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M E M O R A N D U M 

 
TO: Marin County Planning Commission 

DATE: March 26, 2026 

FROM: Michelle Levenson, Principal Planner 

SUBJECT: North Coast Land Holdings LLC Community Plan Amendment,  
Master Plan, Design Review, Tree Removal Permit, Master Use Permit 
and Vesting Tentative Map, and Certification of the Project  
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)  
201 Seminary Drive, community of Strawberry, Mill Valley  
Assessor's Parcel Nos. 043-261-25, 043-261-26,  
043-262-03, 043-262-06, 043-401-05, 043-401-10,  
043-401-16, 043-402-03, 043-402-06  
(Project ID P1490) 

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide public comments received since the March 2, 
2026 Planning Commission hearing on the North Coast Land Holdings project application 
referenced above (Attachment No. 1). The provided public comments consist of those comments 
that were received up until 10:00am on March 26, 2026, the Thursday prior to the scheduled 
hearing consistent with the Planning Commission’s meeting protocols. In addition, the 
memorandum contains a response to the recent public comments from the project applicant 
(Attachment No. 2), dated March 26, 2026. This memorandum also includes the applicant’s 
presentations for the March 30, 2026 and March 2, 2026 Planning Commission hearings. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Public comments on the project received since March 2, 2026  

2. Applicant’s response to public comments, dated March 26, 2026 

3. Applicant’s March 30, 2026 presentation to the Planning Commission  

4. Applicant’s March 2, 2026 presentation to the Planning Commission  
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Direct No.:  415.655.8114 
ephillips@bwslaw.com 

Los Angeles – Inland Empire – Marin County – Oakland – Orange County – Palm Desert – San Diego – San Francisco – Sil icon Valley – Ventura County

1 California Street  -  Suite 3050 
San Francisco, California 94111-5432 
voice 415.655.8100 - fax 415.655.8099 
www.bwslaw.com 

March 26, 2026 

 
Marin County Planning Commission 
3501 Civic Center Drive, Suite 328 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

 

Re: 201 Seminary Drive - Responses to Public Comments 
 
Dear Chair Stepanicich and Honorable Planning Commission Members: 

Our firm represents North Coast Land Holdings, LLC (“North Coast”), which has applied to the 
County of Marin (“County”) for approvals to develop 337 residential units, which includes a 
residential care facility for the elderly, along with an improved administration building, a 
reconstructed maintenance building, a daycare, a fitness center, and numerous recreation, open 
space, and landscaped areas (“Project”) on a 101-acre portion of the former Golden Gate Baptist 
Seminary site at 201 Seminary Drive (“Project Site”). 

Since the Planning Commission’s first hearing regarding the Project on March 2, 2026, a small 
number of dedicated Project opponents have sent letters and emails to the Commission that make 
a number of inaccurate and unsupported claims.  We write to correct the record and respectfully 
request that the Planning Commission consider the following information as it continues to 
consider the Project at the upcoming March 30, 2026 public hearing. 

As an initial matter, the County has repeatedly and correctly determined that the 1953 Use 
Permit provides the Project Site with vested rights to conduct educational uses for up to 1,000 
students.  There is no factual or legal basis to reverse the County’s long-held position on this 
point, and we encourage you to reject comments that suggest otherwise. 

Second, the Project is a “housing development project” subject to the protections of the Housing 
Accountability Act (Gov. Code § 65589.5, or the “HAA”).  The Project also proposes to develop 
a significant number of affordable housing units, which makes it eligible for benefits under the 
State Density Bonus Law (Gov. Code § 65915).  Together, the HAA and the State Density 
Bonus Law entitle the Project to develop up to 606 units, significantly more than the 337 units 
that North Coast has proposed. 

These state laws take precedent over conflicting provisions of the Strawberry Community Plan, 
and subjective standards contained therein do not provide a legal basis to deny the Project.  
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North Coast has applied for Community Plan amendments to preserve Plan consistency, but as 
explained in the County’s staff report in advance of the March 2, 2026, Planning Commission 
hearing, there is no legal basis to deny the Project, even if the Commission elects not to amend 
the Community Plan.  While some Project opponents view this as an extreme position, the Court 
of Appeal explains the necessity of this result as follows: “The HAA is today strong medicine 
precisely because the Legislature has diagnosed a sick patient,” i.e., California and its “housing 
supply and affordability crisis of historic proportions.” (California Renters Legal Advocacy & 
Education Fund v. City of San Mateo (“CARLA”) (2021) 68 Cal.App.5th 820, 830, 854.) 

