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February 21, 2019 
 
 
M A Y O R ’S   B L U E   R I B B O N   T A S K   F O R C E   O N   H O U S I N G  
 
Task Force Members: 
 

• Councilmember Joan Cox 
• Councilmember Susan Cleveland-Knowles 
• Sustainability Commission Member Melissa Blaustein 
• Local Architect Michael Rex 
• Resident Andrew Sullivan 

 
 
OVERVIEW: 
 
The Mayor’s Blue Ribbon Task Force on Housing (Task Force) was formed in 2018 to discuss and develop 
strategies in the wake of the 15 State housing bills introduced for consideration last year that included 
various mandates to promote housing and streamline the plan review process and in the wake of recent 
litigation threats faced by the City of Sausalito.  The Task Force was also able to respond to community 
feedback received in a recent survey regarding the effectiveness of the City’s Community Development 
Department.  The Task Force worked to:  
 

(1) Identify low-impact affordable housing strategies that will enable the City to continue to expand 
affordable housing stock without loss of the City’s unique character or loss of local control.  

 
(2) Identify possible ways to remove barriers to housing in order to ensure that the City maintains 

an appropriate mix of very low, low, and moderate-income housing stock, both for its current 
Housing Element for the period 2015-2023 and for the future. 
 

(3) Identify strategies to create opportunities for affordable workforce housing so that more of 
Sausalito’s employees can live in Sausalito. 
 

(4) Identify strategies to render Sausalito’s zoning code compliant with recent legislative policy 
trends by making it more objective and less subjective and therefore less susceptible to 
challenge under the Housing Accountability Act. 

 
(5) Identify opportunities to update and clarify Sausalito’s current plan review process to render it 

more user friendly for applicants. 
  
It is the hope of the Blue Ribbon Task Force that the City Council will review the various 
recommendations of this report and forward these strategies and ideas to the appropriate 
committee(s), i.e., the Legislative Committee, the General Plan Advisory Committee, etc. for further 
action to implement those strategies on which the City Council reaches consensus. 
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RECOMMENDATION #1:  INCREASE STOCK OF LOW-IMPACT AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
 
The Blue Ribbon Committee is aware that the City Council has recently moved forward with many of the 
recommendation for ADUs and JADUs as the Task Force was wrapping up and the Task Force concurs in 
the actions taken by the City Council, but also provides some additional concepts for consideration.   

A. AMEND THE EXISTING ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (ADU) ORDINANCE  
 

1. Amend the existing ADU Ordinance to conform to new State requirements. 
 

2. Allow a smaller, efficiency interior Junior ADU of 150 sq.ft. and a larger 1,000 sq.ft. ADU 
units, to better align with new State requirements  (Currently, ADU’s must have a Floor Area 
of at least 275 sq. ft. up to a maximum of 800 sq. ft.) 

 
3. Remove Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requirement for exceptions to Floor Area and Building 

Coverage, to allow without a CUP 10% of additional Floor Area and 5% of additional Building 
Coverage beyond the maximum currently allowed on a parcel unless significant, specific and 
quantifiable negative impacts are identified. 

 
4. If necessary to make an ADU feasible, allow projections into rear yards, similar to what is 

currently allowed in side yards. 
 

5. In light of revisions to ADU Ordinance, adopt another Amnesty Program to legalize existing 
unpermitted ADUs. 

 
B. NEW JUNIOR ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT (JADU) ORDINANCE 
 

1. Adopt a Junior Accessory Dwelling Unit (JADU) Ordinance to allow this new type of housing 
opportunity. 
 

2. Investigate JADU Ordinances other communities have adopted, particularly San Rafael and 
the County of Marin. 

 
3. Consider JADUs meeting the following standards: 

a. Limited to the conversion of an existing bedroom(s) within the existing Floor Area of a 
single-family dwelling. 

b. Must have a minimum of 150 sq. ft. and a maximum of 500 sq. ft. of Floor Area. 
c. Must provide for living independently from the primary residential unit, including having 

a separate exterior entry and an efficiency kitchen sufficient for limited food 
preparation.  

d. May have a separate bathroom facility, or a shared facility with the primary unit. 
 

