that they did not intend to take down any hedges or fences unnecessarily and if
anything damaged during construction will be fixed. She noted that the proposed house was well
separated from 2360 Paradise Drive.

Mr. Grey said that any impact this project would have on the Tymstras’ views would be minor.
He said that they have a 180 degree view and the view of the Golden Gate Bridge from the
kitchen sink and is not really a primary view location in the house, as they have completely
unobstructed views of the bridge from the other rooms of the house. He felt that the Tymstras’
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concerns had to do with having a new home on the site, and he felt that the benefits of having the
new home would outweigh the minor impact on the neighbor.

Caroline Grey, owner, said they purchased the home in 2014 and like its location in Old Tiburon.
She said that they have made many changes to the design without satisfying their neighbors. She
felt that the Tymstras do not spend much time at the kitchen sink looking out at the view. She
stated that the plantings would not be visible because they will be covered by fences. She felt
that the Tymstras would not be happy about any plans that they submitted because the past 10
years the house has been empty and therefore any change due to the development of the lot
would seem like a big change. She said she and her husband have thought about abandoning the
project because they feel “beat up” and unwelcome and if they sell their property, the Board and
the Tymstras will have another applicant going through the same process, because any new
house will have some minor impacts on the views.

The public hearing was closed.

Boardmember Cousins said that the house has a lot of good design elements. He said that he
hoped that there more would be done to the eaves to satisfy everyone. He stated that the
neighbors had a small amount of borrowed view across the site. He said that the revised roof
would keep the impact clear of the bridge view, and he believed that just about enough was done
to satisfy his concerns.

Boardmember Chong stated that he was not present at the first meeting and when he went to the
site yesterday it was foggy, so he must depend on the submitted photos. He said that he was most
concerned with the kitchen view and he felt that the changes addressed the view minimally. He
said that he would like to see a little more of the view of the bridge preserved.

Vice Chair Kricensky agreed with Boardmember Cousins that it would be nice to preserve all of
the views, but acknowledged that this was a borrowed view across the neighbor’s lot. He said
that views of the Golden Gate Bridge would be preserved from the majority of the house. He said
that the tinted skylights would not be a problem and the parking can be handled by the Public
Works Department. He noted that the height of the fixed window on the east elevation was
reduced and he wondered if the height of the west-facing sliding glass door should be reduced as
well. He agreed that there should be a height limit imposed on the pittosporum.

Boardmember Emberson agreed with the other Boardmembers and felt that it was too bad the
view could not be preserved more completely. She felt that the roofline was back far enough to
reduce view impacts and eliminated her initial concerns. She agreed with Vice Chair Kricensky
that the height of the ten foot sliding glass door should be reduced to match the window on the
other side. She said that the skylights would not be a problem.

Chair Tollini agreed and said that the ten foot sliding glass door should also be reduced to eight
feet to match the other side. He felt that he did not have a good grasp of the height of the existing
hedge and suggested a condition of approval that any replacement match the existing hedge
height. He felt that the applicant put a lot of thought into this design and the view intrusion
would be minor in the context of the entire view.
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Emberson asked about the boulder as a barrier in a parking area and whether Public Works can
require a boulder to deter parking in a particular area. Planning Manager Watrous said that they
would not require it but can review it and determine whether it is appropriate or not as a barrier.

ACTION: It was M/S (Emberson/Cousins) that the request for 2370 Paradise Drive is exempt
from the California Environmental Quality Act and to approve the request, subject to the
attached conditions of approval, and the additional conditions of approval that the west-facing
kitchen sliding glass door shall be reduced in height to 8 feet, the Pittosporum species to be
planted along the east side property line not exceed the height of the existing hedge, and any
landscaping on the west side property line that is disturbed during construction to be replaced to
provide sufficient screening. Vote: 5-0.

E. NEW BUSINESS

Boardmember Emberson recused herself from the following item.

2. 681 HAWTHORNE DRIVE: File No. VAR2015024/DR2015151; Bahram Seyedin-
Noor and Maysa Namakian, Owners; Site Plan and Architectural Review for construction
of a new single-family dwelling, with a Variance for excess lot coverage. The applicant
proposes to construct a new 2,949 square foot house. The lot coverage of the house
would be 3,016 square feet (31.4%), which is greater than the 30.0% maximum lot
coverage permitted in the R-1 zone. Assessor’s Parcel No. 059-091-55.

The applicant is requesting design review approval to construct a new single-family dwelling,
with a variance for excess lot coverage on property located at 681 Hawthorne Drive. The
property is currently developed with a one-story single-family dwelling. The existing dwelling
includes 1,341 square feet of floor area. The applicant intends to demolish the existing structure
and build a new partial two-story dwelling.