Finally, the County has engaged in a lengthy, thorough, and legally adequate environmental 
review process to produce a Project Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) that fully complies 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).  Throughout the Project review 
process, there has been a stable project description that describes the specific proposed Project 
elements.  On March 1, 2026, North Coast entered into an Environmental Settlement Agreement 
with the Seminary Neighborhood Association, under which North Coast voluntarily subjected 
the Project and the Project Site to new operational restrictions.  These changes would limit 
academic programs on the Project Site to exclude primary or secondary education, restrict on-site 
enrollment, and cap building heights – each a concession from North Coast to further reduce 
impacts below the levels analyzed in the EIR.  Nothing in CEQA prevents an applicant from 
agreeing to project changes that improve environmental outcomes, and the Environmental 
Settlement Agreement’s changes do not require recirculation of the EIR or further analysis to 
satisfy CEQA. 

As explained in more detail below, the final opposition comments you have received are wrong 
on both the facts and the law.  We request that you accept staff’s recommendations and vote to 
recommend certification of the EIR and Project approval to the Board of Supervisors at the 
conclusion of your March 30, 2026 public hearing. 

I. The 1953 Use Permit Provides Vested Rights for Academic Uses with 1,000 Students 

The County first approved a Use Permit in 1953 that related to the development and operation of 
a Seminary.  The 1953 Use Permit provides for a “student body of around 1,000 students,” and it 
was issued with the condition that the County review and approve a Development Plan before 
construction of the Seminary.  Following the approval of the 1953 Use Permit, the Seminary 
completed a “Campus Plan” in 1955, which appears to have been used as a basis for subsequent 
planning applications to the County.  In July of 1959, the Board of Supervisors approved an 
“Improvement Plan Agreement Under Conditional Use Permit”, which allowed the Seminary to 
occupy the site based on conditions regarding road alignment and funding, but the 1959 approval 
included no change to the student population or other operational restrictions imposed by the 
1953 Use Permit. 
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On March 13, 1984, the Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance 2819 approving a Master Plan 
for the Seminary property.  Condition 19 of the Master Plan approval stated: “With the approval 
of this Master Plan, the previously approved 1959 Campus Plan Use Permit shall become null 
and void and be of no further effect or benefit.” This condition refers to the Board’s 1959 
approval of the “Improvement Plan Agreement Under Conditional Use Permit,” which was 
related to the road alignments shown in the Campus Plan that was completed in 1955.  This 
conclusion is supported by the fact that Master Plan Exhibit B contains a discussion of vested 
rights, indicating that the Seminary was not relinquishing any rights granted by the 1953 Use 
Permit. 

The Master Plan expired in 2018, and the County determined that its provisions no longer control 
uses on the Project Site.  Regardless, the Master Plan did not alter the 1953 Use Permit’s 
provisions.  Project opponents continue to attempt to create ambiguity in the meaning of 
Condition of Approval No. 19 of the 1984 Master Plan where none exists.  The reference to the 
“1959 Campus Plan Use Permit” expressly relates to a permit issued in 1959, i.e., the 
“Improvement Plan Agreement Under Conditional Use Permit.”  There is no factual or legal 
basis to support the presumption that the 1953 Use Permit was amended by subsequent permit 
conditions in the late 1950s or that the 1984 Master Plan’s revocation of the 1959 permit 
somehow nullified the 1953 Use Permit.  

Moreover, the County formally considered the status of the 1953 Use Permit in late 2017 and 
determined that it remained in effect, and would continue to remain in effect upon expiration of 
the 1984 Master Plan.  The 2017 proceedings involved an appeal of the County’s September 
2017 issuance of a Notice of Preparation of an environmental impact report for the development 
of the site as proposed at the time (application submitted October 20, 2015 and revised on 
August 16, 2017).  Relatedly, North Coast had requested a four-year extension that would allow 
the proposed project to be processed because the 1984 Master Plan technically was set to expire 
on January 1, 2018.   

