




 
Staff report/9/06/06 

SP 01-100: CLASP-SPECIFC PLAN   

3

decision-making body. However, specific plans must comply with Sections 65450 – 65457 of the 
Government Code and must include text and diagrams as outlined in the Government Code and 
Chapter 1 of the CLASP.  
 
Further, a specific plan must be prepared, adopted and amended in the same manner as a General 
Plan, except that a specific plan may be adopted by resolution or by ordinance and may be amended 
as often as deemed necessary by the City Council. Staff is recommending adoption of the CLASP 
by resolution, which would allow some flexibility in the implementation of the Plan and in future 
amendments.  Finally, no local public works project may be approved, no tentative map, final map 
or parcel map may be approved, and no zoning ordinance may be adopted or amended within an 
area covered by a Specific Plan unless it is consistent with the adopted Specific Plan. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Given the number of changes, the Council felt it was prudent to refer the CLASP and the proposed 
changes back to the Commission for its review and recommendation.  The Planning Commission 
held a public hearing on July 26 and August 16, 2006 and completed their discussion and 
recommendations on August 16; both sets of minutes are attached.   
 
For ease of reference, the City Council’s preliminary agreements are incorporated into this report in 
bold rather than provided as an attachment as was done previously.  A date is still included at the 
end of each agreement to indicate the meeting at which the preliminary agreement was reached.  
The Planning Commission’s recommendations, with discussion as appropriate, follow each of the 
preliminary agreements. Following the list of the Council’s preliminary agreements are additional 
recommendations of the Planning Commission and two additional minor edits.  Staff recommends 
that the Council review and affirm each agreement or recommendation or discuss and make changes 
accordingly. 
 
Preliminary Agreements 

Subarea 1 

1. North-south path location through Subarea 1 should be kept in its current location (3 
votes for-Arlas, Chu, Hillmer; 2 votes for moving the path to the east of the Warming 
Hut building-Hartzell, Lundstrom). [Nov. 16]       

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

2. Parking should be allowed along the path with pedestrian/bicycle safety a priority in 
design (4 votes for-Arlas, Hartzell, Hillmer, Lundstrom; 1 vote against formalizing the 
parking along the right-of-way, i.e., there should not be more access for parking-Chu). 
[Nov. 16]     See page 5-6, Policy T-8. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 
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3. Hotel should be a conditionally permitted use with no more than 36 rooms. [Nov. 16]  
See page 4-5, Policy LU-7. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

4. The design guidelines for commercial buildings in Subarea 1 should be retained as 
written in the Draft CLASP, dated November 2004, except that Finding #2 in Policy D-
20 should be deleted. [Feb. 1] This agreement replaced the November 16 preliminary 
agreement that three stories should be allowed, subject to design review, with no 
restriction on height to allow for parking underneath and that design guidelines should 
be developed.   See page 7-6. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

5. A policy should be included in the CLASP that requires the Heritage Preservation 
Board to review for recommendation projects within Subarea 1 for compatibility with 
the Downtown Historic District. [Feb. 1]   See page 4-6, Policy LU-10A and page 7-5, 
introductory paragraphs. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

6. Up to 19 housing units should be allowed in Subarea 1. [Nov. 16]  See page 4-4, Policy 
LU-3 and page 4-5, Policy LU-7. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed.  The Planning 
Commission discussed this agreement and the following one (#1 below under Subarea 3) 
asking why the Council switched the number of units proposed for Subareas 1 and 2. Staff 
provided the Commission with a copy of the minutes from the Council’s November 16 
meeting and explained that given the relative sizes of Subareas 1 and 2 and the extent of 
commercial uses allowed in Subarea 1, the Council seemed to intuitively feel that it made 
sense that the larger Subarea could better handle the 28 units.  Subarea 1, on the other hand, 
is closer to the Downtown and envisioned to include more retail and commercial uses that 
will contribute to the synergy of the commercial Downtown. It is not intended that Subarea 
1, which is a relatively small area that includes public parking, public spaces, and the 
historic railroad buildings, would become predominantly residential; hence, the reduction to 
19 housing units to allow for a better balance of uses for the small Subarea.  The 
Commission concurred with this rationale. 