The proposed 2,914 square foot home would include an entry foyer, living room, office, dining
room, kitchen, breakfast nook, family room, two bathrooms, two bedrooms, laundry room, and a
master bedroom suite on the main level. An 836 square foot basement level addition would
include a media room, exercise room, bathroom, mechanical room and a two-car garage. Other
improvements include a covered front entry, front view terrace with glass guardrails, trash
enclosure, a trellis over the garage and a rear terrace with fire pit and BBQ island. Both terraces
would extend off the living room and dining room to provide an outdoor living space. Four new
skylights would be installed on the roof; one above the hallway and the other three above the
entry foyer, along with solar panels.

The proposal would result in a floor area of 2,949 square feet, which is below the maximum
permitted floor area for the property (2,960 square feet). The proposal would result in lot
coverage of 3,016 square feet (31.4%), which is approximately 134 square feet (1.4 %) above the
maximum permitted lot coverage in the R-1 zone (30.0%). A variance for excess lot coverage is
required.
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Jared Polsky, architect, stated that they worked hard to design a home that takes advantage of
views, provides a nice façade on the street, and protects neighbors’ views. He felt that the house
would appear as a one-story home with a small basement. He said that they were advised by
Town staff to minimize the basement did so in this design. He felt that the basement would not
make the house feel like a two-story structure and would fit in well with the design of other
houses on the street. He said that they asked for a small lot coverage variance to allow them to
design a one-story house and they had to count a portion of the front deck as lot coverage
because it is slightly above grade. He said that they were very careful in designing the house to
break it into small masses with low slope roofs. He said that all of the roof ridges would be at or
below the height of the existing ridge, except one over the kitchen and family room that would
be 7 inches higher than the existing house and another ridge 14 inches higher. He stated that they
reached out to neighbors and the neighbor at 678 Hilary Drive expressed some concern about
view blockages and requested a line between the story poles. He said that they were unable to put
up the line because of the number of story poles, but it seemed clear that the house would not
block any views. He said that they talked with the neighbor to the west about view blockage and
he was in full support of the project.

Maysa Namakian, owner, said that she was born and raised in Tiburon and was very excited to
move back. She said that they tried to follow staff’s advice and she thanked the neighbors and
those who supported the design. She said that they made some changes to the landscaping to
minimize the potential heights so they would not block any views.

The public hearing was opened.

Marianna Longstreth said that she lives next door to the project and they have seen the
neighborhood start to change in the past few years and so far she is delighted to see the changes.
She supported placing the garage underneath the house, stating that it is important to have
garages, and this location would provide more space for the home. She appreciated that the
owners spent the time talking with neighbors and taking their views into account in designing the
home.

Robert van Blericom stated that he had no objections to the proposed house. He noted that the
story poles were not visible from any of his west-facing windows.

Tony Hooker said this was a great design and would add a lot to the neighborhood. He stated that
it was not easy to understand the roof design and ridgelines without lines between the story
poles. He was concerned about a significant change in the minor ridgelines and shifting the roof
peak. He presented a picture showing where he thought the roof would be located and asked that
a story pole be put in to better illustrate the roof configuration. He said that the roof mass would
be quite substantially increased and he questioned whether the roof needed to go up that high
since the ceiling height inside the house is 9 feet 3 inches before the vault, which he suggested
could be reduced. He asked that the rear exterior lights be shielded downlights.

Mr. Polsky said that he understood the concern about the location of the roof ridges. He
explained that the new ridge would be at the height of the existing ridge, and he clarified the
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location of the roof ridge on the drawing. He said that the ridge that would be higher than the
existing ridge is 14 inches higher, not 3 feet higher and would not block any water views.

Vice-Chair Kricensky asked if the finished floor is at the same elevation as the existing upper
floor, and the applicant confirmed that it would be the same.

The public hearing was closed.

Boardmember Cousins stated that the ridge height was confusing. He noted the figures in the
submitted plans and stated that the applicant related all comments about the proposed ridge
height to the maximum ridge height of the existing house, but most of the house would be 2-3
feet taller than the existing house. He believed that placing the garage underneath was a great
idea. He was concerned that the minimum ceiling height would be 9 feet and go up to 14 feet. He
believed that the ridge heights could be lowered to less impact on the uphill neighbors’ views.
He said that he would like to see some changes to minimize the impacts on neighboring homes.