At a special meeting held on October 30, 2017, the Planning Commission considered (1) North 
Coast’s request for an extension of the Master Plan, which it denied (5-1) and (2) the 
Association’s appeal of the NOP, which it partially sustained (6-0) by suspending work on the 
EIR that was to be prepared for the project as proposed at the time. The preparation of an EIR 
was not possible due to the fact that a new Master Plan application was required following the 
expiration of the 1984 Master Plan. Page 5 of the Staff Report prepared for the October 30, 2017 
Planning Commission hearing on North Coast’s extension request describes “Option C: Deny 
Extension” as follows:  

“The County may deny the proposed extension recognizing that a 
significant amount of time (approximately 33 years) has been 
provided to complete all of the improvements that were 
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contemplated in the 1984 Master Plan, and none of the academic 
buildings that were approved under the Master Plan were 
constructed. Expiration of the Master Plan will not affect the 
educational use of the property which is allowed under the 1953 
Use Permit. Pursuant to Marin County Code Section 22.48.050, the 
Use Permit will expire if the use ceases for a five-year period or 
greater, unless a Use Permit Renewal is granted. It has been less than 
five years since the educational use of the property by the Golden 
Gate Theological Baptist Seminary had ceased.” 

(Emph. added.) North Coast appealed both actions and the Board of Supervisors, following a 
consolidated hearing, denied the appeal on December 12, 2017.  In the staff reports prepared for 
the denial of the extension request and related appeal in 2017, the County concluded that without 
the Master Plan, the education use remains permitted under the 1953 Use Permit.  

The December 12, 2017 Staff Report for the Board of Supervisors consolidated appeal hearing 
specifically states, “[t]he Planning Commission’s decision to deny the Master Plan extension 
does not affect the educational use of the property under the prior 1953 Use Permit or 
prevent the applicant from submitting a new Master Plan application. Although the current 
Strawberry Community Plan policies reflect the 1984 Master Plan which required use of the 
housing by students, staff, and faculty, neither approval modified the conditions of the 1953 
Use Permit.” 

Both the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors properly relied on County planning 
staff’s interpretation that the 1953 Use Permit not only remains in effect but is vested.  In fact, 
there is no ambiguity as to whether the 1953 Use Permit remains in effect.  The Master Plan 
itself indicated that that rights under the 1953 Use Permit were considered to be vested.  Once 
the County denied North Coast’s request to extend the 1984 Master Plan in December 2017, the 
1984 Master Plan expired shortly thereafter.  Accordingly, the remaining controlling document is 
the 1953 Use Permit, which both the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors have 
determined allow educational uses on the Project Site.  There simply is no basis to reverse the 
County’s long-held position now.1 

 
1 Relatedly, the doctrines of equitable estoppel and laches preclude the County from reversing its long-held position 
that the 1953 Use Permit remains valid.  It has been over eight years since the County confirmed the validity of the 
1953 Use Permit, and North Coast has, in reliance on the County's confirmation that the 1953 Use Permit remains 
valid, incurred substantial cost in developing and proceeding with the Project application submitted in 2020. (See 
Conti v. Board of Civil Service Commissioners (1969) 1 Cal.3d 351, 359; HPT IHG-2 Properties Trust v. City of 
Anaheim (2015) 243 Cal.App.4th 188, 201.)   
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II. State Density Bonus Law Permits the Project to Be Developed as Proposed 

Project opponents incorrectly conclude that the Project cannot be approved at the proposed 
density because the Project “does not conform to the Strawberry Community Plan and the 
Countywide Plan.”  However state law expressly entitles the Project to the density currently 
proposed. 