Subarea 2 

1. Up to 28 housing units should be allowed in Subarea 2. [Nov. 16]  See page 4-4, Policy 
LU-3 and page 4-9, Policy LU-19. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed.  See discussion 
above for #6 under Subarea 1. 
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2. There should be two-way access between Subareas 2 & 3 (4 votes for- Arlas, Hartzell, 
Hillmer, Lundstrom; 1 vote for one-way access-Chu. [Nov. 16]  (See bullet under 
Subarea 3 regarding possible access through the Larkspur Shopping Center for 
community facility.)  See page 5-7, Policy T-12A. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

3. There should be a policy added to the CLASP that encourages retention of the grocery 
store. [Sept. 14]    See page 4-9, Policy LU-24. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

4. There should be an option showing an adjustment to the property lines between 
Subarea 3 and the east boundary of Subarea 2 to allow for an expanded loading area 
for the grocery on the east side of the building and the construction of a small 
commercial or residential building between Subarea 2 and the entry road in Subarea 3. 
[Sept. 14]   See page 4-9, Policy LU-22A. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

Subarea 3 
 

1. Language similar to the following should be inserted into the CLASP and statement 
regarding the use of a development agreement should be added to ensure pursuit of the 
community benefit goals (see Implementation Section of draft CLASP, Policy 4):   See 
page 4-3, Mixed Residential. 

 
“The target number of dwelling units within the Subarea 3 Mixed Residential land use 
category shall be 66 (with or without community facility).  Through the Preliminary 
and Precise Development Plan process, the Planning Commission and City Council may 
determine that additional units should be allowed, up to a maximum of five (5) dwelling 
units per acre, not exceeding 85 dwelling units for the entire Subarea. Requests for 
additional dwelling units shall be accompanied by a development proposal that 
provides extraordinary benefits to the community through: 
(1) minimizing impacts on traffic and schools; 
(2) incorporating a community facility into the design; 
(3) minimizing single family housing, and maximizing housing for persons 62 years 
or older and/or affordable housing, particularly workforce housing, with a preference 
for public service employees and/or those who work within a five (5) mile radius;  
(4) a mix of single family detached dwellings, cottage homes, and multifamily, where 
not one type of housing appears dominate; and    
(5) incorporating creative options contributing to more beneficial protection of the 
creek. 

 
“As with development proposed within any of the Specific Plan subareas or anywhere 
else in the City, the upper limit of unit numbers is not intended to suggest that an 
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applicant has a right to obtain the maximum amount of dwelling units, and any 
development proposal shall be subject to the provisions of the Specific Plan and other 
applicable local and state regulations. Further, as required by State law, any 
development proposal shall be subject to the provisions of CEQA and shall not exceed 
the parameters of development analyzed within the Final Environmental Impact 
Report for the Central Larkspur Specific Plan (Final EIR dated November 2004; Draft 
EIR dated November 14, 2003) without further environmental analysis. 

 
“*These numbers do not include any density bonus units that may be allowed 
under State Law; however, to receive a density bonus, a project must incorporate 
the State criteria for affordable units in addition to the required affordable units 
required under the City’s inclusionary housing requirements.” (3 votes for-Hartzell, 
Hillmer, and Lundstrom; 2 votes against-Chu and Arlas) [May 10, ‘06] 
 
Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed.  The Commission 
had some questions about agreement #1 and the application of State law relative to density 
bonuses and CEQA.  The Commission was informed that the City Council spent a great 
amount of time discussing these issues relative to the number of housing units to be allowed 
within Subarea 3.  For the Commission’s discussion, staff provided background information 
relative to the City’s Housing Element and State density bonus law including a September 
14, 2005 staff memorandum and two memorandums from the City Attorney, dated January 
26, 2006 and May 6, 2006.   

 
In response to a question regarding the applicability of CEQA to the density bonus requests, 
the Commission was informed that there is currently no exemption in CEQA relating 
specifically to density bonuses and that the project is subject to the environmental analysis 
that has been conducted and any changes to the project that affect that analysis and may 
cause potential significant effects not addressed, such as additional units above the 85 units 
analyzed in the EIR, would require additional environmental review. 
 

 1a. Relative to agreement #1, in a letter to the Planning Commission, Karl Geier of Miller, 
Starr, & Regalia, attorney for Larkspur Housing Partners, expressed concern about 
the project having to provide “extraordinary benefits” in all five listed areas and 
believes that the wording should be “or” for each rather than “and.”   
 
