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September 27, 2022 

 

Honorable Board of Supervisors and  

Members of the Planning Commission 

Marin County Civic Center 

San Rafael, CA 94903 

 

 

SUBJECT:  Development Code Amendments related to the Housing Element update 

and the Marin County Form Based Code 

 

Dear Members of the Board and Planning Commission: 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  Review and comment on the attached draft amendments to 
the Development Code (Marin County Code Title 22) and Form Based Code. After 
receiving comments from your Board, Planning Commission, and the public, 
Planning Division staff will revise the draft Development Code amendments and 
Form Based Code and return them for further consideration concurrently with the 
Draft Housing Element, Safety Element, and related Countywide Plan amendments, 
once the EIR has been completed later this year.  

 

SUMMARY:  The proposed Development Code amendments would codify the 
requirements of Senate Bill 9 and Senate Bill 35, create a new Form Based (FB) 
residential zoning district, create new ministerial permits for certain types of housing 
development, and incorporate by reference the Marin County Form Based Code to 
establish objective design criteria for multifamily housing projects. 

On May 10, 2022, the Board adopted three interim Ordinances to implement Senate 
Bill 35 and Senate Bill 9, which mandate that local government streamline the review 
of certain housing projects. Senate Bill 35 (SB 35) mandates a ministerial planning 
process for multifamily housing projects that meet certain criteria. Senate Bill 9 (SB 
9) is divided into two related parts, one which mandates a ministerial planning 
process for residential development and another which mandates a ministerial 
planning process for urban lot splits. All projects eligible for consideration under SB 9 
must meet strict criteria for both subdivision and development. Both SB 35 and SB 9 
affect only urbanized areas, and therefore neither SB 35 nor SB 9 is applicable in the 
Coastal Zone in Marin County or in much of the rest of West Marin.  

The interim Ordinances (3765, 3766, 3767) that the Board adopted on May 10th are 
intended to be temporary in nature. The proposed amendments to the Development 
Code would permanently codify the requirements in those interim Ordinances in the 
Development Code. Since the Development Code is structured as a reference 
document, different sections of the requirements have been placed in different 
sections of the Development Code. These include a section on SB 9 lot splits, which 
has been put into a new Development Code section on Urban Lot Splits (section 
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under SB 9 (section 22.32.184), and a new Housing Compliance Review permit to 

establish the process to review SB 9 and SB 35 applications (section 22.64.010).  

It is important to note that there are no substantive changes to the requirements 
previously established by the Board for SB 9 and SB 35 applications being proposed; 
the provisions of the interim Ordinances have simply been rearranged and carried 
forward into the Development Code. 

In addition to carrying forward the provisions of the interim Ordinances, the proposed 
Development Code amendments establish a new Form Based (FB) residential 
zoning district in section 22.14.100 intended to facilitate applying the Marin County 
Form Based Code (attachment 3). The new FB zoning district would be a 
conventional multifamily district that must be used for SB 35 projects and can be 
combined with any other district where multifamily residential development is 
allowable at the sole discretion of a property owner. Such a combination would 
enable applicants to rely on the objective standards of the Form Based Code (FBC) 
when designing their multifamily housing projects. This would also afford them the 
opportunity to apply for a streamlined ministerial review of their application, which 
would be based solely on the project’s compliance with the FBC. The FBC would be 
incorporated into the Development Code by reference and is explained in more detail 
in the discussion section below.  

The new FB combining district would not alter the allowable uses or density on a 
particular site but it would require that a minimum density be achieved, establish 
ministerial criteria for housing development projects and streamline their review. The 
review of housing development projects under the FB zoning district and FBC would 
be done under the new Housing Development Review permit.  

 

DISCUSSION:  The Marin County FBC has been prepared by Opticos Design Inc. in 
consultation with County staff. The Marin County FBC is based on a toolkit of 
objective design and development standards that was first drafted to be broadly 
applicable to local jurisdictions throughout Marin County. This toolkit has been 
refined and customized to be specifically applicable to the unincorporated areas of 
Marin. 
 

Beginning in the Spring of 2020, the objective design and development standards 
project team initiated the public outreach process that included presentations at the 
Board of Supervisors, recorded webinars, surveys, and a stakeholder committee. 
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the in-person meeting schedule for March 2020 
was canceled and replaced with a recorded webinar. A visual preference survey was 
launched in April 2020 and was open for over 100 days, closing in July 2020 with 
responses from all over the County. The survey methodology and results are 
attached (attachment 2). Additionally, the Tamalpais Design Review Board 
developed a survey for the Tamalpais Community Plan’s geographic area. The 
survey was circulated in July 2020 and received over 800 responses.  
 
