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

 
November 5, 2014 

 
MINUTES 

 

Present: Joseph Farrell, Chair 

   Patrick MacLeamy 

   Michael Barber 

   Marshall Balfe 

    

 

Absent:  Beth Radovanovich, Vice Chair 

   

Staff: Hans Grunt, Senior Planner  

  Louise Patterson, Planner II 

      

CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL:  

 

The meeting was called to order. Chair Farrell and Commissioners Barber,   

MacLeamy, Balfe present.  Radovanovich was absent.  

 

APPROVAL OF FINAL AGENDA:  
 

The agenda was approved without changes. M/s Barber/MacLeamy, Ayes: 4, 

Noes: 0, Absent: 1 (Radovanovich)  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  
 

No public comment.   

 

CONSENT CALENDAR:  

 

1. APPROVAL OF DRC MINUTES OF OCTOBER 15, 2014 

(MB,BR,JF,MB). 

 

Minutes were approved without changes.  M/s Barber/Balfe, Ayes: 3, Noes: 0, 

Abstain: 1 (MacLeamy), Absent: 1 (Radovanovich) 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 
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CONTINUED ITEMS:    

 

2. BUCK CENTER HOUSING (LP) 

 P2011-008: DESIGN REVIEW 

 APN 125-580-11 

  CEQA DETERMINATION; RELIANCE ON PREVIOUS CERTIFIED EIR, 

PURSUANT TO SECTION 15153 (A) 

 

Conduct a continued design review hearing on the final grading details for the development 

of 128 housing units for Buck Institute employees. 

 

The applicant’s architect and engineer presented the detailed site/grading plans to the 

Commission, pointing out changes that had been made and how the buildings, parking and 

pathways related to each other.  There were no public comments.   

 

The Commission voted 4-0-1 (Radovanovich absent) to approve the project as submitted with 

the conditions contained in the staff report and the following added conditions: 

 

1. All retaining walls with heights of 7–8 feet should be reviewed carefully, and where 

possible, replaced with shorter stepped walls subject to staff review and approval. 

2. Attention should be given to the design of the guard rails to be utilized along pedestrian 

paths, stairs and bridges within the site.  The guard rails should reflect the clean, 

contemporary design of the post and cable rails utilized on the balconies of the residential 

units subject to staff review and approval. 

3. Where possible, landscape buffers should be provided between the pedestrian pathways 

and adjacent retaining walls.   

 

NEW ITEMS: 

 

3.        NEW SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE (LP) 

P2014-027; DESIGN REVIEW 

APN 146-110-49; 610 CANYON ROAD 

CEQA DETERMINATION; CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION 15303, NEW 

CONSTRUCTION 

 

Conduct a design review hearing on the site plan, building architecture, landscaping, colors 

and materials for the development of a new two story single family residence located on a 

parcel with an average slope of over 40%. 

 

The applicant presented a description of the project and the communication that had taken place 

between him and an adjacent neighbor regarding the new driveway to the house.  The project 

designer did not make a presentation.  Four members of the public spoke about the project as 

follows: 

 



 

11dm0514 3  

1. An adjacent neighbor stated that the elevation of the driveway extension from the 

existing driveway on the panhandle portion of the lot to the new house was not 

acceptable in the area where the driveway is adjacent to her property.  She stated that the 

applicant has been communicating with her, but the driveway elevation was still 

unacceptable.  She presented photographs of the impact of the new driveway from the 

living and outdoor areas of her house. 

2. An uphill neighbor expressed concerns with potential slides when grading on this site 

commenced. 

3. Two owners of property in the vicinity supported the project. 

 

The Commission voted 4–0–1 (Radovanovich absent) to continue the project to allow the 

applicant an opportunity to address issues raised by the Commission.  The Commission provided 

the following comments: 

 

1. The proposed house design and site plan are not appropriate for this site, the house floor 

plan is suited for a flatter site, not a steep hillside. 

2. The house location should be studied more to better integrate the design into the hillside 

and possibly utilize the flatter areas of the site for outdoor uses. 

3. Lowering the house down the hillside and relocating the garage to a lower elevation may 

result in a reduced driveway height 

 

PROJECT DESIGN WORKSHOP:  None 

  

GENERAL BUSINESS:  

 

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 10:15pm 

 

 