The Planning Commission unanimously recommended that the wording remain all-inclusive 
with the word “and.”   As explained to the Commission, it is staff’s understanding that all 
five of the “extraordinary benefits” listed are elements that the Council would like to see in 
any project on the site.  It did not weigh one “benefit” over another.  For example, a major 
concern throughout the process has been to minimize impacts on schools and traffic, but the 
Council also has been very clear that it wanted mix of dwelling types that serve different 
segments of the community.  Having the “benefits” be all-inclusive does not mandate the 
degree to which each “benefit” should be met.   
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2. There should be a 3,000 sq.ft. cap on house size, with an exception process for lots 
equal to or greater than 8,000 sq.ft. (4 votes for-Chu, Hartzell, Hillmer, and 
Lundstrom; 1 vote for no cap-Arlas). [Feb. 1]  This was a change from the tentative 
agreement made on June 15.  See page 4-12, Standard 10-A. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended that there not be a cap on the single-
family house size and that the R-1 Zoning District floor area ratio (FAR) standard of 0.40 be 
used with a FAR exception process. 

3. A new policy titled “Standards for Senior Housing” should be inserted into the CLASP 
text. The policy would refer to an appendix with senior housing development 
standards.  The appendix would include the standards outlined in Attachment 3 of the 
February 1, 2006 staff report with revisions to section D.5 to refer to the use of 
universal design and not specific unit improvements and the reference to “elderly” 
would be deleted. [Feb. 1] Also, a policy would be included in the CLASP that 
restricted the number of senior housing units to 40% to 50% of the base density for 
Subarea 3. (3 votes for-Chu, Lundstrom, and Arlas; 2 votes for up to 62% of the base 
density-Hartzell and Hillmer). [Feb. 1]  The concept of a Senior Citizen Overlay 
District is acceptable, but the Council would like to see examples from other cities.  
[Jan. 11]   See page 4-13, Policy LU-32A and Attachment 3 to the Staff Report on the 
CLASP. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed.  (Note: The 
Standards for Senior Housing was inadvertently left out of the revised draft CLASP and 
provided to the Commission separately; a copy is attached for the Council’s review.) 

4. At the Feb. 1 meeting, the Council decided that the residential unit numbers should be 
discussed further and scheduled that discussion for March 15 (changed to March 29). 
[Feb. 1]  The development standards should be revised to remove references to 
numbers of housing types since exact numbers are difficult to determine until the City 
knows what it will be able to purchase for a community facility in terms of acreage. 
Staff recommended policies reflecting the Council’s direction from the June 15 
meeting that there should be a variety of housing types and sizes within Subarea 3 and 
new development should reflect Larkspur’s values; these polices could provide a 
framework by which specific project proposals could be reviewed (See Policies LU 
25B, page 4-10, and D-45C, page 7-16; Policies D-45A thru D-47, page 7-16). [June 15; 
Jan. 11] 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

5. The reference to the Specific Plan fulfilling the requirements of the Preliminary 
Development Plan should be deleted (Policy LU-25).  [Jan. 11]    See page 4-10. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 
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6. The policy regarding affordable housing requirements should refer to the City’s 
approved Affordable Housing Fund and Inclusionary/In-Lieu Fee Ordinance and to 
the Ordinance’s provisions for alternative equivalent actions.  This change will require 
a developer of Subarea 3 to meet the same inclusionary requirements as other 
developers within the City. (Policies LU-29 and LU-30). [Jan. 11]  See page 4-11. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

7. The following development standards were preliminarily agreed to (PD District = 
Planned Development District):     See pages 4-12, 7-19, and 7-20. 

-Minimum lot size:  Single-family homes—minimum 6,000 sq.ft.; average 7,500 sq.ft. 
  (Note: The average would be based on just the single-family homes sites.) 
     Cottages—minimum 4,500 sq.ft. 
 

-Cottage sizes:  There should be a range from 850 sq.ft. to 1,250 sq.ft. + 400 sq.ft. 
garage 
 
The unit size ranges for the Cottage Homes should be revised to reflect the breakdown 
of sizes presented in the February 1, 2006 staff report. [Feb. 1] 
 
Proposed Ranges for Cottage Homes  
(assumes smallest cottages, 850 to 900 sq.ft., may have a one-car garage) 
Unit Size incl. garage (sq.ft.) 1,050 to 1,100      1,301 to 1,550 1,551 to 1,650 
Unit Size w/o garage (sq.ft.)      850 to    900          901 to 1,150      1,150 to 1,250 
    % of units    24%                 38%                          38% 

 
-Height limits:  Single-family homes—30’ maximum height limit without the policy 

regarding rooflines (Policy D-56 should simply refer to a height 
limit rather than dictate roof structure.) 