Boardmember Chong said that the lot coverage guidelines are intended to prevent overbuilding
on a lot and he felt that the guidelines were being stretched in this case. He said that the tradeoff
of putting the garage on the bottom instead of going up to two stories was done more often and
he said that he could support the lot coverage variance. However, he felt that there was room for
improvement on the roof height to reduce the impact on the Sausalito, shoreline and Richardson
Bay views of the uphill neighbors.

Vice-Chair Kricensky noted the Board has given variances before to keep a house to a one-story
design on smaller lots, but this is a larger lot with a larger house that would affect neighbors. He
agreed with the comments about the roof and said that it was difficult to see its location. He said
that the house was pushing out to all the setbacks, the kitchen would loom out and the ceilings
might be even higher than shown on the plans. He felt that bringing down the roof height could
solve the view issues.

Chair Tollini said that most of the roof would be 2.75 feet above most of the existing roof and he
felt that the height had been increased too much. He encouraged tucking the garage below, but
said that the upper floor would sprawl to every setback. He felt that this pushed the envelope of
bulk in the neighborhood. He added that the amount of glazing and the projected kitchen did not
help the design. He felt that it was hard to support the lot coverage variance when the design was
so impactful.

ACTION: It was M/S (Chong/Kricensky) to continue to continue the application for 681
Hawthorne Drive to the April 7, 2016 meeting. Vote: 4-0 (Emberson recused).

Boardmember Emberson returned to the meeting.

3. 17 ACELA DRIVE: File No. DR2016002; Miraj and Nisha Shah, Owners; Site Plan and
Architectural Review for construction of additions to an existing single-family dwelling.
The applicant proposes to add a 2,012.5 square foot second story addition and a rooftop
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deck to an existing one-story house. The project would result in a 4,550.5 square foot
dwelling. Assessor’s Parcel No. 058-231-16.

The applicant is requesting Design Review approval for the construction of additions to an
existing one-story single-family dwelling on property located at 17 Acela Drive. The project
would create a new second story to the house. The second story would include a family room,
three bedrooms, three bathrooms and a laundry room. A partially covered rooftop deck would
extend above the existing attached garage on the first story.

The floor area of the would be increased by 2,012.5 square feet to 4,550.5 square feet, which is
81 square feet less than the floor area ratio for a lot of this size. The second story project would
not extend beyond the footprint of the existing home, which currently covers 4,147 square feet
(15.8%) of the site, which is greater than the 15.0% maximum lot coverage permitted in the RO-
2 zone.

Linda Massey, architect, said that the proposed project was to add a second story to the existing
home and add a little over 2,000 square feet, which would bring the floor area to 5,550 square
feet. She said that the project fit the character of the surrounding neighborhood where the
majority of homes have multiple stories and include elevated decks or raised patios. She said that
the existing home is small compared to the neighboring homes. She stated that they worked hard
to minimize the impact of the second story on the neighbors in their initial design and are open to
making alterations, but they want to be sure any potential changes come from a clear
understanding of what views would be blocked and what would not be blocked. She said that the
existing house is below street level and cut into the hillside and there is a large amount of
vegetation between the house and the street. She said that their plan was to move the mass as far
to the east as they could, and leave the northwest area as the open roof deck because it would
have the least impact to the neighbors. She displayed diagrams of the view impacts on
neighboring properties. She said that the home across the cul-de-sac at 14 Acela Drive enjoys a
panoramic view from both the living area and the master bedroom. She said that the majority of
the lagoon would be visible but a portion would be blocked by the addition, but only about 5% of
the view would be impacted.

Vice-Chair Kricensky asked for clarification of why only a sliver of the view would be affected
if the second story is on the existing footprint of the house. Ms. Massey stated that a portion of
the view is already blocked by existing trees, and therefore the addition would not impact as
much of the view.

Ms. Massey said that the house at 16 Acela Drive has its main living area slightly below street
level and none of the proposed project would affect views primarily toward Richardson Bay and
Mt. Tamalpais from this home. She said that the home has second story views of the lagoon and
the Golden Gate Bridge that would be affected. She said that the view of the San Francisco
skyline is at an extremely acute angle and that is the portion of the view that would be blocked
by the proposed addition. She said that there was no feasible way to construct a second story
addition and maintain that view.

The public hearing was opened.
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Fariba Shamsian said that she lives directly across the cul-de-sac from the proposed addition,
which would significantly obstruct their view and reduce the value of their home. She said that
this would place a massive structure in front of their home that would be visible from all
windows. She said that they made adjustments when they went through the same design review
process for their home. She said that the addition would also block neighbors’ views.