Staff formed a stakeholder committee at the onset of the project to help guide and 
customize the toolkit for the unincorporated County, which included members of the 
Planning Commission, Design Review Boards, and local architects and developers. 
The primary role of the stakeholder committee was to review the draft standards and 
provide comments to staff and Opticos. The stakeholder committee served as an 
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The FBC contains chapters covering various topics but is fundamentally based on 
the transect model of community design. This model holds that communities are best 
designed when they follow a continuum of rural to urban land development patterns, 
with each transect segment built to an internally consistent level of development that 
relates to adjacent segments that are more rural and more urban, depending on their 
position with respect to the community edges and downtown core. The draft Marin 
County FBC extends from a lower density edge neighborhood to a higher density 
main street core area, but does not include the types of high density housing that are 
common in the downtown areas of big cities. The proposed FBC zones are intended 
to promote what are called “missing middle” housing densities, i.e. those housing 
types that are in the middle of the density range between remote rural areas and 
highly centralized downtown areas.  
 
Each chapter of the FBC covers a specific topic, including the transect zones, 
general design standards, specific building types, specific frontage types, 
architectural design styles, and standards for large sites. An applicant’s first step 
would be to choose the appropriate transect zone for the site and the number of 
housing units they intend to build. Once the transect zone is chosen, other design 
elements that are consistent with that zone would be determined. Those combined 
standards would constitute the regulatory framework for the site planning and 
architectural design for housing projects under the FB combining district.  
 
Planning Division staff would review the development plans to ensure consistency 
with the FBC, following a ministerial process that would not include CEQA, public 
notice, a public hearing, or any appeals. Once Planning Division staff issues a 
decision approving a project, the applicant would then apply for building permits for 
construction. 
 
EQUITY IMPACT:  Both SB 35 and SB 9 require the streamlined review of housing 
development projects. Senate Bill 9 increases the possible number of primary 
dwellings on each lot zoned for single family residential units from one unit to four 
units. Establishing the FB zone to implement the FBC would increase the efficiency 
of the application process and provide housing developers more certainty with 
respect to planning requirements, which will have the effect of promoting housing 
development. Therefore, implementing SB 35, SB 9, and the FBC will have beneficial 
equity impacts by increasing the amount of housing and the diversity of housing 
types available in Marin County. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 

REVIEWED BY:  ☐ County Administrator ☐ N/A        

   ☐ Department of Finance ☐ N/A  

   ☒ County Counsel  ☐ N/A 

   ☐ Human Resources  ☐ N/A 
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Introduction 
Project Summary 
The Marin County and Cities Objective Design and Development Standards (Project) is a county-wide 
effort, among 10 jurisdictions with grant funding from the California Building Homes and Job Act (SB 2). 
The Project is aimed at creating a toolkit to ensure that new multifamily housing and mixed-use 
developments are appropriate to their surroundings and meet the communities’ expectations of high 
quality and attractive development. The participating jurisdictions include: City of Belvedere, Town of 
Corte Madera, Town of Fairfax, City of Larkspur, City of Mill Valley, City of Novato, Town of Ross, Town of 
San Anselmo, City of Sausalito, Town of Tiburon, and Unincorporated Marin County. Each jurisdiction can 
refine and adopt the toolkit to meet the unique needs and preferences of each community while 
complying with state mandates and remaining eligible for funding. 

Along with assuring that multifamily and mixed-use development is 
contextually appropriate and in keeping with community expectations, the 
Project is intended to support participating jurisdictions’ compliance with 
recent State housing legislations, particularly SB35, the Housing Accountability 
Act, and SB330, the Housing Crisis Act of 2019. These new laws specify that 
project review is done at a ministerial level with no discretionary approval by 
a design review board and/or Planning Commission for qualifying projects, 
and that new developments are evaluated with objective design standards. 
Given that new State law limits local discretionary review, Marin County and 
participating jurisdictions are evaluating their current standards and 
identifying opportunities to improve and refine them to better assure that communities’ retain control of 
future development outcomes and the look and feel of their neighborhoods. Objective Design and 
Developments standards are measurable, easy to quantify, do not require interpretation, and facilitate 
review and approval process. 