4. Additional parking should not be required for a JADU except in the ADU overlay zone. 
 

5. Providing a JADU should not require that parking for the primary unit conform to Sausalito’s 
Zoning standards for parking.  

 
6. Allow both one ADU and one JADU on a parcel. 
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7. In light of adoption of new JADU Ordinance, adopt another Amnesty Program to legalize 
existing unpermitted JADUs. 

 
C. OTHER OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOW-IMPACT AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
  

1. Consider whether there are additional tools to encourage low-impact infill affordable 
housing strategies. 
 
a. Allow small increases to density. 
b. Develop incentives for property owners to create an additional unit or units on parcels 

within the Multi-unit Zoning Districts.  
c. Consider opportunities to incentivize housing above retail/commercial. 
d. Consider expanding zones in which housing may be built above retail/commercial. 

 
2. Increase efforts to eliminate discrimination of sources of rental payments (i.e., vouchers) 

 
D. OTHER STRATEGIES TO ENSURE INCREASED AFFORDABLE HOUSING IS LOW-IMPACT 
 

1.  To alleviate potential congestion arising from new housing production, consider: 
 

a. Enforcing the Zoning Ordinance requiring onsite parking by noticing property owners of 
non-compliance for the use of garages for purposes other than parking cars, ultimately 
leading to penalties and even abatement procedures for non-compliance. 

b. Charging for parking on City streets in residential neighborhoods.   
c. Increasing the fee for a Residential Parking Permit (currently $35/year). 
d. When issuing multiple Residential Parking Permits serving a single residence, increase 

the fee on a sliding scale for each additional car parked on a City street.   
e. Where parking is tight, and the streets narrow, consider making some streets one way in 

certain neighborhoods.  
f. Allow tandem parking when conditions warrant, without requiring a Conditional Use 

Permit. 
g. Reduce Sausalito’s 9’ x 19’ size of a required parking place by adopting the County 

standard of 8’6” X 18’.  
 
RECOMMENDATION #2:  ENHANCE CITY’S ABILITY TO SUBSIDIZE AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
 
The Blue Ribbon Committee is aware that the City has already adopted an interim inclusionary 
ordinance.  Note that some of the recommendations related to inclusionary housing were taken by the 
City Council with the support of the Task Force, but it is recommended that other actions listed below be 
taken in the future to round out the program.   

A. INCLUSIONARY ORDINANCE  
 

1. Reconcile the existing Inclusionary requirement for the Central Commercial (CC) Zoning 
District Downtown, which has an inclusionary requirement for one unit, with inclusionary 
requirements elsewhere that require inclusionary units for projects proposing three or more 
units.  
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2. Expand the inclusionary requirement to include all Multi-unit and Commercial Zoning 
Districts for all new mixed-use and residential projects above a certain number of units, such 
as three or more.   

 
3. Include in the inclusionary requirement expansions and remodels of existing mixed-use and 

residential project over a certain dollar value. 
 

4. Require a range of values and unit sizes, with a certain number of units for very low, low and 
moderate incomes. 

 
5. Require a mix of number of bedrooms per unit. 
 
6. As a second choice, allow the payment of an In-lieu Fee when providing the units required 

by the Inclusionary Ordinance on site isn’t practical or feasible, using a high bar for 
determining such an exception.  Consider what other communities are doing. 

 
7. In revising the City’s Inclusionary Ordinance, consider what other communities are doing, 

plus consult with housing experts and members of the development community to insure 
the revisions are economically feasibility. 

 
B. HOUSING IMPACT FEE ON ADDITIONAL SQUARE FOOTAGE AND/OR OVER A THRESHOLD 

CONSTRUCTION COST 
 

1. Establish a Housing Impact Fee for Building Permits over a certain dollar amount to add to a 
new Housing Fund, used to subsidize land or construction cost to build affordable, senior or 
workforce housing. 
 