Teri Jacks said that she lives next door to the proposed addition. She said that over the years
neighbors have done a good job of preserving views, often building down rather than up when
homes have been renovated and updated. She said that when they did their own renovation, they
talked with neighbors and worked with staff to come up with designs that did not impact
neighbors’ views. She said that this addition would dramatically impact significant portions of
their home and would loom over their home. She added that if the house was extending out to the
northwest it would significantly impact their home.

Bruce Portner, project manager, said that he owns a real estate company in Tiburon and is
familiar with the neighborhoods and changes taking place. He said that Ms. Jacks’ property had
room to expand downhill, but this property was built on bedrock and does not have the room to
expand in the same way. He said that the existing house has 7.5 foot ceilings and a total height of
10 feet. He said that there may be some adjustments that could be made to help the neighbors.

Ms. Massey said they are fully prepared to make alterations to address concerns about the roof
deck. She said that they want to work with the community and make this a respectful home, but
they would like some assurance that a second story addition can be built.

The public hearing was closed.

Boardmember Cousins said that the lots are situated in a radial pattern around the cul-de-sac,
with oblique views over adjacent sites. He said that the views from 16 Acela Drive toward this
site are not primary views. He said that the applicant’s house is already close to the setback lines
and could not go down much without having to demolish the whole building. He said that the
proposed second story was very high and would add 17 feet to the existing building. He
suggested that there must be some way of reducing that height and its impact. He added that the
roof deck location was also problematic.

Boardmember Chong said that he had a hard time supporting a second story. He said that he
visited the homes at 14 & 16 Acela Drive and believed that other options have not been explored.
He noted that there is some building pad to the southeast and also possibly the northwest. He felt
that a decent amount of floor area could be gained without going up to a second story.

Boardmember Emberson said that she has the same concerns. She said that it was unusual to
have a 27 foot tall house on a flat building pad. She said that there seemed to be other options
besides adding a second story box on top of the house. She thought that the neighbors had valid
concerns and added that the façade looked massive.
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Vice-Chair Kricensky said that he understood that the first floor of the existing house is very
low, but the house seemed out of balance and top heavy with the second story. He said that much
of the extra volume was for bedrooms and closest and he was unsure whether a second story was
feasible. He said that the deck over the garage would not work and would be very predominant
over the master bedroom at 16 Acela Drive. He said that any such deck should face the views
and be less impactful. He noted that other homes in the area had developed downhill. He could
not tell if the second story could be modified to preserve neighbors’ views and he saw no reason
for the 27 foot height.

Chair Tollini agreed with the other Boardmembers and felt that the project design fundamentally
did not work. He believed that a second story was unlikely to work and said that there should be
a fair expectation that the addition should not affect the neighbors so much. He suggested that
the houses are spread apart enough that a less impactful project could be designed. He said that
the roof deck and building height were impactful and that the project was inconsistent with the
Hillside Design Guidelines. He stated that it is possible to go down into bedrock as many other
homes have done in Tiburon.

ACTION: It was M/S (Chong/Emberson) to continue to continue the application for 17 Acela
Drive to the April 7, 2016 meeting. Vote: 4-0 (Emberson recused).

4. 180 GILMARTIN DRIVE: File No. VAR2016002/DR2015155; Christopher and Suki
Grounds, Owners; Site Plan and Architectural Review for construction of additions to an
existing single-family dwelling, with a Variance for excess lot coverage. The applicant
proposes to add 314 square foot master bedroom suite addition and new 271 square foot
single-car garage addition to an existing single-family dwelling. The lot coverage of the
house would be 3,297 square feet (16.2%), which is greater than the 15.0% maximum lot
coverage permitted in the RO-1 zone. Assessor’s Parcel No. 039-171-04.
CONTINUED TO MARCH 17, 2016

F. APPROVAL OF MINUTES #2 OF THE FEBRUARY 18, 2016 DESIGN REVIEW
BOARD MEETING

Boardmember Cousins requested the following change:

Page 4, fourth paragraph, third sentence: Change “…move the garage underground…” to
“…move the garage above the house…”

Vice-Chair Kricensky requested the following changes;

Page 4, fourth paragraph: Remove last sentence since it is repeated.

Page 4, fourth paragraph: Add to the last sentence, “…that was concerned with the
amount and height of glazing.”

Chair Tollini requested changing 1) at the top of page 5 to: “1) No variances should be allowed
as a starting point for size reduction”.
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ACTION: It was M/S (Chong/Emberson) to approve the minutes of the February 18, 2016
meeting, as amended. Vote: 5-0.

G. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m.
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MINUTES #4
TIBURON DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

MEETING OF MARCH 17, 2016

The meeting was opened at 7:03 p.m. by Chair Tollini.

