CITY OF SAUSALITO
420 Litho Street, Sausalito, CA 94965

Addendum No. 1
Issued May 15, 2026
For
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (RFP) FOR CITY OF SAUSALITO
JOINT DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY
HOUSING ELEMENT OPPORTUNITY SITES

SITE 84 (MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. PARK PROPERTY) AND SITE 75
(CORPORATION YARD)

NOTICE TO ALL PROPOSERS SUBMITTING PROPOSALS FOR THIS WORK:

You are hereby notified of the following information, changes, clarifications or modifications to the
original REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS (RFP) and subsequent Addenda. This Addendum shall
supersede the original Contract Documents and previous Addenda wherein it contradicts the same
and shall take precedence over anything to the contrary therein.

ITEM 1: RESPONSES TO PROPOSERS QUESTIONS

1.1 How would the City look upon including senior housing as part of a proposal for
the development of Site 75?

Senior housing is not a legal requirement for the development of Site 75, but the inclusion
of senior housing for the development of Site 75 would be considered by the City. Please
refer to Page 10, Section 2 in the RFP, which outlines the unit mix requirement for Site
75, stipulating that there is no senior housing designation requirement for Site 75 and
that all units shall be dedicated to very-low or low income households.

1.2 Noting that the sites have been rezoned, could you provide some insight into the
development entitlement process? By-right? Public hearing?

For land use approvals, both sites have been rezoned as part of the implementation of
the City’s adopted 6" Cycle Housing Element. Proposals which propose projects with
densities and affordability mix meeting the requirements of state law would be approved
by-right under Gov. Code § 65583.2(h), and this is anticipated for projects at both sites
given the level of low income units requested. Projects qualifying for by-right approval
under Gov. Code § 65583.2(h) are exempt from land use permitting requirements and
from environmental review under CEQA for purposes of the land use approvals.

Additionally, SMC Chapter 10.54 expressly exempts such projects from design review,
and no conditional use permit (CUP) is required. These projects are not required to go



1.3

1.4

1.5

before the Planning Commission, except in the event a subdivision map is needed,
which is not anticipated for a rental housing project.

Regardless of the method of land use approval, the city will retain control over design,
as a lease agreement also needs to be negotiated with the City.

Is it the City’s intent to require a CEQA analysis at a project level even if the project
would otherwise qualify for a CEQA waiver?

Core site requirements which are stipulated in Section 4 and 5 of the RFP provide insight
into the specific environmental items which are called out for Site 75 and Site 84. Both
Phase 1 and Phase 2 environmental site assessments are likely required for Site 75, and
may be required for Site 84. Projects approved by-right under Gov. Code § 65583.2(h)
are exempt from CEQA for purposes of the land use approvals themselves. However,
the City’s approval of the lease agreement may constitute a separate project subject to
CEQA review.

Any such review would likely be limited to determining whether the Housing Element EIR
adequately covers the proposed development. The infill exemption under CEQA or
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 may further exempt projects from additional
environmental review. The City’s intent is to ensure that proposed developments do not
pose adverse impacts to the environment or residents.

Is there anything you would point to in the design studies which were done, which
revealed something which developers should take into consideration?

Some visualizations and site analyses for both development sites have been provided
as Attachment B and Attachment C in the RFP. The City is committed to ensuring that
the neighborhood character for the neighborhood surrounding Site 84 is complemented
by maintaining a 32-foot height limit via a two-story development project. The same
findings apply to the development of Site 75 in terms of maintaining neighborhood
character and ensuring adequate site circulation and access.

Could you provide some insight into the site hydrology for these development
sites? Would that [site analysis] also reference the blue stream and the possibility
of what comes out of that blue stream analysis and process? Does US Army Corps
of Engineers have any involvement with or jurisdiction over the blue stream?
California Fish and Game? Subsequent processes for these involved agencies?

MLK Jr. Park (Site 84)

Generally, the MLK sits in a bowl in which storm water is collected off the upper hillside
and conveyed to either Coloma Street or Ebbtide street depending upon the position of
the improvements. The area near the tennis courts drains to Coloma Street. Storm water
is then collected in a storm drain system under Coloma and conveyed to the bay. A storm
water pump station is contemplated at the end of Coloma to address king tide
events. The systems from Coloma are under ground with no riparian area along its reach
until it reaches the bay east of Gate 5 road.

The consultant should anticipate checking to see if the current storm drain system can
accommodate any additional flow due to the development of the site. However, staff
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does not believe there will be noticeable change due to the fact that the majority of the
site is already developed.