Survey Introduction 
The online survey is part of a broader community engagement effort which is a priority for project 
managers at the County and individual jurisdictions. See website for more information. The intent of the 
survey was to gather feedback from the community on their preferences on the elements of design for 
multifamily and mixed-use development. The feedback from the surveys is intended to complement and 
inform the consultant team’s research on existing regulations, standards, and guidelines and to better 
position each community to attain the type of development that they find attractive, contextually 
appropriate, and that broadens the availability of housing. The objectives of the survey are to help 
introduce the Project and guide the community to additional information on objective design and 
development standards and the recent State housing legislation; gather constructive feedback on 
preferences and priorities on multi-family development; identify challenges and opportunities; and 
understand the perspective of the community in addressing housing needs.  

Survey Methodology 
In order to reach the greatest number and broadest cross section of individuals, the consultant team 
administered an online survey via SurveyMonkey, a popular online platform. The survey was posted or 

Project goals are to address 
individual preferences 
while leveraging 
similarities such as physical 
conditions, development 
patterns, community 
character, and common 
regulatory contexts among 
the jurisdictions. 

https://www.marincounty.org/depts/cd/divisions/planning/long-range-planning-initiatives/objective-design-and-development-standards
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“active” for 111 days, starting in April 2020 through July 24th, 2020. LWC provided links to the survey for 
the jurisdictions to post on websites, Facebook pages and distribute via flyers, handouts, emails, and other 
methods. The survey generated 541 responses from residents, property owners, business owners and 
operators, special interest groups, County and City staff, elected officials, and civic leaders.  

The survey (English version) was vetted by the County and each of the jurisdictions and was made up of 
41 questions and took approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. The survey was also translated and 
posted in Spanish and Vietnamese. Participants were assured that their participation would be handled 
with confidentiality; that survey results would only be reported in aggregate format, with no personally 
identifiable information included in project reports or communications.  

The survey included seven respondent profile questions (Gender, Race, Age, Residence, Tenure, and 
Position in community), 33 general countywide questions, and one open-ended question to gather 
additional comments. The general countywide questions were subcategorized into three distinct contexts: 
Core, Suburban, and Edge. Four example developments were provided for Core and Suburban contexts 
and three examples were provided for Edge Context. Each had three corresponding questions. 
Participants were asked to provide their perspective on physical characteristics of residential and mixed-
use development in three settings: Core, Suburban, and Edge. A photo and brief description (see Page 5) 
of the three settings was provided in the survey and is illustrated next.   

Three jurisdictions (Belvedere, Mill Valley, and San Anselmo) submitted additional questions to 
supplement the general, Countywide questions. They were added at the end of the survey where 
respondents who reside or work in those jurisdictions could opt to respond. See Appendices D, E, and F.  
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CORE CONTEXT 

In Marin County, a Core is a traditional 
downtown or main street area. Areas 
where the mixing of uses is a primary 
characteristic and daily destinations are 
within a short, 5 to 10-minute walk of 
most dwellings. (For example: Rafael 
Town Center and Mill Valley Downtown). 

 

 

SUBURBAN CONTEXT 

The Suburban context describes areas 
typically developed after WWII (1950s) 
with wider roadways and more surface 
parking. In these areas the separation of 
uses is a primary characteristic and 
driving is usually required to reach daily 
destinations. (For example: Strawberry). 

 

EDGE CONTEXT 

Edge areas typically have clustered or 
lower-intensity development that is 
adjacent to elements of the natural 
environment, such as local waterways, 
agricultural, or open space. (For example: 
Point Reyes Station next to Tomales Bay 
Ecological Reserve). 
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Survey Result Summary 
Respondent Profile  
In the 111 days it was posted, 541 individuals completed the survey. The 
majority of respondents identified themselves as Residents (511).  This 
question allowed respondents to select more than one response, or all that 
applied. Respondents also identified themselves as Landlord/Property 
Manager/Owner (84) and Business Owner/Operator (68), 
Developer/Builder/Contractor/Architect/Designer (56), Worker Employed in the 
County (52) and Member or representative of a government agency or district 
in Marin County and Worker in Marin County (33), 12 chose Other. 