2. In establishing a Housing Impact Fee, consider what other communities are doing.  For 
example, the City of Mill Valley requires a fee of 1% of the construction cost above $100K.  

  
3. Consider efficiencies in undertaking the nexus study, including piggy backing to the extent 

feasible upon Mill Valley’s nexus study. 
 
4. Add funds from the Housing Impact Fee to the City’s Housing Fund, described below. 

 
C.   HOUSING FUND  

 
1. Funds from In-lieu and Housing Impact fees should be added to the City’s Housing Fund. 

 
2. Establish a program or procedures for the use of the Housing Fund.  For example:  consider 

opportunities to promote and expand workforce housing, including research on housing 
prioritized for local teachers, emergency responders or other groups.   

 
3. Procedures may include a Housing Fund Committee to provide public oversight and 

advocacy, obtaining input from residents and owners of local businesses and property, 
applying for additional grants and staying current on housing trends, needs and 
opportunities. 
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4. Consider having the Housing Fund managed by an independent third party, such as the 
Marin Community Foundation (MCF), which could invest, manage and distribute the money 
as directed by the Housing Fund Committee. 

 
5. If the Housing Fund is held by the City, the money should be segregated in a special account 

separate from the City’s General Fund. 
 

RECOMMENDATION #3:  PROMOTE HOUSING 
(Recommendations to GPAC, not yet to the City Council) 
 
Not every member of the Task Force is aligned with every recommendation contained in this section of 
our report.  Rather, the committee members collaborated to create a wide spectrum of possible 
strategies for promoting housing for consideration by the GPAC.   
 
1. Identify publicly owned sites where new housing projects could be constructed. 

 
2. Consider public/private joint ventures to plan and build housing. 

 
3. Seek input from housing advocates and organizations to develop a pro-active housing strategy and 

program including ideas for mixed-use development such as residential above commercial in all 
Commercial Zoning Districts. 

 
4. Consider opportunities in zoning code to facilitate additional units, i.e., 
 

a. Allow tandem parking when conditions warrant, without requiring a Conditional Use Permit. 
b. Expand the allowable Floor Area credit for subterranean living space from 250 sq.ft. to 500 sq.ft. 
c. Consider reducing size requirements of residential units above commercial including considering 

permissibility of ADU’s above commercial.   
 
5. Consider allowing a limited number and types of housing in the Marinship.  

 
a. Encourage continuing GPAC analysis of Traffic Initiative’s density limitation 
b. Allow school Dormitories for Boat Building, Marine & Industrial Research Schools or Art or 

Applied Arts Schools 
c. Allow a limited number of live/work units on specific sites that: 

• Limit amenities 
• Building shells constructed and sold by property owners to Special-Purpose HOA or 

Cooperative 
• Building interiors to be developed and owned as condominiums by tenants. 
• Include vocation restrictions through HOA or Coop membership, similar to Galilee Harbor. 

d. Allow a limited number of units along Bridgeway, as long as any such units conform to the 
Inclusionary Ordinance or meet another public purpose such as either offering senior housing, 
work force housing or teacher housing or facilitate the provision of such housing as a condition 
of the principle project.   
 

6. Seek to identify suitable sites and encourage the development of an assisted senior care facility, 
perhaps combined with a child daycare facility.  Amending Zoning Ordinance where necessary to 
allow such a use where it’s appropriate. 
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7. Adopt a Work Force Housing Ordinance: 
 
a. Occupancy restricted to certain vocations, such as public school teachers or government 

employees. 
b. Develop a tiered tenant selection hierarchy, such as units first made available to local 

government employees, then to local workers with jobs within a certain radius, etc. 
c. In addition to rentals, provide ownership opportunities as condominiums. 
d. For multi-unit projects, consider including workforce house units as a percentage of required 
 Inclusionary housing. 