Under the State Density Bonus Law, a project that seeks and agrees to provide a specified 
amount of affordable housing is entitled to a density bonus in addition to the “maximum 
allowable residential density” that otherwise applies to a project site.  (See Gov. Code § 65915.)  
The “maximum allowable residential density” is defined as the greatest number of units allowed 
under the zoning ordinance, specific plan, or land use element of the general plan, “or, if a range 
of density is permitted, means the greatest number of units allowed by the specific zoning range, 
specific plan, or land use element of the general plan applicable to the project.”  (Gov. Code § 
65915(o)(6).)  The granting of a density bonus, “shall not require, or be interpreted, in and of 
itself, to require a general plan amendment, local coastal plan amendment, zoning change, or 
other discretionary approval,” and must be approved even if the approval results in plan 
inconsistencies.  (Gov. Code § 65915(f)(5).)  In fact, the HAA expressly provides that “the 
receipt of a density bonus, incentive, concession, waiver, or reduction of development standards 
pursuant to Section 65915 shall not constitute a valid basis on which to find a proposed housing 
development project is inconsistent, not in compliance, or not in conformity, with an applicable 
plan, program, policy, ordinance, standard, requirement, or other similar provision.”  (Gov. Code 
§ 65589.5(j)(3).) 

Here, Countywide Plan designates the Project Site for Multifamily residential uses at a density 
range of 1 – 4 dwelling units per acre.  The Project proposes to dedicate 70 of its total 337 
residential units as affordable to lower income households (20.8% of the total), which entitles it 
to benefits under State Density Bonus Law, including the ability to develop at a base density of 4 
dwelling units per acre, the top of the range permitted by the Countywide Plan.2  The Project 
proposes a density of 3.3 dwelling units per acre, well within the density allowed on the Project 
Site by state law.  To the extent that the Strawberry Community Plan conflicts with these state 
law allowances, the plan is preempted.  (Latinos Unidos Del Valle De Napa Y Solano v. Cty. of 
Napa (2013) 217 Cal.App.4th 1160, 1168.) 

In addition, because the project dedicates more than 20% of its units as affordable to low income 
households, North Coast is entitled to two concessions or incentives that result in actual, 
identifiable cost reductions for the Project (Gov. Code § 65915(d)(2)(B)) and unlimited waivers 

 
2 The Project is eligible for even higher densities, and could develop at a maximum of 6 dwelling units per acre 
under the State Density Bonus Law, but North Coast is self-limited to only 3.3 dwelling units/acre. 
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of development standards that would physically preclude development of the Project as proposed 
(Gov. Code § 65915(e); see Bankers Hill 150 v. City of San Diego (2022) 74 Cal.App.5th 755.)  
Here, North Coast has proposed relief from conflicting provisions of the Strawberry Community 
Plan via incentives and waivers.  Therefore, those provisions are not applicable to the Project, 
and the Strawberry Community Plan does not provide a legal basis to deny the Project.  (Gov. 
Code § 65589.5(j)(3).)3 

III. The Project Complies with All Applicable Objective Standards 

Project opponents continue to improperly suggest that the Planning Commission should deny the 
Project or require North Coast to reduce the Project’s density because the Project is “too big” and 
does not fit in with the “context of the property in the community.”  These and other subjective 
concerns do not provide a legal basis to deny the Project or reduce its density. 

Under the HAA, local agencies are forbidden from denying housing development projects that 
comply with objective standards unless they make narrow health and safety findings.  (See Gov. 
Code § 65589.5(j)(1).)  A standard is “objective” if it “involv[es] no personal or subjective 
judgment by a public official and [is] uniformly verifiable by reference to an external and 
uniform benchmark or criterion available and knowable by both the development applicant or 
proponent and the public official.” (Gov. Code § 65589.5(h)(9).) All other standards are 
“subjective.” 

Even if such comments are derived from the Strawberry Community Plan, comments about the 
Project’s scale (“too big”) and character (“context of the property in the community”) are 
precisely the type of subjective conditions the state legislature intended to prevent from being 
used to deny housing development projects.  (CARLA, 68 Cal.App.5th at 854.)  Consistent with 
the County staff’s analysis, the Project is consistent with all applicable, objective development 
standards, and therefore, there is no legal basis to deny the Project. 

IV. The Project Description is Accurate, Stable, and Finite 

Several comments incorrectly claim that North Coast, the County and the EIR have “not 
provided an accurate, stable, and finite description” because school operations were not 
described in detail, and because the Environmental Settlement Agreement would impose further 
limitations.  The record resoundingly refutes this assertion.   