A. ROLL CALL

Present: Chair Tollini, Vice Chair Kricensky, Boardmembers Chong, Cousins and
Emberson

Absent: None

Ex-Officio: Planning Manager Watrous and Minutes Clerk Rusting

B. PUBLIC COMMENTS - None

C. STAFF BRIEFING - None

D. OLD BUSINESS

1. 2225 VISTAZO EAST STREET: File No. DR2015145; Shor Capital, LLC, Owner;
Site Plan and Architectural Review for construction of a new single-family dwelling. The
applicant proposes to construct a new 5,730 square foot house. Assessor’s Parcel No.
059-091-55.

The applicant is requesting Design Review approval for the construction of a new two-story
single-family dwelling on property located at 2225 Vistazo East Street. The subject property is
currently vacant. This application was first reviewed at the February 18, 2016 Design Review
Board meeting. At that meeting, several property owners in the vicinity raised concerns about the
overall size and visual mass of the proposed house, compatibility with the surrounding
neighborhood, and the proposed widening of the private roadway of Vistazo East Street.

The Design Review Board shared the concerns about the overall size of the house, concluding
that a variance for excess lot coverage was not warranted for a house of this size on such a large
lot. The Board also raised objections to a proposed rooftop deck, the amount of glazing on the
front of the house and the overall roof height. The Board determined that the proposed street
widening was a requirement of the Fire District and would not be a substantial change to the
neighborhood. The Board directed the applicant to revise the house design to address these issues
and continued the application to the March 17, 2016 meeting.

The applicant has submitted revised plans for the project. The lower floor was reduced by 95
square feet and the upper floor reduced by 5 square feet. The garage was reduced by 144 square
feet. The rooftop deck and putting green were removed. The overall roof height was lowered by
one foot. The swimming pool was shortened in depth. The windows on the building elevations
appear to be unchanged.
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The floor area of the proposed house has been reduced by 100 square feet to would be 5,730
square feet, with the garage reduced in size by 144 square feet to 716 square feet, resulting in a
total floor area which would be 328 square feet less than the floor area ratio for a lot of this size.
The lot coverage of proposed house has been reduced by 535 square feet to cover 6,260 square
feet (15.0%) of the site, which is 1 square foot less than the 15.0% maximum lot coverage
permitted in the RO-2 zone. A variance is therefore no longer requested for excess lot coverage.

Scott Couture, architect, reviewed the revisions made to the project. He said that they received
good feedback on the architecture and materials and therefore did not want to make any drastic
changes, but instead made a series of small changes to reduce the scale of the project. He said
that they made four of the five windows on the eastern face translucent to address privacy
concerns. He said that they removed 100 square feet of floor area and reduced the garage by 145
square feet and no longer are requesting any variances. He said that they pushed the front edge of
the pool back one foot and the side by one foot.

Mr. Couture showed an aerial photograph of the area and noted the extent of development on
neighboring properties compared to the proposed home. He noted that this lot is large for the
neighborhood and he thought that the proposed home would fit nicely on the site. He described
their neighborhood outreach, including neighbors behind the project which resulted in proposing
to plant trees that would grow to 25 feet in height to cover the roof but not grow high enough to
block views.

Mr. Couture reviewed the Hillside Design Guidelines and indicated how they felt that they have
followed those guidelines. He displayed depictions of views of the house from the street and
noted the locations of plantings. He stated that the house would have a low profile and would not
protrude into the views of neighboring homes.

The public hearing was opened.

James Bernisel said that it is hard to see how steep and enormous this lot is. He said that the
house would be situated at the top of the hill to become more a part of the Hillhaven
neighborhood above and behind it instead of Old Tiburon. He thought that the right thing to do
was put the solar panels on the roof or below the house. He stated that the Sunset Garden Book
says that the trees proposed to be planted can grow to 40 feet.

Lawrence Stotter said that the people who live in Old Tiburon live there because they want to
live there and be a part of the community and he was concerned that this project is being built for
profit by people who do not want to live in the house. He felt that the applicants were coming
back again and again with small changes until they wear down the Board. He summarized the
Board’s previous comments that the mass, size, and bulk of the house were not characteristic of
Old Tiburon and do not belong in this area.

David Peterson said that only token changes were made to the house, but the above grade
swimming pool on a 45 degree slope was not changed and would have a 12 foot tall, 50 foot long
wall. He said that the house would have 2,500 to 3,000 square feet of decking. He said that 80
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percent of the southern and western walls would be glazed and since the ceilings would be 11 to
13 feet high, everything would be glass. He felt that the overhangs over the decks were huge and
would include flood lights shining down. He felt that the applicants were not responsive to the
concerns raised at the last meeting and he thought that the aerial view was highly misleading. He
said that this is a one acre lot because of its 45 degree slope. He said that this lot is serviced by a
road that services neighboring houses that are less than half the size and he believed that this
house would be out of character with the neighborhood.