 
8. Expand the boundaries of Multi-unit Zoning Districts where appropriate. 
 
9. Adjust upward the maximum allowed densities in Multi-unit Zoning Districts by revising the 

minimum required per/unit parcel size to allow units at a slightly lower per/unit parcel size.  
 
10. Amend the Density Bonus Ordinance to: 

 
a. Coordinate with updated ADU and JADU Ordinances 
b. Emphasize the section of the State’s law that applicants need to demonstrate the proposed 
 project will not be economically feasible unless proposed increase in density is approved. 

 
RECOMMENDATION #4:  REVISE DESIGN REVIEW AND HEIGHTENED DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT 
ORDINANCES TO CLARIFY THEM AND MAKE THEM MORE OBJECTIVE 
 
The Task Force considered a trend in State law that favors local land use decisions made on more 
objective criteria, as opposed to subjective standards.  The Task Force recommends the City Council 
make the Design Review Findings and the Heightened Design Review Findings in the Sausalito Zoning 
ordinance more objective both in order to strengthen local land use decisions against legal challenges 
and also to provide more certainty and consistency for applicants and neighbors.   

 
Presently, when a proposed project meets certain criteria, the Planning Commission is asked to make 
certain design review findings (Section 10.54.050 D of the Zoning Ordinance) in order to approve the 
project.  Similarly, if a proposed project exceeds 80 percent of the total permitted floor area ratio (FAR) 
and/or building coverage limitations, it is then subject to heightened design review findings (Section 
10.54.050 E of the Zoning Ordinance). 

 
The Task Force recommends the City Council consider the below recommended amended Design 
Review findings and Heightened Design Review findings.  The Task Force’s recommended revisions are 
intended to make the Findings necessary to approve a Project less subjective and more objective.  For 
the Heightened Review Findings, the recommended revisions are intended to strengthen them against 
excessively large structures inappropriate for their setting.  The Legislative Committee and/or Planning 
Commission may wish to further wordsmith these provisions, but our general recommended revisions 
are set forth below. 
 

D.  Findings.  
The Planning Commission shall approve Design Review Permit applications only if the following 
findings can be made.  In making determinations for standard design review applications for project 
renovations comprising less than 40% of an existing structure (i.e., where there has not been 
substantial demolition of the existing structure, as that term is defined in the Sausalito Municipal 
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Code), where all objective zoning requirements are met, consider a presumption of approval, unless 
significant, specific & quantifiable negative impacts are identified: 

 
1. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, any applicable specific plans, any 

applicable design guidelines, and this chapter. (The adopted historic design guidelines can be 
found in the Community Development Department or the office of the City Clerk.) 

 
2. The proposed architecture and site design complement the surrounding neighborhood and/or 

district by either: 
 

a. Maintaining the prevailing design character of the neighborhood and/or district; or 
b.  Introducing a distinctive and creative solution that takes advantage of the unique 

characteristics of the site and contributes to the design diversity of Sausalito. 
 

3. The proposed project is consistent with the general scale of structures in the surrounding 
neighborhood focusing on structures within a 300 ft. radius from the Project’s parcel 
boundaries, as demonstrated by a summary of the existing size of structures within this radius. 
 

4. The proposed project has been located and designed to limit significant obstruction of public 
views and primary views from private property, consistent with the City’s view impact 
guidelines.   
Note:  To guide the Planning Commission and develop more definitive standards for evaluating 
view impacts, staff shall consult with local design professionals and other similar communities to 
prepare adopt View Impact Guidelines.  These Guidelines shall: 
a. Clarify the position and percentage of view blockage that is generally considered acceptable. 
b. Provide more detail and objective guidance to describe when view impacts are not 

acceptable. 
c. This process should consider that views looking towards side yards and uphill may receive 

less protection than downhill views. 
 

5. The proposed project will not result in a prominent building profile (silhouette) above a 
ridgeline. 

 
6. The proposed landscaping provides appropriate visual relief, complements the buildings and 

structures on the site, and provides an attractive environment for the enjoyment of the public. 
 