         Cottages—25’ maximum height limit w/ PD District allowing flexibility 
 

-Setbacks (following standards with the PD District allowing for flexibility if justified 
and approved by the City Council): 

Single-family homes— 
25’ minimum rear yard setback 
20’ minimum front yard setback with porch, etc. encroachments up to 5’ within 

the setback (4 votes for-Arlas, Chu, Hillmer, Lundstrom; 1 vote for lesser 
front yard setback-Hartzell) 

Cottage homes— 
40’ separation between cottage homes that are back to each other 

 
-Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Exceptions:  The PD District should address FAR and 
whether exceptions are allowed.   [Jan. 11] 
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After some discussion (see pages 7 thru 9 of the August 16 Commission minutes), the 
Planning Commission voted 3 ayes (Commissioners Deignan, Young, and Heitkamp) and 2 
noes (Commissioners Stahl and McCluney) to recommend the Council’s preliminary 
agreement relative to cottage sizes.  Commissioners Stahl and McCluney preferred the 
previous ranges of cottage sizes.  The Planning Commission unanimously recommended the 
other development standards as proposed though they questioned the 25’ minimum rear yard 
setback for single family homes when the R-1 Zoning District standard is 15’. 

 
7a. Minimum lot size for the multi-family housing.  The Planning Commission noticed that 

the CLASP does not include a minimum lot size for multi-family housing and they 
recommended that the R-3 Zoning District standard be incorporated into the Plan.    The R-3 
standards are as follows:   
Two-family dwelling: a minimum of 8,000 sq. ft. of lot area and 60’ in average width. 
Multiple dwelling:  a minimum of 2,000 sq. ft. of lot area per unit and 50’ in average width 
for each main building.    

 
8. There was a general consensus that the age criteria for senior housing should remain at 

“62 years of age or older.”  However, Councilmember Hillmer offered to contact the 
Commission on Aging as to their recommendation relative to the senior age criteria. 
[Jan. 11]    See Attachment 3 to the Staff Report on the CLASP. 

 
Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

 
9. Policy D-50 should be revised to allow for the naming of streets based on the types of 

flowers and plants grown at the Niven nursery, in addition to that of native trees. [Jan. 
11]   See page 7-17. 

 
Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

 
10. The following edits to the proposed policy/standard changes were agreed to (refer to 

Attachment 2 of the January 11, 2006 staff report for referenced standards and 
policies): 

 
a. Standard LU-14, Standard for Locally Employed Persons. Should refer to 

priority given to public service employees to the extent allowed by law and/or 
funding sources.   See page 4-13, Policy LU-13. 

b. Policy D-45A, Larkspur’s Values.  Last phrase, should state, “in no case, does 
shall it exceed the impacts identified in the environmental analysis for the 
Specific Plan.”  See page 7-16. 

c. Policy D-45C, Housing Variety. Last phrase, should read as follows:  “and 
housing that meets the needs of the community’s aging population shall be 
encouraged.”  See page 7-16. 

d. Policy D-47, East/West Corridor. The last phrase, “, but it shall be prominent” 
should be deleted and the exhibit showing the corridor should be referred to. 
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[Note: September 14 preliminary decision regarding a visual corridor.][Jan. 11] 
  See page 7-16. 

 
Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

 

11. There should be an open visual corridor towards Mt. Tam through the center of the 
site. [Sept. 14]     See page 7-16, Policy D-47.  

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

12. “Community facility” should be listed as a permitted use for Subarea 3 (3 votes for 
Arlas, Chu, Lundstrom; 2 votes for conditionally permitted use-Hartzell, Hillmer). 
[Jan. 11]    See page 4-10, Policy LU-26. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

13. Up to 4 acres should be set aside for purchase by the City for a publicly owned 
“passive” community facility (e.g., library, community center).  A specific type of 
facility was not identified.  (3 votes for a “passive” facility-Arlas, Hartzell, and 
Lundstrom; 2 votes for leaving open the option of an “active” facility-Chu, Hillmer.)    
[Sept. 14; amended Feb. 1 from “3-4 acres” to “up to 4 acres.”]   See page 4-10, Policy 
LU-25A. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

14. The community facility should be located along Doherty Drive at the west end of 
Subarea 3 east of Subarea 2.  [Nov. 16]   See page 4-10, Policty LU-25A. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended that the location of the community 
facility remain flexible and that a specific location should not be identified. 