Most of the respondents identified themselves as residents of San Anselmo 
(291). 90 respondents identified themselves as Mill Valley residents, followed 
by Unincorporated (35), Corte Madera (24), Fairfax (20), Larkspur (22), Sausalito 
(16), Tiburon (9), Belvedere (9),  and Ross and Novato at 6 each. 

Respondents were nearly evenly split (269 to 272) on having lived in more than 
one Marin County community. 

The majority of respondents Own their homes (450) and 66 identified 
themselves as Renters. 25 respondents Preferred Not to Say or chose Not 
Applicable. 

Most respondents were Female (309), with 210 Male participants. 23 
respondents Preferred Not to Say or chose Not Applicable. 

The majority of respondents was over 65 (190), followed by 55-64 year olds 
(149) and 45-54 year olds (124), then 35-44 year olds (51) and the 25-34 year 
age class (25).  Only one person under 18 and two people in the 18-24 age class 
responded. 

The overwhelming majority of respondents identified themselves as White 
(446) with 12 respondents identifying as Asian/Pacific Islander, 11 
Hispanic/Latinx, 3 Black/African Americans and 1 Native American.  69 
respondents preferred not to state their race or identified as “Other”. 

  

541 people completed the 
survey, the majority 
identified themselves as 
Resident (511).  
 

More Owners (450) 
responded than Renters 
(66).   
 

Responses were split on 
having lived in more than 
one Marin County 
community (269 to 272).  
 

More women (309) 
participated than men 
(210). 
 

Respondents were generally 
“older”, in the 65+ age class 
(190), followed by 55-64 
year olds (149) and 45–54 
year olds (124). 
 

Most respondents identified 
as White (446). 
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Preferences on Design Characteristics 
As described in the Survey Methodology, for each of the photo examples within the Core, Suburban and 
Edge contexts, respondents were asked their perspective in three questions, 1) the level of appeal and 2) 
what characteristics make the example appealing and 3) what improvements they would make to improve 
the design of the example.  Responses to each of these multiple-choice questions with accompanying 
graphs and charts can be found in Appendix B.  Respondents were also given the opportunity to provide 
a written response to each question which generated 1203 individual comments (see Appendix C for the 
list of comments). There was also an opportunity at the end of the survey to add a general written 
comment on issues that may not have been covered in the survey. All the multiple choice and written 
responses are summarized next. 

SUMMARY OF DESIGN APPEAL REPONSES 

While responses on level of appeal varied among the examples, consistent 
themes arose in the characteristics that appealed to respondents and the 
design improvements they would make.  These themes offer important insight 
into the community’s design preferences.  

Across the three contexts, the community noted a clear preference for 
developments that maintain the scale and character of the neighboring 
development, and use articulation to reduce mass and bulk. Responses 
consistently cited “Building articulation,” “Building height,” “Building setback,” 
and “Landscaping/plantings” characteristics when considering if the design of 
the development was appealing or needed improvement. The “Area between 
the building and the roadway” and “Screening” were mentioned frequently as 
valued design characteristics that influence the appeal of the development and 
need improvement.  

CORE (What do you find appealing and what improvements would you make) 

Generally, there was consensus for more landscaping, trees, plazas, outdoor space, balconies, bike 
parking and storage, greater setbacks and articulation to reduce building mass/bulk, blending in with 
nearby buildings (contextually appropriate design), high/higher quality design elements, 
updated/refreshed exteriors, better choice of colors, and hidden parking.  

Items on which there was dissenting comments or lack of consensus included modern versus traditional 
style, more versus less height, more versus less density, and more versus less parking. 

SUBURBAN (What do you find appealing and what improvements would you 
make) 

Generally, respondents agreed that more outdoor space, landscaping, decks, porches and open space 
was appealing as well as bicycle parking and storage, high/higher quality/attractive materials, 
perpetuating community character, greater setbacks and articulation to reduce bulk/monotony, solar on 
rooftops, hidden/underground parking and attention to (context) blending in with the neighborhood. 

There were conflicting comments on more versus less density, height, modern versus traditional design, 
taller versus height limits/reduction. 

Consistent themes in the 
most appealing design 
characteristics:  
• Building articulation, 
• Building height,  
• Building setbacks,  
• Landscaping,  
• Building height and 
• Relationship with 

Neighboring structures  
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EDGE (What do you find appealing and what improvements would you make) 

Generally, comments were in favor of solar on rooftops, car charging options, more outdoor space, pool, 
tennis and basketball court and landscaping, community garden, playground, blending with neighboring 
buildings and environment, hidden/underground parking, unique/individual design, less monolithic, 
keeping with the character of Marin, better quality, attractive materials, and articulation to break up 
“boxiness” and bulk.  