7. The design and location of buildings provide adequate light and air for the project site, avoids 
significant loss of light and air for adjacent properties, and the general public, as demonstrated 
by a sun study and air flow analysis provided by the applicant if Planning staff or Planning 
Commission find making this Finding challenging.  
 

8. Lighting, mechanical equipment, and chimneys are appropriately designed and located to limit 
or mitigate visual, noise, and air quality impacts to adjacent properties and the general public. 
Exterior lamps are shielded with light directed downward.  Skylights that could result in 
nighttime glare disturbing nearby property owners are acceptable when equipped with blackout 
shades or similar devices that automatically close each night and Conditions of Approval require 
the mechanism must remain operable. 
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9. The project provides a reasonable level of privacy to the site and adjacent properties, taking into 
consideration the density of the neighborhood where full privacy is not a realistic or practical 
expectation, by appropriate landscaping, fencing, and window, deck and patio locations and 
configurations.  In determining whether a reasonable level of privacy is achieved, the use of 
plant material to provide privacy screening between properties is an acceptable design solution 
when Conditions of Approval require the maintenance and replacement of the material, in the 
event the plant’s health suffers or declines.  Windows located along side yards are acceptable, 
but best when not aligned with the window on the adjacent property and at least partially 
screened with plant material. 
 

10. Proposed entrances, exits, internal circulation, and parking spaces are configured to provide an 
appropriate level of traffic safety and ease of movement, as demonstrated by a reputable traffic 
consultant when the ability to make this finding is questioned by Planning staff or Planning 
Commission.   

 
11. The proposed design preserves protected trees and significant natural features on the site to a 

reasonable extent and minimizes permanent site degradation from construction activities, 
excessive grading, inadequate drainage, and other potential impacts, which can be 
demonstrated by credible evidence or testimony provided during plan review and not 
reasonably mitigated. 

 
12. The project site is consistent with the guidelines for heightened review for projects which 

exceed 80 percent of the maximum allowed floor area ratio and/or building coverage, as 
specified in subsection E of this section (Heightened Review Findings). 

 
13. The project has been designed to ensure on-site structures do not loom over the street or crowd 

or overwhelm structures on neighboring properties, inconsistent with the general development 
pattern in the immediate and/or surrounding neighborhood.  Design techniques that, when 
incorporated in the Project effectively to sufficiently mitigate crowding or overwhelming may 
include but are not limited to: stepping upper levels back from the first level, incorporating 
facade articulations and divisions (such as building wall offsets), and using varying rooflines. 

 
 E.  Heightened Review Findings.  
 The site development standards contained in Table 10.22-2 (Site Development Standards – 

Residential Zoning Districts) are not entitlements; the approved size, setbacks or other physical 
conditions of a proposed new residence or expansion of an existing residence subject to design 
review shall be at the discretion of the Planning Commission. In order to meet the findings of design 
review, including the following heightened review findings, the Planning Commission may approve a 
residence smaller, or with greater setbacks, or otherwise impose requirements that are more 
restrictive than those set forth in this chapter. For residential projects that require a discretionary 
design review (either administrative design review or a design review permit) and exceed 80 percent 
of the total permitted floor area ratio (FAR) and/or building coverage limitations, the decision-
making body must determine whether or not the site can support maximum build-out, consistent 
with the following.  In cases where the project results in the creation of additional units, the benefit 
of the additional units should be balanced against the challenge of making all of the below findings: 

 
1. The structure(s) subject to Heightened Review will not be excessively large, significantly larger in 

scale than the existing structures nearby to the extent they loom over nearby private or public 
property, or are significantly out of scale with the prevailing mass of existing structures in the 
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surrounding neighborhood.  This finding cannot be made, if it can be demonstrated that design 
options exist to avoid such impacts and still allow reasonable use and enjoyment of the Project 
parcel consistent with other properties in the same zoning district. 
 