 
3 In the alternative, North Coast has proposed amendments to the Strawberry Community Plan that would preserve 
consistency between the Project, the Community Plan, and the Countywide Plan.  However, because of the State 
Density Bonus Law and the HAA, the County cannot legally deny the Project, even if it uses its discretion to not 
modify the Community Plan. 
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An accurate, stable, and finite project description is necessary for a legally sufficient EIR.  
(County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199.)  But the same court that 
first articulated this rule also recognized that CEQA is “not designed to freeze the ultimate 
proposal in the precise mold of the initial project,” and that it is proper for the project description 
to evolve as “new and unforeseen insights” emerge during review. (Id.)  

More recent cases reiterate that changes in project descriptions do not render an EIR insufficient 
as long as the basic characteristics of the Project remain accurate, stable, and finite throughout 
the EIR process.  (E.g., Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City and County of San 
Francisco (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1055.)  A project description is sufficiently stable, even 
if it includes alternative development configurations, as long as it clearly describes what is being 
evaluated in the EIR.  (South of Market Community Action Network v. City and County of San 
Francisco (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 321, 334.)  A project description is only inadequate or unstable 
if it “thwart[s] the public’s ability to participate in the process and comment meaningfully on the 
EIR.”  (Save Our Capitol! v. Department of General Services (2023) 87 Cal.App.5th 655, 674.)  
Moreover, an EIR is not insufficient simply because an approved project does not exactly match 
any single alternative studied in an EIR.  (Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters v. City of 
Los Angeles (2022) 76 Cal.App.5th 1154, 1184-1185 [stable project description rule does not 
require the final approved project to be identical to a single previously identified alternative, as 
long as the changes do not deprive the public of meaningful review].)  

Here, the Project’s description – the introduction of 337 residential units to an existing academic 
campus to create a mixed-use, multigeneration neighborhood within the Strawberry community – 
has remained constant since the Project was first proposed.  Some Project details have changed, 
and most recently, through the voluntary Environmental Settlement Agreement, North Coast has 
agreed to impose new operating conditions to limit building heights and restrict commuting 
students to no more than 325.  These changes would reduce aesthetic impacts, trips, and 
cumulative VMT as compared to the project in the EIR, which properly assumed that Project Site 
will retain its entitlement under the 1953 use permit to enroll 1,000 students.  Because the 
Environmental Settlement Agreement’s terms would reduce Project impacts compared to those 
analyzed in the EIR, it does not constitute “significant new information” for CEQA purposes.   

CEQA defines “significant new information” triggering recirculation of an EIR as circumstances 
when (1) a new significant environmental impact would result from the project or a new 
mitigation measure to be implemented; (2) a substantial increase in the severity of an 
environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the 
impact; (3) a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project’s proponents decline to adopt it; or (4) the draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically 



 

 

Marin County Planning Commission 
March 26, 2026 
Page 8 

 

inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a).) 

None of these circumstances occurred here, and recirculation of an EIR for a second round of 
public review is intended to be the exception, not the rule.  (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. 
Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1132; Environmental Council of Sacramento v. 
County of Sacramento (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 1020, 1034.)  Accordingly, the Project description 
is accurate, stable, and finite, and the Planning Commission may properly approve the Project 
without further environmental review under CEQA.  

V. Conclusion  

None of the claims included in any of the comments regarding the Project constitute a valid basis 
upon which the County could legally deny the project or condition its approval on decreased 
density.   

We therefore respectfully request that the Planning Commission recommend that the Board of 
Supervisors approve the Project as proposed.   

 Thank you for your consideration, 
 
 
 
Eric S. Phillips
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THE VISION:  An Intergenerational Hamlet

• Provide a mix of high-quality / 
low-density housing that 
includes market-rate and 
affordable units with senior and 
workforce housing

• Create a park-like environment 
with safe walking paths and trails

• Preserve open space and 
remaining ridgelines

• Manage traffic by emphasizing 
walking, bicycling, and use of 
Marin Transit / shuttle and 
rideshare programs



The 101.1 acres of the project 
site can be developed with a 
maximum density of 606 units.