15. No through traffic connection between Ward Street and Doherty Drive. [June 15]  See 
page 5-7, Policy T-18. 

After some discussion, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended that there 
should be a circuitous route through Subarea 3 between Doherty Drive and Ward Street.  At 
the July 26 hearing, a number of Boardwalk One residents spoke against having all or most 
of the traffic directed to Doherty Drive.  The Commission expressed concern that it was 
putting an unfair traffic burden on Doherty Drive and that past projects, including 
Meadowood and Creekside were required to have a through access.  At the August 16 
meeting, Commissioner McCluney presented a memo regarding the ingress/egress issues on 
Ward Street.  The Planning Commission recommended that Commissioner McCluney’s 
memo be forwarded to the Council (see attached). 
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16. There should not be access off Ward for a community facility.  Community facility 
access should be off Doherty; possible access through Albertsons (i.e., Larkspur 
Shopping Center) as part of multiple access points. [Oct. 5].   See page 5-7, Policy T-18. 

See Planning Commission recommendation for #15 above. 

17. Any access off Ward Street should be limited. (3 votes for limited access-Arlas, 
Hartzell, Lundstrom, 1 vote for no access at all off Ward-Hillmer, 1 vote for maybe 
residential access if for a limited number of homes-Chu)  [Oct. 5]   See page 5-7, Policy 
T-18. 

See Planning Commission recommendation for #15 above. 

18. Housing should be contiguous and not separated by the community facility. [Sept. 14]  
See page 7-16, Policy D-45B. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended that the Plan should be flexible as to 
where housing is located. 

19. Creek buffers (from the top of bank; buffers are fenced off) should be at least 50’ 
along the N/S reach of the creek and 25’ along the E/W reach of the creek.  There 
should be no structures or impervious surfaces within 50’ of both reaches.  Swales for 
runoff retention should be allowed within the buffers and CC&Rs should include 
controls on pesticide use. [Sept. 14]   See page 7-28, Policy D-65. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

20. There should be no new mid-creek bridge across the N/S reach of Larkspur Creek 
(Arlas, Chu, Hartzell, Lundstrom; not sure-Hillmer). [Sept. 14] 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed; however, they 
wanted it clarified that the bridge referred to was a N/S reach mid-creek bridge presented by 
Smith & Smith and not a separated pedestrian/bicycle bridge along Doherty Drive. The 
phrase “mid-creek” has been added to the agreement. 

21. Options should be kept open for a pathway, visual corridor, and landscaping along the 
south edge of Subarea 2, at the back of the grocery store. [Sept. 14]  See page 7-16, 
Policy D-48. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

Traffic Improvements/ Mitigation Measures 

1. No cap on traffic generation numbers. The City’s Traffic Consultant recommended 
against the use of a traffic cap at the October 5, 2005 and the January 11, 2206 
meetings; no further discussion by Council. [June 15; Oct. 5; Jan. 11] 
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Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed.   

2. The Doherty Drive Improvements for road width, a Class 1 bike path, bus stop 
relocation, and the Magnolia/Doherty Drive intersection should be included in the 
CLASP as presented in the Draft Plan and modified by the Planning Commission.  
Relative to the ingress and egress for Hall Middle School, the Plan should include a 
statement(s) that the City should work with the parties involved to relieve congestion 
through the best engineered intersection relative to safety and efficiency.  The Plan 
should allow for flexibility. Relative to Doherty Bridge, if a separate bicycle/pedestrian 
bridge is infeasible due to costs, the City should explore some type of separation 
barrier between bicycles/pedestrians and automobile traffic.  It was acknowledged that 
in the presentation by Mr. Smith on Subareas 1 and 2, the Council would hear, for 
consideration, further improvements to the Magnolia/Doherty Drive intersection. [Oct. 
26]  See page 5-3, Standards 1.B thru 1.F. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

3. The Doherty Drive/Larkspur Plaza Drive improvements for roadway paving materials 
and advance intersection warning should be included in the CLASP as presented in the 
Draft Plan and modified by the Planning Commission.  Relative to a traffic signal at 
Doherty Drive/Larkspur Plaza Drive, a study of alternative intersection improvements 
to meet the intent of the measure should be conducted at the time of a specific 
development proposal for either Subarea 2 or 3.  Any improvements should be 
coordinated with the Larkspur School District. [Oct. 26]  See page 5-4, Standards t-3 
and T-4. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