Items on which there were dissenting comments included support for taller buildings versus limits or 
reduction of height, higher versus lower density, and to build more housing opposed to limiting or 
restricting development at the edge. 

Additional Comments (summary of comments not included in the write-in 
responses and multiple choice) 

• Prioritize LEED Standards 

• Need more affordable housing in Marin 

• Just build more housing  

• Encourage density in commercial areas and near transit  

• Impose a building moratorium 

• Consider walkability transit, and access to goods and services  

• Consider fire risk  

• Need objective design standards 

• Consider people with disabilities 

A handful of respondents thought the survey was too long or confusing, while a similar number thanked 
the City for the opportunity or voiced support. 
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APPENDIX A: Respondent Profile Questions 
Question 1: I am a: [select all that applies] 

 
“Other” includes:  
• Renter 
• Landscape Architect 
• Homeowner 
• Live in Ross on the border with SA 
• Renter, lessor, elder 
• Member Strawberry Design Review Board 

 
• Planner 
• City Planner outside of Marin 
• Planning Commisioner 
• Intended resident 
• Renter- low income 
• Active transportation advocate 
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Question 2: In what Marin county community do you reside? 

 

“Unincorporated Marin County” specified below:  
• 94973 
• 94960  
• 94941 
• Almonte 
• Greenbrae 
• Homestead  
• Homestead Valley  

• Kentfield (2) 
• Marin City  
• Point Reyes Station 
• San Rafael  
• Sleepy Hollow (7) 

 

• Tam Valley (6) 
• Terra Linda  
• Tam Junction 
• Woodacre (3) 
• Other 

Question 3: Have you lived in more than one Marin County 
community? 
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Question 4: Do you own or rent? 

 

Question 5: What is your gender? 

 

Question 6: What is your age? 
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Question 7: What is your race or ethnicity? 

 

Other (please specify):  
• Other 
• Mixed race 4 or more races 
• Euraian America 
• Eurasian 
• Irish 
• Human 

• Mixed 
• Caucasian. “White” is neither a race nor an ethnicity. 
• Mixed race 
• White, Jewish 
• Muli-racial 
• decline 
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APPENDIX B: General Countywide Questions  
Respondents were provided examples for the three placetypes (Core, Suburban, and Edge) and asked to 
identify if the design of the development is appealing or unappealing and what improvements they would 
make for the design to be more appealing. 

Core Context 
Most respondents agreed on the design of the first example to be the most appealing and rated the other 
three examples as somewhat appealing. Respondents found “Building Articulation” and “Building Height” 
to be the most appealing characteristics of the design of Example 1 and recognized 
“Landscaping/plantings” and “Area between the building and roadway” as improvements they would 
make. Most respondents identified Example 2 as somewhat unappealing, primarily due to: 
“Landscaping/plantings,” “Screening,” and “Area between the building & roadway.” Comments also 
identified colors and materials as unappealing design elements. Core context examples three and four 
were generally identified as somewhat appealing designs. Most respondents found “Building articulation” 
as an appealing characteristic for both developments. For Example 3 and Example 4, most respondents 
recognized “None” of the characteristics as improvements to make, while many identified “Building 
setbacks” as an improvement to make to the design of both developments.  

Core Context Example 1  

 
Most respondents found this example to be “Somewhat Appealing” and “Very Appealing.” Respondents 
found the characteristics “Building Articulation” and “Building Height” to be the most appealing. 
Respondents identified “Screening” as the least appealing characteristics of the development. Participants 
identified “Landscaping/plantings,” “Building setbacks,” and “Area b/w the building & roadway” as 
characteristics that needed improvement. “Building access,” “Location and configuration of parking,” and 
“Screening” are characteristics that participants generally would not improve.   
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How appealing do you consider the design of the development shown in the image? 

 

What characteristics make the design of the development appealing to you? (Mark all that apply). 