Mr. Couture said they reached out to neighbors and care about the impact of the project on them.
He said that the lot does not have a 45 degree slope and that this is a very large site but not one
of the steeper sites on which they have built a house. He noted that the home at 2135 Vistazo
East Street is developed to approximately the same extent as their proposed home. He believed
that the size of the proposed home was in scale with the neighborhood and there would be
substantial distance from the neighbors and a lot more privacy than other homes on the street. He
reiterated that he felt that the design complied with the Hillside Design Guidelines. He said that
they would not remove any trees from the site but would instead adding trees to it. He said that
the proposed trees would not grow up to block the neighboring views and the lighting would be
pointed down and shielded. He said that over 900 square feet was reduced from the previous
design. He felt that the home would proportionally fit in with the scale of the neighborhood since
the lot is so large.

The public hearing was closed.

Boardmember Cousins said that the biggest changes made to the plans were to the garage and the
roof deck, which did not affect the mass of the building. He said that the other changes were
minimal and were not enough to address the Board’s previous concerns. He said that the house
would have a lot of glazing and that the bathroom alone would have over 200 square feet of
glass. He said that the building height was very high for a two-story home with a flat roof. He
felt that there was a lot that could be done to revise the building design. He thought that the
location of the house was acceptable and that it could be a large house, but the house did not
have to be so massive and the amount of glass should be controlled.

Boardmember Chong said that he had had fewer concerns and he felt that the changes addressed
most of his issues. He said that it is a shame that there are such different sized lots on the same
street but a large home will be developed on this lot because of its size. He noted that the
downhill neighbor would be 300 feet away from the downlights.

Boardmember Emberson stated that the applicant did the minimum necessary to avoid a lot
coverage variance. She noted the Zoning Ordinance does not suggest that houses should be built
to the maximum allowed. She believed that Ridge Road houses should not go on Vistazo East
Street. She agreed with Mr. Peterson’s comments that the reason this lot is so large is because the
hill is steep. She thought that only incremental changes were made. She noted that the 12 foot
tall wall around the swimming pool would be made of limestone and would be very white and
large. She said that she loved the house design but felt that it did not work and needed to be
tweaked more.
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Vice Chair Kricensky said that he also liked the design, but not in this location. He thought that it
was deceiving to compare this house to the neighboring homes above and below, as the house
would have so much glass and was stretched along the hillside more like a Ridge Road house
than one that belongs on Vistazo East Street. He said that the Zoning Ordinances clearly states
that the FAR is not a goal to be achieved and that a house should fit in with its neighborhood. He
said that the pool was artificially elevated and contrary to the Hillside Design Guidelines. He felt
that the size of the pool wall was extreme and really adds to the mass of the project, which looks
bigger than the house would really be. He noted that the Hillside Guidelines also state that
framed views are better than large expanses of windows and said that the amount of glass on the
bare hillside lit up at night would be excessive.

Chair Tollini agreed with the other Boardmembers regarding the glazing, height, wall size, pool
elevation, and overall fit with the neighborhood. He appreciated the changes that were made, but
said that they were modest and incremental and did not made a meaningful difference in the
building massing. He felt that not enough had been done to address the Board’s concerns. He
said that the style of the home was dramatic and that it needed to be more subtle to coexist with
the other homes on the street. He noted that the home at 2135 Vistazo East Street has much less
glazing and is a more traditional home that fits in better. He also suggested finding smaller range
of tree heights than the wax myrtle.

Planning Manager Watrous stated that the applicant would need to grant an extension to the
Permit Streamlining Act deadlines for the application to be continued. Mr. Couture verbally
agreed to the extension.

ACTION: It was M/S (Emberson/Kricensky) to continue the application for 2225 Vistazo East
Street to the April 21, 2016 meeting. Vote: 5-0.

E. NEW BUSINESS

2. 73 REED RANCH ROAD: File No. VAR2016001/DR2016005; Wesley Dodds, Owner;
Site Plan and Architectural Review for construction of a fence and trellis for an existing
single-family dwelling, with a Variance for excess fence height. A new fence in the rear
property would be 9 feet tall, in lieu of the maximum fence height of 6 feet. Assessor’s
Parcel No. 038-301-07.

The applicant is requesting Design Review approval for the construction of a fence and trellis for
an existing single-family dwelling on property located at 73 Reed Ranch Road. The fence and
trellis would be constructed adjacent to an existing swimming pool and pool deck area in the rear
of the property. The proposed fence would be 9 feet tall. As the Tiburon Zoning Ordinance
restricts fences to a maximum height of 6 feet within required setbacks, a variance is requested
for excess fence height.