The project as proposed will only 
develop 337 units at 
3.3 units/acre.

337
PROPOSED

606 
MAXIMUM 
ALLOWED



RESIDENTIAL UNITS

ACADEMIC CAMPUS

SENIOR HOUSING RCF

FITNESS CENTER / 
DAY CARE

RECEIVING AREAS FOR RELOCATED UNITS

1         RCF
  24   1-BDRM
101   2-BDRM
210   3-BDRM+
   11         SFD

337   UNITS

RESIDENTIAL UNIT TYPE

PLAYING 
FIELD

CHAPEL HILL
+8 to 10 units

HODGES DRIVE
-22 to 28 units

JUDSON LANE
+12 to 14 units

SHUCK DR 
KNOLL

+2 to 4 units



PLAYING 
FIELD

HODGES DRIVE PLANNING AREA:   6 - STORIES

PLAYING FIELD

HODGES DRIVE



PLAYING 
FIELD

HODGES DRIVE PLANNING AREA:   4 - STORIES

PLAYING FIELD

HODGES DRIVE



PLAYING 
FIELD

JUDSON LANE PLANNING AREA:   + 12 to 14 UNITS

PROPOSED 
UNITS

ADDITIONAL 
INFILL UNITS



PLAYING 
FIELD

SHUCK DRIVE KNOLL PLANNING AREA:   +2 to 4 UNITS 

PROPOSED 
UNITS

ADDITIONAL 
INSERTED UNITS



PLAYING 
FIELD

CHAPEL HILL PLANNING AREA:   + 8 to 10 UNITS    

PROPOSED 
UNITS

ADDITIONAL 
INSERTED UNITS



STRAWBERRY 
SHORES

APARTMENTS

STRAWBERRY COVE
CONDOMINIUMS

1

2

4

PLAYING 
FIELD

RAISING THE PLAYING FIELD – NO RETAINING WALLS

3



VIEW 1 -  SEMINARY DRIVE WITH LANDSCAPED SLOPE

PLAYING 
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STRAWBERRY SHORES
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VIEW 2 -  SEMINARY DRIVE

STRAWBERRY COVE
APARTMENTS



VIEW 2 -  SEMINARY DRIVE WITH LANDSCAPED SLOPE

STRAWBERRY COVE
APARTMENTS



PLAYING 
FIELD

VIEW 3 -  SEMINARY DRIVE

STRAWBERRY COVE
APARTMENTS



VIEW 3 -  SEMINARY DRIVE WITH LANDSCAPED SLOPE

PLAYING 
FIELD

STRAWBERRY COVE
APARTMENTS



VIEW 3 -  SEMINARY DRIVE

STRAWBERRY COVE
APARTMENTS



VIEW 4 -  SEMINARY DRIVE WITH LANDSCAPED SLOPE
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THE VISION:  An Intergenerational Hamlet

• Provide a mix of high-quality / 
low-density housing that 
includes market-rate and 
affordable units with senior and 
workforce housing

• Create a park-like environment 
with safe walking paths and trails

• Preserve open space and 
remaining ridgelines

• Manage traffic by emphasizing 
walking, bicycling, and use of 
Marin Transit / shuttle and 
rideshare programs



EXISTING SITE: 211 UNITS

211 MARKET-RATE 
RESIDENTIAL UNITS

ACADEMIC 
CAMPUS

STRAWBERRY 
SHORES

DE SILVA 
ISLAND

HARBOR 
POINT

SEMINARY 
POINT

CHAPEL 
HILLSHUCK 

KNOLL

DORM 
HILL

PLAYING 
FIELD

SMFD

R 
I C

 A
 R

 D
 O

   
R 

D



TOTAL SITE AREA: 123.35 ACRES  

DEVELOPABLE AREA:   101.1 ACRES

TIDAL AREA:   22.25 ACRES
 

101.1 acres of 
developable area

+/- 22.25 acres 
of tidal land

STRAWBERRY 
SHORES`

HARBOR 
POINT

EXISTING SITE



RESIDENTIAL UNITS

ACADEMIC CAMPUS

SENIOR HOUSING RCF

FITNESS CENTER / 
DAY CARE

PRPOSED PROJECT

1         RCF
  24   1-BDRM
101   2-BDRM
210   3-BDRM+
   11         SFD

337   UNITS

RESIDENTIAL UNIT TYPE



The 101.1 acres of the project 
site can be developed with a 
maximum density of 606 units.