 

What improvements would you make to the design of the development? (Mark all that apply). 
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Core Context Example 2 

Most respondents found this example to be “Somewhat Unappealing” and “Somewhat Appealing.” 
Respondents found the characteristics “Building Height” to be the most appealing as well as “None” of the 
characteristics to be appealing. Generally, respondents distinguished “Screening” and “Area between the 
building & roadway” as unappealing characteristics. Participants identified “Landscaping/plantings” and 
“Area between the building & roadway” as characteristics that needed the most improvement. “Building 
articulation,” “Screening,” and “Building setback” are identified as characteristics that need improvement. 

 

How appealing do you consider the design of the development shown in the image? 
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What characteristics make the design of the development appealing to you? (Mark all that apply). 

 

What improvements would you make to the design of the development? (Mark all that apply). 
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Core Context Example 3 

Most respondents found this example to be “Somewhat Appealing.” Respondents found the 
characteristics “Building articulation,” “Areas between the building & roadway,” and “Building access” to 
be the most appealing. Respondents identified “Screening” to be the least appealing characteristic of the 
development. Participants found the characteristics “Building height” and “Landscaping/plantings” to 
need the most improvement. Many respondents found “None” of the characteristics needed to be 
improved. Some respondents identified “Building articulation” and “Relationship of the building with 
neighboring structures” as improvements to make to the design of the development. 

 

How appealing do you consider the design of the development shown in the image? 
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What characteristics make the design of the development appealing to you? (Mark all that apply). 

 

What improvements would you make to the design of the development? (Mark all that apply). 
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Core Context Example 4 

Most respondents found this example to be “Somewhat Appealing.” Many respondents found the design 
of the development to be “Very Appealing.” Most respondents identified “Building Height,” “Building 
Articulation,” and “Landscaping/plantings” as characteristics that make the design of the development 
appealing. Many respondents identified “Building setbacks,” “Building access,” and “Location and 
configuration of parking” to be appealing. Most respondents found that “None” of the characteristics need 
improvements. Many respondents found characteristics “Building setbacks” and “Areas between the 
building and roadway” as improvements to make to the design of the development. Few respondents 
identified “Screening” and “Building access” as characteristics that need improvement. 

 

How appealing do you consider the design of the development shown in the image? 
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What characteristics make the design of the development appealing to you? (Mark all that apply). 

 

What improvements would you make to the design of the development? (Mark all that apply). 
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Suburban Context  
For Suburban Context, there was consensus for Example 4 to be the most appealing design of the 
development. On the other hand, Example 1 was identified as somewhat of an unappealing design. 
Examples two and three were found to be somewhat appealing. Most respondents agreed on “Building 
articulation,” “Landscaping/plantings,” “Building height,” and “Building setback” as the most appealing 
characteristics that make the design of the development very appealing. Overall, “Landscaping/plantings” 
and “Building articulation” were determining characteristics for respondents to identify appealing or 
unappealing designs among the examples. Not many respondents ranked “Screening” and “Relationship 
of the building w/ neighboring structures” as a deciding factor for creating an appealing design. However, 
respondents identified these as items for improvement. Additionally, most respondents identified 
“Building articulation” and “Landscaping/plantings” as appealing characteristics and many respondents 
identified “Building setback” and “Building height” as appealing characteristics for Example 3. For Example 
1, most respondents identified “Landscaping/plantings,” and “Building articulation” as an improvement to 
make to the design of the development.  

Suburban Context Example 1 

Most respondents identified the design of this development to be “Somewhat Appealing.” Most 
respondents found the characteristics “Building setback” and “Landscaping/plantings” to be the most 
appealing design elements of the development. Many respondents determined “Building articulation” and 
“Building height” to be appealing characteristics. Most respondents identified “None” of the characteristics 
as improvements to make to the design of the development. Many respondents found “Building 
articulation” as a characteristic to make improvement to the design of the development. Very few 
respondents identified “Building setback,” “Building access,” and “Building height” as improvements to 
make the design. 
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How appealing do you consider the design of the development shown in the image? 

 

What characteristics make the design of the development appealing to you? (Mark all that apply).

 
What improvements would you make to the design of the development? (Mark all that apply). 
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Suburban Context Example 2 

Most respondents identified the design of this development to be “Somewhat Appealing.” Most 
respondents found the characteristics “Building setback” and “Landscaping/plantings” to be the most 
appealing design elements of the development. Many respondents determined “Building articulation” and 
“Building height” to be appealing characteristics. Most respondents identified “None” of the characteristics 
as improvements to make to the design of the development. Many respondents found “Building 
articulation” as a characteristic to make improvement to the design of the development. Very few 
respondents identified “Building setback,” “Building access,” and “Building height” as improvements to 
make the design. 