Wes Dodds, owner, said that he shares a property line fence with his neighbor whose pool deck
looks directly down into his yard. He said that he would like to build a nine foot tall fence and a
trellis for privacy. He said that his neighbor supports this requests and would look directly into
his yard with only a six foot tall fence.
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There were no public comments.

Boardmember Cousins said that he understood the need for the request and all of the other
Boardmembers agreed.

ACTION: It was M/S (Emberson/Cousins) that the request for 73 Reed Ranch Road is exempt
from the California Environmental Quality Act and to approve the request, subject to the
attached conditions of approval. Vote: 5-0.

3. 180 GILMARTIN DRIVE: File No. VAR2016002/DR2015155; Christopher and Suki
Grounds, Owners; Site Plan and Architectural Review for construction of additions to an
existing single-family dwelling, with a Variance for excess lot coverage. The applicant
proposes to add 314 square foot master bedroom suite addition and new 271 square foot
single-car garage addition to an existing single-family dwelling. The lot coverage of the
house would be 3,297 square feet (16.2%), which is greater than the 15.0% maximum lot
coverage permitted in the RO-1 zone. Assessor’s Parcel No. 039-171-04.

The applicant is requesting design review approval for construction of additions to an existing
single-family dwelling, with a variance for excess lot coverage, on property located at 180
Gilmartin Drive. The property is currently developed with a 3,491 square foot three level single-
family dwelling with an attached 400 square foot two-car garage. As part of an interior remodel
and additions to the existing home, the proposal would add a 271 square foot one-car garage, and
a 314 square foot master bedroom suite expansion to the main level. Other proposed
improvements would include modified windows and doors on the west and east sides of the
existing home, add four new skylights on the roof above the master bathroom and closets, and a
new entry door and canopy.

The proposal would result in a floor area of 3,876 square feet, which is below the maximum
permitted floor area for the property (4,040 square feet).  The proposal would result in lot
coverage of 3,297 square feet (16.2%), which is approximately 237 square feet (1.2%) above the
maximum permitted lot coverage in the RO-1 zone (15%).  A variance for excess lot coverage is
required.

Christopher Grounds, owner, said that their proposal was to expand to reconfigure their
bathroom and add a larger closet and extra garage space. He noted that all of the homes on
Gilmartin Drive have three car garages or larger and nearby lots that are the same size have
houses that are twice as big.

There were no public comments.

Vice Chair Kricensky said that this was a reasonable proposal and a modest variance request
given the size of the site, which was only half the minimum lot size
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Boardmember Chong said thought that this was a reasonable way to add on to the existing home.
He agreed with staff’s conclusions regarding the practical difficulty for the variance and thought
that the project made sense in context with other homes in the area.

Boardmember Cousins said that the project was very well screened and would not have an
impact on anyone else in the area. He said that this was a modest variance and he could make the
findings for its approval.

Boardmember Emberson and Chair Tollini agreed with the other Boardmembers that this was a
modest request and that they could make the findings for the variance.

ACTION: It was M/S (Chong/Kricensky) that the request for 180 Gilmartin Drive is exempt
from the California Environmental Quality Act and to approve the request, subject to the
attached conditions of approval. Vote: 5-0.

4. 2304 MAR EAST STREET: File No. VAR2016003/DR2016012; Mark and Recia
Blumenkranz, Owners; Site Plan and Architectural Review for construction of additions
to an existing single-family dwelling, with a Variance for reduced front setback. The
applicant proposes to add a 28 square foot addition for an interior stairway and window
and door modifications to an existing single-family dwelling. The front setback would be
adjacent to the property line in lieu of the minimum 15 feet permitted in the R-2 zone.
Assessor’s Parcel No. 059-400-10.

The applicant is requesting design review approval for construction of additions to an existing
single-family dwelling, with a variance for reduced front setback on property located at 2304
Mar East Street.  The property is currently developed with a 3,226 square foot three level, single-
family dwelling with an attached garage. As part of an interior remodel and addition to the
existing home, the proposal would add a 28 square foot addition, which would include an interior
stairway to the third level. Other proposed additions would include modified windows and doors
for the existing home and one new skylight above the stairway.

The proposed addition would be within the existing building footprint and would not change the
lot coverage of 1,696 square feet (28 %). Interior stairways are only counted once towards the
floor area ratio; therefore, there would be no increase in the existing floor area and the result of
the floor area would remain the same.