4. The Doherty Drive/Piper Park intersection improvements also should be studied at the 
time of a specific development proposal for Subarea 3, the same as noted above for the 
intersection of Doherty Drive/Larkspur Plaza Drive. [Oct. 26]  See page 5-4, Policy T-4 
and Standard T-2. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

5. Improvements proposed for the intersections at Doherty Drive/Riviera 
Circle/Redwood High School, East Ward Street/Magnolia Avenue, and King 
Street/Magnolia Avenue should be kept as options.  The details of these intersections 
improvements should be studied more.  There is a concern that the improvements may 
create more problems and be detrimental to pedestrian safety.  [Oct. 26]   See page 5-3, 
Standard 1.G. 

Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

6. No traffic circle at Magnolia Ave./Doherty Drive.  Possibly, consider a traffic circle at 
one or both entrances to Redwood High School.  [Oct. 5] 
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Planning Commission unanimously recommended agreement as proposed. 

Additional Planning Commission Recommendations 

In addition, there are a few places in the CLASP that should be clarified for purposes of 
implementation and the following revisions are recommended including #7 below, which adds a 
Green Building policy to the Plan: 

 
1. Page 4-12, Standard 10 D.  The standard for lot coverage refers just to coverage by 

buildings.  Staff suggests that the wording be revised to state, “Lot coverage shall not 
exceed 40 percent of the site area.”  Lot coverage in the Larkspur Zoning Ordinance 
includes exterior stairs, landings, porches, some decks, carports, and any covered or roofed 
areas.  This change would rely on the Zoning Ordinance for the definition of lot coverage 
and its application would be consistent with the other zoning districts. 

 
2. Page 7-19, Standard D-37.  This standard should be revised to clarify that accessory 

structures may also have zero side-yard setbacks.  Staff suggests the following wording:  
“Residences and accessory structures may about an interior side yard provided a 10-foot 
setback is maintained with the building on the adjacent parcel.” 

 
3. Page 7-20, Standard D-41.  The last line of the standards should refer to the “street” side 

yard of a corner lot. 
 
4. Page B-3, #9, third line, the revision should read “and Parkland/Public Facilities.” 
 
5. Page B-3, Changes to the Land Use Map, 9., fourth column should be revised to read as 

follows:  “Target of 66 residential units; maximum 85 residential units if project provides 
extraordinary benefits to the community.” 

 
6. Appendix C, Senior Housing Development Standards, (see Attachment 4 to this report) 

should be added to the CLASP.  (NOTE:  This appendix was inadvertently left out of the 
revised draft CLASP.) 

 
7. An amendment to Policy D-14, Energy Conservation, on page 7-4:  Policy D-14: “Green 

Building.  Green building design, demolition, construction and operation can have a 
significant positive effect on energy and resource efficiency, waste and pollution generation, 
and the health and productivity of a building’s occupants over the life of a building.  Employ 
Green Building site and design methods that reduce energy and increase resource efficiency 
consistent with the County’s point system until such time as the City of Larkspur develops 
their own.” 

 
Minor Edits 
 

7. Page 5-3, Standard 1-D. Bus Stop, replace “Golden Gate Transit District” with “Marin 
County Transit District.”  This is a recent change.  The Marin County Transit District 
(MCTD) manages the routes serving the Doherty Drive bus stops.  School routes serving the 
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stops continue to be operated by Golden Gate Transit on behalf of the MCTD; however, 
Marin Airporter on behalf of the MCTD will operate the new community shuttle. 

 
8. Page 4-10, Policy LU-25A.  The last phrase of this policy should be revised to add, “existing 

underlying” between “revert to” and “residential use.” 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 
On August 16, 2006, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval of the 
changes to the Specific Plan as noted above and approval of the attached Resolution, approving the 
Central Larkspur Specific Plan.  
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Open the public hearing and take public comments, provide direction to staff on the issues raised 
and continue public hearing to a date certain.  
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Nancy Kaufman 
Planning Director 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
1.  Resolution No. 48/06 
2. Planning Commission July 26, 2006 minutes 
3. Planning Commission August 16, 2006 minutes, draft. 
4. Appendix C, Senior Housing Development Standards 
5. Memo to Interested Parties from Chris McCluney, dated August 16, 2006 
 
Note:  Draft Central Larkspur Specific Plan, dated July 2006 previously distributed. 
 
 
cc:  Planning Commission  
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