The project as proposed will only 
develop 337 units at 
3.3 units/acre.

337
PROPOSED

606 
MAXIMUM 
ALLOWED



DENSITY COMPARISON

70 N. KNOLL ROAD (72 units) STRAWBERRY SHORES APARTMENTS (220 units)HARBOR POINT APARTMENTS (202 units)



PRESERVE OVER 70% OF THE SITE FOR OPEN SPACE

PLAYING 
FIELD

WOODLAND 
BUFFER

CHAPEL HILL 
PARK  & 

WILDLIFE 
CORRIDOR

FORESTED 
KNOLL

SEMINARY 
POINT TRAIL

CAMPUS 
SLOPES

STORER 
PATH



RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

SHUCK 
KNOLL

JUDSON 
LANE

GREEN 
LANE

OLIVER 
LANE

HODGES 
DRIVE

SEMINARY 
POINT

SENIOR LIVING 
RCF

CHAPEL 
HILL

MISSION 
DRIVE

(E) PLATT 
COURT

SHUCK 
DRIVE



Single Family Homes
Seminary Point Neighborhood

EXISTING PROPERTY



RESIDENTIAL DESIGN PRINCIPLES



PRESERVED OPEN SPACE 
AT FORESTED KNOLL 

SEMINARY POINT

PRESERVED 
OPEN SPACE AT 

CHAPEL HILL

PRESERVING RIDGELINES



PRESERVING RIDGELINES

PROPOSED SEMINARY HOUSINGSEMINARY 
DRIVE`

E STRAWBERRY 
DRIVE

RICHARDSON RIDGELINE

RICHARDSON RIDGELINE 
(elev +/- 250’)

SENIOR LIVING RCF

HODGES DRIVE



SENIOR LIVING RCF

TOWNHOMES GARAGE RESIDENCES POOL

GARDEN 
TERRACE

RESIDENCES

EXISTING 
GRADE

TERRACED 
RESIDENCES

AMENITIES 
BUILDING

SHUCK 
DRIVE

STORER 
DRIVE

SITE SECTION



SENIOR LIVING RCF

ARRIVAL COURT

MAIN ENTRANCE LANDSCAPE TERRACE 

GARDEN PATH



Single Family Homes
Seminary Point Neighborhood

SENIOR LIVING RCF

TYPICAL 1 BEDROOM UNIT
815 SF

 

TYPICAL 2 BEDROOM UNIT
1300 SF

 



Single Family Homes
Seminary Point Neighborhood

SENIOR LIVING RCF
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VIEW FROM CHAPEL HILL PARK



CHAPEL DRIVE VIEW  - EXISTING

CHAPEL HILL NEIGHBORHOOD



CHAPEL DRIVE VIEW  - PROPOSED

CHAPEL HILL NEIGHBORHOOD



CHAPEL HILL EAST SIDE

CHAPEL HILL NEIGHBORHOOD



CHAPEL HILL WEST SIDE

CHAPEL HILL NEIGHBORHOOD



HODGES DRIVE NEIGHBORHOOD

SEMINARY DRIVE VIEW  - EXISTING



HODGES DRIVE NEIGHBORHOOD

SEMINARY DRIVE VIEW  WITH 6 STORY BUILDINGS AND RAISED PLAYING FIELD



HODGES DRIVE NEIGHBORHOOD

SEMINARY DRIVE VIEW  WITH 3+ STORY BUILDINGS AND RAISED PLAYING FIELD



RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS

SEMINARY POINT

MISSION DRIVE

SHUCK DRIVE

OLIVER LANE



Single Family Homes
Seminary Point Neighborhood

RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS

SHUCK KNOLL

GREEN LANEJUDSON LANE

CHAPEL HILL



AN INTERGENERATIONAL COMMUNITY