 

How appealing do you consider the design of the development shown in the image? 
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What characteristics make the design of the development appealing to you? (Mark all that apply). 

 

What improvements would you make to the design of the development? (Mark all that apply). 
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Suburban Context Example 3 

Most respondents found the design of this development to be “Somewhat Appealing.” Most respondents 
identified “Building articulation” and “Landscaping/plantings” as appealing characteristics. Many 
respondents identified “Building setback” and “Building height” as appealing characteristics. Very few 
respondents found “Screening” as an appealing design characteristic of the development. Most 
respondents also acknowledged “Building articulation” as a design characteristic that needs improvement 
for this development. Many respondents found “Landscaping/plantings,” “Area between the building and 
roadway,” “Building height,” and “Relationship of the building w/ neighboring structures” as improvements 
to make to the design of the development. 

 

How appealing do you consider the design of the development shown in the image? 
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What characteristics make the design of the development appealing to you? (Mark all that apply). 

 

What improvements would you make to the design of the development? (Mark all that apply). 
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Suburban Context Example 4 

Most respondents identified the design of this development to be “Very Appealing.” Most respondents 
identified “Building articulation,” “Landscaping/plantings,” “Building height,” and “Building setback” as the 
most appealing characteristics. Many respondents found “Building access” and “Location and 
configuration of parking” as appealing characteristics. Most respondents identified “None” of the 
characteristics as improvements to make to the design of the development. 

 

How appealing do you consider the design of the development shown in the image? 
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What characteristics make the design of the development appealing to you? (Mark all that apply). 

 

What improvements would you make to the design of the development? (Mark all that apply). 

 

  



Marin County Survey Summary Report 

 

Marin County Objective Design and Development Standards | 29  

Edge Context  
For the Edge Context examples, there was consensus among the respondents that Example 2 was the 
least appealing design and Example 3 was the most appealing design. Similar to Suburban Context, 
“Building setback,” “Building height,” “Building articulation,” and “Landscaping/plantings” were deciding 
factors for the respondents to identify appealing and unappealing designs. Respondents identified 
“Building articulation” and “Landscaping/plantings” as improvements to make to the design of the 
developments for all three examples. Respondents identified “Building height” and “Building setback” as 
characteristics that make the design of the development appealing. The design of the Example 3 
development was the most popular in terms of “Building height,” “Building setback,” and “Building 
articulation.”  

Edge Context Example 1 

Most respondents found this Edge development to be “Somewhat Unappealing” and many respondents 
identified it as “Very Unappealing.” Very few identified the design of this development as “Very Appealing.” 
Most respondents identified “Building setback” and Building height” as appealing characteristics. Most 
respondents found the characteristics “Building articulation” and “Landscaping/plantings” as needed 
improvements. 

 

How appealing do you consider the design of the development shown in the image? 
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What characteristics make the design of the development appealing to you? (Mark all that apply). 

 

What improvements would you make to the design of the development? (Mark all that apply). 
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Edge Context Example 2 

Most respondents identified the design of this development as “Somewhat Unappealing.” Very few 
respondents recognized this to be a “Very appealing” development. Most respondents identified “None” 
of the characteristics as appealing. Many respondents found “Building setback” and “Building height” as 
appealing characteristics. Most respondents identified “Building articulation” as an improvement to make 
to the design of the development. Many respondents identified “Location and configuration of parking” 
and “Landscaping/plantings” as improvements to make to the design. 

 

How appealing do you consider the design of the development shown in the image? 
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What characteristics make the design of the development appealing to you? (Mark all that apply). 

 

What improvements would you make to the design of the development? (Mark all that apply). 
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Edge Context Example 3 

Most respondents identified the design of the development as “Somewhat Appealing” and found the 
“Building height” as a characteristic that makes the design of the development appealing. Many 
respondents found the “Building articulation” and “Building setback” as appealing design characteristics. 
Most respondents identified “Landscaping/plantings” and “Building articulation” as characteristics to 
improve the design of the development. 

 

How appealing do you consider the design of the development shown in the image? 
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What characteristics make the design of the development appealing to you? (Mark all that apply). 

 

What improvements would you make to the design of the development? (Mark all that apply). 
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