Corporation Yard (Site 75)

The corporation yard currently has a storm drain system under the buildings and parking
area. The water shed that contributes to this system includes areas part of Highway 101,
Willow Creek School and areas above the highway. The applicant should anticipate
developing a hydrology analysis for this area to determine if the current underground
culvert system is adequate and whether the proposed development will impact such a
system.

It is Staff's understanding that the storm drain area east of the corporation yard is shown
as a blue line creek on USGS maps. It is staff's understanding that the regulatory
agencies need to be contacted if work is proposed within a certain set back of such an
identified creek.

As a project is initially developed approaching the agencies through the JARPA process
managed by the county will be the best approach to identifying the concerns of these
agencies. Unfortunately, the city does not issue permits or approvals for other regulatory
agencies and determining their requirements will need to be discussed directly with these
agencies.

Is there a chance that the City would award the sites separately? Or is the intent
to award both sites to one development team?

The City’s intent is to award both sites to one proposer who may choose to work with
one or more development teams if they wish to do so.

Does the City have information on any utility lines and utility easements (above
ground and/or below ground) that would be helpful to know for developers as they
prepare their development proposals?

The City is not aware of any separate easements under the corporation yard apart from
standard service lines for utilities. The MLK site has a sewer main which runs at the back
of the lot, bottom of the slope on the west side. This main is managed by the Sausalito
Marin City Sanitary District. We recommend checking with them on the exact
location. The end of that line may terminate prior to the area on the MLK site where
development is proposed.

Is there a desired parking ratio for the Corporation Yard site (Site 75)?

The City generally wants to support parking ratios which are consistent with industry
standards based on the proposed unit type(s) for Site 75.

Is there any more information on the Corporation Yard site (e.g. soil conditions,
inherent environmental impacts)?

There is an underground culvert system for storm drainage. The northwest retaining wall
system needs replacement. There are no gas tanks or underground storage systems.
The main issue for the Corp Yard site relates to the storm drain system which runs
through the center of the yard.
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Can developers still apply for waivers for other aspects of a development proposal
(besides height or building bulk) under State Density Bonus Law?

This depends on which development standards are not consistent with the Housing
Element overlay zones and local zoning. The City invites an active discussion and
negotiation on these items, but please see below notes on height.

How is building height measured in Sausalito?

Sausalito Municipal Code (SMC) Section 10.40.060(B)(1) stipulates that standard
building height is the vertical distance from the average level of the natural ground
surface under the building to the highest point of the building or structure. To determine
the height of a building, the highest and lowest points of contact with the natural grade
are identified and the average of these two elevations is the point from which the
permitted maximum height is measured. The highest and lowest points of contact are
determined where the maximum vertical projections of the perimeter walls of the building
contact the natural grade. Where more than one structure is proposed for construction,
the permitted height shall be individually computed for each detached structure.
Balconies, decks and similar appurtenances and projections shall not be included in
measuring the primary structure's building height.

Please note that additional height requirements may apply depending on the topography
of the project site (e.g. uphill or downhill sloped lot, level lot, etc.).

How do creek setbacks factor into development proposals for the Corporation
Yard site (Site 75)? Is development prohibited within that aboveground area
(above the creek)?

The community has expressed that daylighting of the creek is greatly desired in a
development proposal for Site 75. This is consistent with the 2021 Sausalito General
Plan does encourage the daylighting of creeks. Sausalito Municipal Code (SMC) Section
10.40.070(D)(3) outlines that no structures of any kind, other than stairs and pathways
on grade and/or retaining walls for slope stabilization purposes, shall be located within
20 feet of the 100-year flood elevation line of an open natural drainage way or wetland
(i.e., creek) identified on Map GP-14 of the environmental quality element of the general
plan. Additional setbacks from creeks and wetland areas may be required as part of the
environmental review process pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, as
applicable.

The City is open to discussions regarding the daylighting of the creek and is also open
to creative design solutions which may redirect this creek to go around the proposed
development.

The question that came up on height limits caught my ear, and | looked at the
municipal code that was referenced. | am concerned about the part of the code
that mentions an ultimate 50 foot limit, once you get beyond the first 15 feet from
the property line. For a large building set back in the interior of the park, could the
effective height at the back of the building be substantially more than 32 feet above
the ground — up to 50 feet — and remain fully code-compliant?



The 50-foot height regulation you are referring to is codified in Sausalito Municipal Code
(SMC) Section 10.40.060(B), and generally applies to the overall height of buildings
which are constructed on steeply sloped parcels. For example, if a building complies with
the overall 32-foot height limit when measuring from the average level of contact with
natural grade below the structure (e.g., average of the highest and lowest points of
contact with natural grade), SMC Section 10.40.060(B) outlines that the overall height of
a building (when measuring from the lowest point of contact to the top of the structure)
shall not exceed 50-feet in overall height. In practice, this provision largely applies to
residential structures located on steeply sloped downhill sites where the low point is
contact is located far down the slope.

