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HEARING -~ 780-1 - REZO Néﬂ% AD. PﬁEZOgEﬁﬁ.FOR OFFICE/RESTAURANT/
HOTEL/RESIDENTIAL COMPLEX - CEN CIVIC CENTER DRIVE; FIRST
ATIONAL STATE BANK OF NEW JERSEY, OWNER, DAN COLEMAN/DWIGHT WINTHER, REP-

RESENTATIVE, AP 179-270-09 & 10; 150 121—30 31 & 32, & PTN. 155—230—06
& 07 (P1) - File 10-1

Mayor| Mulryan declared the public hearing opened.

Planning Director Moore briefed the Council on the matter, indicating that
the Bbard of Supervisors of Marin County had met twice on the subject,
once pbn February 4, and agein today. Three remaining areas are identi-
fied mas being of concern. They are: 1) Annexation of the property to
County Flood Control Zone 7; 2) Proposed fill elevations for the site;

and 3) City imposition of a light and noise easement on the Civic Center
North| property in favor of the County of Marin.

In the matter of the Flood Control Zone annexation, it appears that approx-
imatelly $27,000 of property tax would go to the Flood Control Zone, with
the County not assuming the maintenance responsibility at this point.

With jregard to the fill elevations, the County would prefer to have

highdr elevations, but the requirements for this are set by the City.

The dity code is approved by FEMA (Federal Emergency Managementi Admin-
istration), and the County's role is merely advisory.

With [regard to the noise and light easement, the County has proposed
langyage which the City considers much too restrictive, and would sub-
stantially encumber the site and create financing difficulties. The
recommended approval requires that CC&R's notify future owners of Civic
Center North property of the adjacent Civic Center activities. The
property owner has agreed to work with County staff to develop mutually

agreeable language for an easement. The final assessment should be
subjept to City Aftorney approval.

Ms. Moore informed the Council that the AB 884 time limit for City

action on this project bhas nearly elapsed. Because of the shortness of
time| the Council must take one of the following actions: 1) Approve the
project; 2) Deny the project without prejudice due to inadequate time;

3) Deny the project with findings; or 4) Set a special City Council
meeting date for final action prior to the AB.884 deadline of February 26
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rney Albert Bianchi, representiug the property owne? stated that as
far as he is concerned, there is almost total agreement with the City on
the yvarious issues, except on :the question of the noise easement. He has
a serious legal question as to whether such a condition can be proposed.

Dwight Winther gave a brief presentation, showing a profile drawing which
compared the Civic Center North buildings with the Marin Center building,
from| the Civic Center Drive angle.

Counpil next heard from Marjorie Macris, Marin County Planning Director,
who referred to a letter dated February 18th from the Marin County Plan-
ing Department, which included their recommendations. There are 14 con-
ditipns of approval which the Board of Supervisors approved this after-
noon|, with amendments 1 through 5 added. There is essentially agreement
in the content of the 14 conditions of approval of the project, and the
five| additional actions which it is recommended that the City and/or the
Counity undertake. There is basically agreement with the exception of
Condition 3, which deals with the annexation into the Flood Control Zone,
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Condition 9, regarding the wording

—
of the light and noise easement.

All other issues are basically consistent with discussions. The
County is recommending, and City staff has concurred, that a Joint
Powers Agreement between the City and County be drawn up, which would

establish a revised boundary to the Flood Control Zone which

would cover

a larger area, the Gallinas Creek watershed on the South Fork. The

Other point on which there is still

disagreement between the County and

the developer relates to the language of the light and noise easement,

which the respective attorneys for
will be working out.

the County and developer hopefully

Ms. Macris stated that the County's recommendation is that the City
Council approve the rezoning/prezoning, subject to the fourteen con-
ditions recommended, with Conditions 3 and 9 to be discussed further,

. and including points 1 through 5 as outlined in the letter from the

County Planning Department. It is felt that the other issues are

:basically consistent,

Attorney Bianchi added that & revised version of the light and noise

easement agreement, with toned down

language, has been Submitted to

the County. He feels that a notice in the CC&R's would be Just as

effective as granting an easement.

Mayor Mulryan recommended approving the action, with respective counsels
from the County, applicants and City to work out the wording to protect

the light and easement problem. Supervisor Roumiguiere agreed that the

wording should be worked out by the various counsels.

Supervisor Roumiguiere urged annexation to Flood Control Zone #7, as
outlined under Condition 3. He then addressed Condition 14, which has
been worked out with the property owner's representative, This ig an

final map of the project the property owner will sign and r
ant binding themselves Oor successors, restricting the use of the 116
acre airport parcel to those uses restrcting uses existing

date of the tentative map dpproval,
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City and County in the future.
or commercial development would
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