2. The structure(s) subject to Heightened Review has been designed and located on the site to 
avoid significant shadowing of sunlight reaching the primary interior and exterior living spaces 
on nearby properties, as demonstrated by a professionally prepared sun study. 
 

3. The structure(s) subject to Heightened Review has been designed and located on the site to 
avoid significant impairment of air flow reaching the primary interior and exterior living spaces 
or nearby properties, as demonstrated by a professionally prepared air flow study. 

 
4. Proposed development of the site maximizes preservation of protected trees. 

 
5. The site is configured with adequate width and depth to provide yard spaces and setbacks, 

proportional to the size of the structure subject to Heightened Review, without causing a 
significant and verifiable loss of use and enjoyment of nearby properties resulting from 
overcrowding, loss of sunlight or air, loss of reasonable privacy, or loss of defensive space for 
fire protection. 

 
6. The site will be developed in a manner that minimizes the obstruction of views from 

surrounding properties and public vantage points, with particular care taken to protect primary 
views to the extent the Project conforms to the City’s view impact guidelines. 

 
7. The proposed development of the site presents no potential hazard to public safety in terms of 

vehicle traffic, pedestrian circulation, slope and tree stability, runoff, and public utilities. 
 
8. The slope and topography of the site allows for limited excavation and minimal alteration to the 

site topography outside the footprint of structure(s). 
 
9. The site will provide adequate guest parking either on site or within the immediate street 

frontage. 
 
10. The proposed plan provides adequate landscaping to maximize privacy and minimize the 

appearance of bulk. 
 

11. As a mitigation measure to the foregoing findings, the Planning Commission may consider 
whether the proposed project provides the benefit of adding an additional unit.  

 
Although these findings are only required for projects that would otherwise require a discretionary 
design review public hearing, all projects that result in or increase total allowed floor area and/or 
building coverage of over 80 percent shall require the Community Development Department to give 
public notice of the application, pursuant to SMC 10.82.020(A) (Public Notice – Public Hearing.) If such 
notice is required for a project that does not require a public hearing, the notice shall be mailed to notify 
neighbors that a zoning permit has been issued, including a description of the project, and shall include 
information regarding the appeal period for the zoning permit. 
 
 
 

https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Sausalito/html/Sausalito10/Sausalito1082.html#10.82.020
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RECOMMENDATION #5:  UPDATE AND CLARIFY PLAN REVIEW PROCESS 
 
Some Planning Department applicants and their architects and consultants have expressed concerns 
regarding the City’s plan review and approval process.  The Task Force has created a list of 
recommendations intended to update and clarify Sausalito’s application and plan review process to 
ensure applicants fully understand the requirements at the outset of the process and are able to plan for 
timing and logistical requirements.  Some steps to advance these goals could include: 
 
1. Improve awareness of the public about the plan review process. 

 
a. Consider developing a pamphlet for prospective applicants explaining the plan review process. 

(For examples, look at Sausalito’s ADU pamphlet and Mill Valley’s Design Guidelines.) 
b. Caution applicants to commence their sewer inspections early in the planning process. 

 
2. Encourage the Community Development Department to evaluate new and improved technologies 

for streamlining the planning and plan review processes. 
 
a. Instruct applicants on the new on-line plan review status tracking system. 
b. Consider purchasing a new state-of-the-art microfiche reader. 
c. Consider allocating funding to scan historic files for on-line access by government officials and 

the public. 
 

3. Encourage the Community Development Department to re-evaluate the application process, 
including response times for completeness of initial applications, finalizing Department sign offs on 
Building Permits and other steps in the process.   
 
a. Borrow ideas from other jurisdictions, such as the County’s Pre-Application meetings between 

the applicant and Department heads, prior to an application being developed and submitted. 
b. Seek to shorten the standard 30-day time frame to evaluate a Project for completeness, 

particularly for smaller and/or less complex or controversial applications. 
c. Consider utilizing DocuSign to speed Department head signoffs. 
d. Adopt and adhere to State mandated response times, including those defined in the State’s  

Housing Affordability Act (HAA) and Senate Bill 35 (SB 35). 
e. Review approaches to expediting response times by various department heads, including 

approvals by various Authorities with Jurisdiction, the Engineering Department and for sewer 
inspections. 

f. Incomplete Notices should specifically list where the Project is inconsistent with any program, 
policy, ordinance, standard, requirement or similar provision of the City’s development 
standards. 