All proposals received in connection with this RFP shall comply with the 32-foot height
limit which is measured in accordance with SMC Section 10.40.060(B). This is stipulated
in the RFP for the development of the MLK Jr. Park Property and Corp. Yard sites.

Will the city offices will be open on Sunday, May 31 to receive proposal
submissions?

The original RFP listed the proposal submission deadline as Sunday, May 31, 2026, 5:00
PM. Pursuant to Item 2.3 of this Addendum, the submission deadline has been amended
to Monday, June 1, 2026, 5:00 PM, to ensure proposals are received on a day when
City Hall is open. Electronic submissions must be received by this deadline. Physical
(hard copy and USB drive) submissions must be mailed or postmarked by June 1, 2026.
RFP proposals/responses shall be addressed to:

City of Sausalito

Community Development Department

Attn: Brandon Phipps, Assistant City Manager
420 Litho Street, Sausalito, CA 94965

The Community Development Department is open Monday through Thursday from 8am
to 5pm. Electronic submissions must be submitted via the City’s digital drop box and
received by Monday, June 1, 2026 at 5:00 PM. Physical copies (one hardcopy and one
USB drive) must be mailed or postmarked by June 1, 2026. Please note that late
proposals will not be accepted.

Please confirm if a PDF of our proposal should also be emailed (in addition to the
one hardcopy and one USB drive) and if so, to whom?

The submission requirements outlined in Section 9.2 of the RFP does not require a PDF
of a proposal to be emailed to the Community Development Department. However, if
you do wish to email a copy of your RFP proposal, please email your RFP proposal to:
Brandon Phipps, Assistant City Manager at bphipps@sausalito.gov.

Submissions which do not adhere to the submission requirements in Section 9.2 of the
RFP will not be accepted.

Regarding page limits for each proposal section, confirm that the maximum
number of pages is listed and any appendices, drawings, or pro formas are
additional pages not included in the stated page count. Example: for Sections 3
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and 4 Development Concepts for each site, the section should include a maximum
of 15 pages of content, not including any drawings or plans.

Section 9 of the RFP outlines proposal format and organization requirements. This
section of the RFP also stipulates page limits for each section of an RFP
proposal/response. Appendices, drawings, and pro formas may be included with RFP
proposals in the following sections as outlined in Section 9 of the RFP:

e Appendices (RFP Proposal, Section 2)
e Drawings (RFP Proposal, Sections 3 & 4)
¢ Pro Formas (RFP Proposal, Section 6)

As outlined in Section 9 of the RFP, the appendices, drawings, and pro formas outlined
above do not count towards the page limits prescribed for each section of an RFP
proposal.

For Sections 3 and 4 Development Concepts for each site, are 11x17” pages
acceptable?

11x17” pages are acceptable for development concepts provided in sections 3 and 4 of
an RFP proposal. The RFP does not prescribe a size limit for development concept
pages.

What is the policy or planning rationale for concentrating senior housing at Site
84 while not requiring any senior units at Site 75?

The City is committed to providing senior housing as well as deeply affordable workforce
and community-centered housing. The concentration of senior housing at Site 84, and
deeply affordable workforce and community housing at Site 75, is intended to allow for
joint development proposals which cater to these two community cohorts with similar
priority.

Was consideration given to distributing senior housing across both sites, and if
so, what factors led to the current allocation?

Consideration was given to distributing senior housing across both sites. Although there
is a requirement for a minimum of 80% of total units being dedicated as senior affordable
housing (age 55+) for Site 84, and there is no senior housing requirement for Site 75,
the City has drafted this RFP so that it provides flexibility in terms of incorporation of
senior housing on Site 75. While not a requirement, proposers may submit a proposal
which includes senior housing units on Site 75 if they wish to do so.

Are there site-specific constraints (e.g., size, location, access, proximity to
services, or design considerations) that make the MLK Park Property more
suitable for senior housing than the Corporation Yard site?
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The MLK site is currently next to the Sausalito Rotary location which is a senior housing
development. Additional sidewalk improvements are proposed for Coloma Street, which
will improve connectivity for pedestrians and seniors in the area.

Does the City anticipate that Site 75 could include any senior housing as part of a
proposal, or is the intent that it primarily serve non-senior populations?