The existing non-conforming single-family house currently is situated adjacent to the front
property line. The proposed addition would be within the same footprint as the existing house
and also be adjacent to the front property. As the minimum front setback in R-2 zone is 15 feet,
the applicant has request a variance for reduced front setback.

Hank Bruce, architect, said that this was a modest remodel of the existing house that would
upgrade the interiors, move bathrooms, and unite the existing studio with the interior of the
house. He stated that the studio is currently accessed by an external spiral stairway. He said that
the addition would be within the existing footprint of the house and would have no privacy or
view impacts. He stated that they would like to increase the size of the glazing on the south
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facing wall toward the views and presented a photo-simulation of what the existing and proposed
elevations. He said that the increase in glazing would be very minimal in terms of glare and light
pollution. He noted that the adjacent houses have entire walls of glass. He said that the current
space is dark and its walls block views of Angel Island.

The public hearing was opened.

Mik Flynn stated that the proposed changes on the south side would not enhance living or views
but were rather intended for aesthetics and to match the remaining windows in the house. She
said that light reflecting on the water makes a huge difference and that any increased light would
have an impact, especially at night. She felt that increasing the size of windows would not make
a huge difference to the people who live in the house, but would make a huge difference to
others who live on Mar East Street.

Magdalena Yesil said that her daytime view would not be affected by increased glazing, but the
nighttime view would be affected. She said that she had no issue with the variance. She said that
the upstairs and downstairs in the house are connected so the entire window area would light up.
She said that she was told that the reason for the increase was to match the shape of the other
windows. She asked if the amount of glazing could be kept the same.

Eugene Dvorak, representing Hank Bruce Architects, said that he originally had drawn plans
showing the window extending down to the trellis, but after meeting with Ms. Yesil he reduced
the window as much as appropriate in relation to the architecture. He said that they would
replace all exterior lights with downlights, which would actually reduce the light on the water.

Mr. Bruce said that the lighting would be downward and focused accent lighting. He said that the
house has a natural wood ceiling which absorbs light. He said that the windows would be a real
enhancement of the living experience of his clients by being able to look out at the bay and
Angel Island upon entering the house.

The public hearing was closed.

Boardmember Cousins said there is a big difference between the light that comes into a window
and the light that goes out of a window and increasing the area of a window brings a lot of light
inside, but it does not increase the amount of light that hits the water. He believed that the
increase in window height would not have a large impact on the light at night but would make a
huge difference for the applicants. He thought that moving the staircase was sensible and
practical.

Boardmember Chong liked the window design and agreed with Boardmember Cousins regarding
the lighting impacts. He noted that other homes along Mar East Street have a significant amount
of glazing facing the water. He said that there was no potential light pollution for the neighbors
and that he could make the findings for the variance.

Boardmember Emberson said that the variance findings were obvious and that she did not see a
problem with the increased glazing.
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Vice Chair Kricensky agreed and said that this would not be that big of a change and that the
trellis would help diffuse any light. He noted that many of the houses on Mar East Street have a
significant amount of glass.

Chair Tollini agreed that light inside the house would not have as much impact on the outside.
He said that the increased windows would be an aesthetic improvement from the inside of the
house. He stated that this was a reasonable amount of glazing for a home in this area.

ACTION: It was M/S (Chong/Emberson) that the request for 2304 Mar East Street is exempt
from the California Environmental Quality Act and to approve the request, subject to the
attached conditions of approval. Vote: 5-0.

5. 2 MIRAFLORES LANE: File No. VAR2016004/DR2016015; Davoud Sadeghi,
Owner; Site Plan and Architecture Review for Construction of a fence for an existing
single-family dwelling, with a Variance for excess fence height. A new fence in the front
property would be 7 feet tall, in lieu of the maximum fence height of 6 feet. Assessor’s
Parcel No. 039-271-21.

The applicant is requesting Design Review approval for the construction of a fence for an
existing single-family dwelling on property located at 2 Miraflores Lane. An existing wood fence
along the front property line would be replaced with a new decorative metal fence.

The existing fence includes lattice panels at the top and is approximately 7 feet tall. The
proposed fence would match the height of the existing fence. As the Tiburon Zoning Ordinance
restricts property line fences to a maximum height of 6 feet, a variance is requested for excess
fence height.

Planning Manager Watrous noted that the applicant for 2 Miraflores Lane was not present at the
meeting. None of the Boardmembers expressed concerns with the project.

ACTION: It was M/S (Emberson/Chong) that the request for 2 Miraflores Lane is exempt from
the California Environmental Quality Act and to approve the request, subject to the attached
conditions of approval. Vote: 5-0.

F. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 8:40 p.m.