 
4. For historically significant projects, finalize the historic resources inventory so that applicants have 

an understanding at the outset of the process regarding their obligations. 
 

5. Perform an initial staff evaluation before requiring historic analysis by an outside consultant. 
 

6. For complex projects, consider instituting Planning Commission Study Sessions when both the 
Applicant and Planning Staff align on their benefit. 
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7. Consider establishing certain minimal selection criteria for Planning Commission applicants, i.e.: 
 
a. Number of years as a Sausalito resident; 
b. At least one architectural professional; 
c. Other professional experience, i.e., legal, planning, historical or other relevant experience 

 
8. Require new Planning Commissioners to attend a two-part training: 

 
a. A City-funded formal training program (i.e., presented by the League of California Cities); and 
b. An overview of the Sausalito Zoning Code and General Plan policies and objectives presented by 

City staff. For example: 
i. Strategies for balancing the needs of the applicant and the nearby property owners with 

the broader needs of the community. 
ii. Tips to carefully weigh the interest of the project applicant with the interest of the nearby 

property owners. 
iii. Guidance for Commissioners in crafting statements and resolutions of approval or denial 

that adhere to consistency or lack of consistency with specific zoning ordinance 
provisions, general plan goals or objectives or other local or State requirements. 
 

9. Maintain a regular Planning Commission calendar with at least two meetings monthly.  
 
a. Instead of simply cancelling scheduled meetings, seek to reschedule them, or when necessary, 

schedule a special meeting to replace a canceled meeting. 
b. If needed, consider scheduling at least one meeting during the August break.    
c. Enforce Sausalito ordinance requirements regarding Planning Commissioner attendance, i.e., no 

more than two absences without City Council approval. 
 
10. Investigate other ways to streamline the application review process including performing various 

tasks in-house instead of outsourcing all review. 
 
RECOMMENDATION #6:  AMEND THE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE TO 
CLARIFY AND TAILOR THE APPROVAL PROCESS TO SAUSALITO’S SPECIFIC NEEDS 
 
In creating its recommendations, the Committee noted that a general review of the zoning ordinance 
would be useful, so it is better organized, condensed and more readily read and understood.  The below 
are some examples: 
 
1. Refine definition of how the length of a building is measured when calculating side yard setbacks. 
 
2. Revisit the definition of “substantial demolition.” 

 
a. Consider adjusting the current threshold of 51% to a higher percentage for structures 

constructed more than 50 years ago in order to reduce restrictions on remodeling, which  
would: 
• encourage preserving and rehabilitating them, instead of demolishing and building new; 
• provide safer, longer lasting, better looking and more energy efficient buildings;  
• better accommodate the needs of families, so they remain in town with a stronger 

commitment to the community. 
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3. Delete Building Coverage that encroaches into the street right-of-way from a parcel’s Building 
Coverage calculations, which penalizes downhill property owners. 
 

4. Revise the description of what is included in the calculation of Floor Area to include the area located 
in the street right-of-way. (Currently, this requirement is only found in the Code Section regulating 
Encroachment Agreements and Permits.) 

 
5. Allow a side yard projection when the conditions are met, without the need for Planning 

Commission approval. 
 
6. Require undergrounding overhead utility lines for all remodeling Projects over a certain dollar 

amount. 
 
7. Create an Exception Ordinance as an alternative to a Variance, when granting such an Exception 

produces a better Project without causing a significant negative impact. 
 

 
 E N D   O F   R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S 