Proposers may include senior housing units as part of a proposal for the development of
Site 75 as long as the proposal meets the unit mix requirements outlined in Section 2.2
of the RFP. The City’s intent for Site 75 is to prioritize deeply affordable workforce and
community housing.

The City supports a community-centered approach that may include housing for
teachers, firefighters, police officers, healthcare workers, and other essential community-
serving professionals. Proposals reflecting this community benefit will be viewed
favorably.

Why was the RFP so limited that only those firms who attended the virtual meeting
could submit? A number of firms who attended both city-wide site meetings may
have missed the virtual meeting announcement. What difference does that visual
meeting have to do with any firm’s competence?

The intent behind the mandatory pre-proposal meeting was to: (a) provide City staff with
an opportunity to present the project vision and answer clarifying questions; (b) allow
prospective proposers to better understand both sites and understand the physical
context; and (c) ensure all proposers have a shared understanding of the City’s priorities
before investing in proposal preparation.

Why was the requirement for a developer submission to include two site plans?
The developer, even before chosen, had to choose an architect to draw up the
plans with a short time frame and only the input from the RFP. Evaluating a
developer before they were even chosen based on quickly drawn plans eliminates
any interaction with the City and the input of both City and residents. The site
designs are a very separate issue from developer qualifications.

This joint RFP presents a unique opportunity for developers to create two complementary
affordable housing projects on City-owned land, with a combined capacity of up to 81
units of affordable housing. The RFP requires two site plans since Site 84 and Site 75
are separate sites with different development parameters / requirements. Section 2.1 of
the RFP stipulates the site description and development parameters for Site 84, and
Section 2.2 of the RFP stipulates the site description and development parameters for
Site 75.

Is there any chance the City would extend the submission date beyond the end of
the month and allow more firms to submit? It is in the City’s interest to evaluate
as many developers as possible before choosing one firm. No RFP is perfect and
can be changed.

While the anticipated schedule outlined on page 48 of this joint development RFP is

subject to change at the City’s discretion, it is the City’s intent to carry this joint
development RFP forward in accordance with the development and submission criteria
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stipulated in the RFP. This includes the Monday, June 1, 2026, 5:00 PM submittal
deadline, which has been amended by this Addendum (see Item 2.3) from the original
Sunday, May 31, 2026 deadline set forth on page 44 of the RFP.

ITEM 2: AMENDMENTS TO THE RFP DOCUMENT

2.1 On the cover page (page 1) of the RFP, REVISE the words “Proposals Due: May 31,
2026” to read

“Proposals Due: Monday, June 1, 2026 at 5:00 PM”

2.2 On page 7, Section 1.5 of the RFP, REPLACE the following HCD weblink
“https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grantsand-funding/income-limits/state-and-federal-income-
limits” with the following weblink “https://www.hcd.ca.gov/funding/income-
limits/state-federal-income-limits”

2.3 On page 44 (Section 9.1) of the RFP, REVISE the proposal submission deadline from
“Sunday, May 31, 2026, 5:00 PM” to “Monday, June 1, 2026, 5:00 PM.” This amendment
is made to ensure proposals are received on a business day when City Hall is open.
Electronic submissions must be received via the City’s digital drop box by Monday, June
1, 2026 at 5:00 PM. Physical copies (one hardcopy and one USB drive) must be mailed
or postmarked by June 1, 2026. Late proposals will not be accepted.

All other conditions remain, UNCHANGED.

This Addendum is hereby made a part of the Contract Documents to the same extent as though it
were originally included therein. Acknowledgement of Addenda shall be provided via completion of
the “Acknowledged” section below, as well as via completion of the Acknowledgement of Addenda
form provided below as Attachment 1. This Acknowledgement of Addenda form can also be found
as Attachment F in the joint development RFP which can be accessed on the “Development of the
MLK Park Property and the Sausalito Corp Yard” webpage linked below:
https://www.sausalito.gov/city-government/hot-topics/adopted-amended-2023-2031-housing-
element/housing-element-program-8-public-property-conversion-to-affordable-housing

END OF ADDENDUM NO. 1
Issued By: City of Sausalito

Brandon Phipps
Assistant City Manager

ACKNOWLEDGED

Proposer’s Signature

A signed copy of this addendum is to be submitted as a part of the proposal package for the subject
project. Failure to do so may subject the Proposer to Disqualification
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ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1: Acknowledgement of Addenda Form



Attachment 1: Acknowledgement of Addenda

The undersigned Proposer acknowledges receipt of the following Addenda, if issued, to
the RFP Documents. If none received, write “None Received.”

Addendum No. , dated
Addendum No. , dated
Addendum No. , dated

Signature Date

Print Name Title

Firm
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